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PUBLIC FACILITY REQUIREMENTS OVER THE NEXT
DECADE

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 1968

Coxgress oF THE UNITED STATES,
Suecom>MITTEE 0N ECcoNod1c PROGRESS OF THE
Joixt Ecoxomic CoMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee on Economic Progress met, pursuant to notice,
at 10 a.m., in room 2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Wright
Patman (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Representatives Patman, Moorhead, and Rumsfeld.

Also present: John R. Stark, executive director; Arnold H. Dia-
mond, consulting economist; and Douglas C. Frechtling, minority
economist.

Chairman Paraax. The subcommittee will please come to order.

Studies by this subcommittee have shown that this Nation will have
to build additional public facilities in the amount of $500 billion over
the 10-year period between 1966 and 1976. Our studies also showed that
a good part of this aggregate amount would have to be obtained by
borrowing, and we came up with the highly disturbing conclusion that
the only major source of additional financing in the amounts required
seemed to be the commercial banks.

In order to help correct this very disturbing prospect, Senator Prox-
mire and T have introduced bills to provide for Government guarantees
and interest subsidies for State and municipal bonds. This would be
in lieu of tax exemption. This developed from earlier hearings we held
on the borrowing problems of the smaller communities and the unfair
effects of bond rating on municipalities.

At this time, this Subcommittee on Economic Progress of the Joint
Economic Committee would like to focus on these basic public facility
needs, themselves, and to obtain the insight of four public officials who
have been most involved with this subject in their departmental respon-
sibilities. They are Mr. Wilbur J. Cohen, Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare; M. Cecil Mackey, Assistant g;creta,ry for Policy
Development, Department of Transportation ; Robert C. Wood, Under
Secretary, Department of Housing and Urban Development; and
Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of the Interior.

It strikes me as urgently important to look ahead at this point and
see how we can supply our basic community needs and to anticipate
some of the very difficult public policy problems that the Federal Gov-
ernment, the States, and the localities will have to solve over the next
decade.

(1)
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At this point in the record we will include the announcement of
these hearings and scheduled witnesses.
(Material follows:)
NoveEMBER 26, 1968.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES JOINT EcoNOMIC COMMITTEE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC PROGRESS

Representative Wright Patman (D., Tex.), Vice Chairman of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee and Chairman of its Subcommittee on Economic Progress,
today announced that his subcommittee will hold hearings next week on public
facilities needs in the United States.

“We did some projections two years ago of future needs for schools, utilities,
roads, and other basic public facilities,” he said, “and the study showed that
these requirements will impose heavy demands on both physical and financial
resources.

“The present time is the most opportune one for the Subcommittee to hear from
responsible officials of the four Federal Departments most concerned on these
matters. We hope, particularly, to get from them a meaningful evaluation of
priorities and some ideas of the financing measures that will be needed to pay
for them.”

The hearings will be held in the Banking and Currency Committee Hearing
Room, 2128 Rayburn House Office Building. Following is the schedule of wit-
nesses:

Tuesday, December 3:

10 am.—WiBUur J. CoHEN, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
11 a.m.—M. Ceci. MACKEY, Assistant Secretary for Policy Development,
Department of Transportation

Wednesday, December }:
10 a.m.—RoBERT C. Woop, Under Secretary, Department of Housing and
Urban Development

11 a.m.—SEWART L. UDALL, Secretary of the Interior.

Chairman Patma~. T had hoped the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Mr. Cohen, as our first witness, would give us an
opportunity to really examine these needs.

I have just heard that Mr. Cohen is ill and will not be able to be
here today. Is there someone here to speak for him? Mr. Cohen was
scheduled as our first witness.

Mr. Coston. Yes, sir; I am here for him.

Chairman PaTman. Who are you, please?

Mr. Coston. Mr. Chairman, I am Mr. Dean Coston, the executive
assistant to Secretary Cohen.

Chairman Patmax. Yes. Well, of course, we are not willing to
accept you. Of course, we don’t mean to say anything against you or to
impugn your motives or to question you. But the subcommittee must
insist on hearing a top policymaking representative.

Mr. Coston. T understand.

Chairman Patman. Nothing like that—we just want the Secretary.
Can you explain why the Secretary is not here?

Mr. CostoN. The Secretary asked me to express his very profuse
apologies, Mr. Chairman, but he was taken ill this morning with a
kidney ailment and had to go over to the hospital to have it attended
to and he did ask me to come up and express

Chairman Patman. Is it something that will probably detain him
several days?

Mr. Coston. We haveno idea.
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Chairman Paryan. Well, we will just have to postpone this.

Mzr. Costox. Very good, sir.

Chairman Pataman. I suspect about Thursday or Friday would be
the nearest time that we could get to it and we will just postpone
his part then until Thursday morning.

Mr. Coston. His availability, Mr. Chairman, I am sure, would be
subject to whatever medical opinion he gets this morning.

Chairman PatmaN. Why, certainly, we would respect the medical
authorities and the Secretary’s own request on that. We certainly don’t
want to ask him to come up here if he is not able to come.

Mr. Cosrox. Fine,sir.

Chairman PaTaan. And we also asked that Mr. Gannon be here. Do
vou know why he isnot here?

Mr. Costox. I was not aware that Mr. Gannon had been requested,
Mzr. Chairman.

Chairman Patyan. Mr. Gannon has been contacted, I understand.
He will be up here right away and we will hear him but we will look
forward to hearing Mr. Cohen Thursday morning here in this room
at 10 o’clock.

Mr. Cosron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Parmax. All right, fine.

I notice a statement just put on my desk a few moments ago from Mr.
Cohen of Health, Education, and Welfare, and without objection we
will just file this statement as his testimony before this subcommittee
and excuse him from testifying Thursday. Will that be satisfactory
with you, Mr. Moorhead ?

Representative MoorHEAD. Satisfactory.

Chairman Pataan. Without objection it is so ordered.

(Statement of Secretary Cohen follows:)

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WILBUR J. COHEN, SECRETARY
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we have prepared
sets of materials for your use in updating your committee’s 1966
study, “State and Local Public Facility Needs and Financing.” We
are supplying these materials for the assistance of your staff.*

In education programs on the elementary and secondary levels,
there today are 45.8 million children enrolled. In fall 1972, there will
be 49.3 million, according to the best information we now have avail-
able. We hesitate to make any projection beyond 1972, because the
children who will enter kindergarten in the years 1973 to 1975 have
not been born.

We are including copies of a May 1968 office of education study,
“Proj;,ctions of Public School Facilities Needs, 1968-69 Through
1972-73.”

Table I gives fall enrollments from a year ago to 1972. It is this
table that shows the 416 million increase in enrollments in the public
sc{:oo}s. This table does not include figures for private and parochial
schools.

*Additional materlals, consisting malnly of responses to questions submitted to HEW
by the subcommittee, appear in app. I, p. 93.
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Table 2 indicates that for the 1967-68 school year, the public schools
of the Nation needed 519,300 more classrooms simply to eliminate their
current backlog.

Tables 4, 5, and 6 give the projections in student stations, classrooms
and number of square feet of school facilities to overcome unsatis-
factory conditions and accommodate growth.

In summary, the added facilities needed by 1972 are 1,340,500,000
square feet, or 770,500 new classrooms, on the elementary and secondary
levels alone.

If we go into an extensive preschool program, which we hope to see,
the needs over the next 4 years will amount to 129.9-million square feet,
orthe equivalent of 108,200 classrooms.

The needs for junior or community colleges will continue apace with
the growth of their potential student bodies. The current backlog and
projected need by 1972 come to 83,228,000 square feet. Student enroll-
ment this year is 1.176 million. In 4 years, the figure is estimated to
rise to 1.430 million.

Mr. Chairman, recent higher education data from the National
Center for Educational Statistics indicate difficulty of making firm
projections in the current tight money situation.

The Center has tabulated 1,781 responses from 793 public and 988
private colleges and universities on their 1965-70 plans. These in-
stitutions indicated that if the money became available as hoped for,
they would provide instructional facilities for 48.3 percent more
students in 1970 than in 1965. As a growth rate, this is 8 percent greater
than originally foreseen 3 years ago. The expenditures planned for
191(155—70 for buildings and campus improvements is estimated at $17
billion.

The sources of capital funds for both public and private colleges
and universities are more varied and thus less predictable than for
elementary and secondary education. Significant sources of capital
funds for both public and private colleges and universities include
governmental appropriations, Federal grants, general obligation bonds
and revenue bonds. The last three of these are directly tied in to the
money market.

The Department now has applications for $33 million in Federal
funds to assist in ETV facilities costs. Fewer than 20 percent of these
projects are expected to receive Federal funds, due to low appropria-
tions.

Studies and projections made by the National Association of Educa-
tional Broadcasters and others indicate a need for $400 million in new
money from 1971 to 1975 for capital costs. Of that, $190 million would
be Federal funds.

We have updated the chapter in the 1966 study on educational TV
for the committee record.

Turning now to health facilities, we remind you that the needs in all
aspects have only one way to go: upward. Well beyond my expectations
of the last 80 years, the aged of our Nation now are able to afford to
have the medical attention they need, thanks to the medicare program.
What this means is that we need many more doctors and other health
professionals, many more hospital rooms, and more of everything else
connected with health, including money.
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Hivn-BurToNn

The need for modernization is a key problem for at least half of the
Nation’s hospitals. The critical shortage of hospitals which led to the
Hill-Burton Act 22 years ago has been largely overcome.

The 1967 Hill-Burton State plans show these major needs—

Modernization of nearly 3,300 of the 6,661 existing general hos-
pitals, involving 263,000 of the 796,000 beds.

$8 billion to modernize general hospitals alone.

More than 100 new general hospitals, to be located primarily in
suburban areas, plus additions to existing hospitals. This is to
provide 75,000 new beds.

AxBULATORY CarE (OuTpATIENT) FACILITIES

Of some 9,000 outpatient facilities now existing, 2,300 need modern-
ization. Another 2,200 new facilities are needed. Rising hospital costs
and utilization have intensified the impetus toward broadened use of
outpatient facilities. Projections indicate a 10-year need for $3.2
billion in capital outlays.

Loxc-TeErM-CArRe FacCILITIES

There are about 700,000 beds in 12,900 long-term-care facilities,
which include nursing homes, chronic disease hospitals and long-term
units of hospitals. As of last June, more than 4,700 of these facilities
having 325,000 beds had been certified for participation under medicare
as “extended care facilities.”

The 1967 Hill-Burton State plans indicated needs for—

b ’c{‘wo thousand new long-term-care facilities, with 149,000 added
eds.
Capital requirements of $7.2 billion.

Comryronity MENTAL HEavTte CENTERS

The community mental health centers needs projection is one area
in which a decline over the 1966-75 period is indicated. Whereas in
1966, we estimated $2.934 billion in total outlays for the 10 years, we
now estimate a need for $2.027 billion. Of this latter figure, $608 million
would be Federal funds.

Each community mental health center was originally planned to
provide five basic mental health services to a “catchment area” of
100,000 persons on average. However, the experience of the last 4 years
indicated that each of these centers is providing the services to an
average of 155,000 persons. We estimated in 1966 that the need for
community mental health facilities was 2,200 center programs serving
222 million people. We now expect that 2,058 community mental health
centers can and will be established by 1980.

MEe~TALLY RETARDED

Appropriations for construction of facilities to serve the mentally
retarded 1n their own communities have been well below authorizations
in the last 2 years. As a result, construction has barely kept pace with
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the needs required by normal population growth. Although 240 projects
have received Federal construction aid, the programs will result in
serving only 66,000 retarded individuals.

Heartas RESEARCH FACILITIES

Capital funds needs for health research facilities are estimated at
$220 million a year over the 1-year period—$120 million for renovation
and replacement and $100 million for new construction. The Federal
share is estimated at about 50 percent, so that over the 10 years the
total Federal money would total around $1.1 billion.

Progress in medical and health sciences is critically dependent upon
the availability of good facilities. Capital outlays for 1,155 facilities
in which the Federal program participated in 1956 to 1968 amounted
to $1.058 billion, of which the Federal share is $454 million.

Mepicar, axp OraeErR HeaLTH ScHOOLS

The current national shortage of about 50,000 physicians illustrates
the problem of health education facilities. The number of qualified
applicants exceeds the available number of student spaces. The needed
enrollment increase in medical schools is impossible without more
facilities.

More facilities are needed if we are to meet the goal of another
50,000 first-year places in nursing schools by 1975. Many of the Na-
tion’s 1,200 nursing schools are housed in inadequate or makeshift
buildings.

Capital needs to 1975, including the current backlog, are estimated
at $3.6 billion for medical schools, $900 million for dentai schools, $1.5
billion for nursing schools, and $500 million for schools teaching the
skills of other health professions.

Mr. Chairman, we have arranged for several officials of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare to remain and serve as re-
source personnel during the remainder of this morning’s hearing.

Chairman Parman. Mr. Cohen couldn’t be here on account of ill-
ness. Part of his testimony was to relate to orders concerning a credit
union reorganization plan. Credit unions are important financial in-
stitutions. You see, credit unions have deposits aggregating about $11
billion, and they have loans aggregating $10 billion, and these loans
are for many worthwhile purposes. It is important that we interrogate
Mr. Cohen about the credit union orders and about the supervision of
credit unions, since they are regulated under his jurisdiction. Since
he could not be here, Mr. Gannon, the director of the Bureau of Fed-
eral Credit Unions, has been asked to appear and we would like to

uery him now. We asked him to come up rather abruptly in view of
the illness of Mr. Cohen. We will have Mr. Mackey step aside for the
present and come back after we get through with Mr. Gannon. Would
you like to do that?

Representative Moorueap. Yes, Mr. Chairman, because I would like
to ask some questions of Mr. Mackey. I would like to hear your ques-
tions and the answers.

Chairman Paraan. Would you like to do that, sir ?

Representative MooruraDp. Yes.
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Chairman Paraan. Come around, Mr. Gannon. Mr. Gannon, we
are delighted to have you, sir. It is a convenience to the committee
that you have come up in view of the fact that Mr. Cohen is ill this
morning.

It is necessary that we ask you some questions about the credit
unions because they are under your jurisdiction, in fact under direct
jurisdiction, is that right, Mr. Gannon ?

STATEMENT OF J. DEANE GANNON, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF
FEDERAL CREDIT UNIONS

Mr. Gaxxox. That is right, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Parman. In fact you have the overall responsibility for
them under Mr. Cohen ?

Mr. Gaxnxoxn. That is right.

Chairman Paraaxn. I have just seen your publication here. I thought
it was a credit union publication but I notice you have been getting
it out for some time. This is the October 1968 issue, you get them out
once a month.

Mr. Ga~n~on. Is that the Bulletin, Mr. Chairman?

Chairman Parman. Yes,sir.

Mr. Gannon. No, that comes out quarterly, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Patman. Quarterly. It seems to be a very fine publica-
tion, judging from the one I have here, and gives some very fine in-
formation.

Is it gotten out through your auspices?

Mr. Gan~owN. Yes,indeed.

Chairman PatmaN. And how is it paid for ?

Mr. Gan~on. It is paid out of our funds which are, of course, made
up of the fees paid by the Federal credit unions.

Chairman gATI\[AN. In other words, the credit unions pay for-it?

Mr. Gan~oN. That is right, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Parman. Are they consulted about what goes into the
Bulletin ?

Mr. Gan~on. Well, they are not consulted individually, Mr. Chair-
man. Last year we invited credit unions to make suggestions on mate-
rial they would like to see included in the Bulletin and we are guided
by the suggestions we received.

Chairman Parman. 1 see.

The other day we received notice of an order that had been issued
by Mr. Cohen and filed in the Federal Register, which, of course, makes
it effective as a law at a specific time, moving some of the agencies of
credit union; in other words, reducing the number of regions in the
Nation from 9 to 6. In conversation with you I learn that the reason
that this was done was because you received instructions from the
White House that in view of the austerity program something should
be d;)ne about reducing your budget as much as possible. Is that cor-
rect ?

Mr. Gax~ox. That is right, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Parmax. Do you have a copy of that order or regula-
tion ?

Mr. Gaxw~ox. This wasthe general Government-wide directive from
the administration. It didn’t apply just to our Bureau, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Patma~. It didn’t apply to your bureau?
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Mr. Ganvow. I say it did apply, but not specifically—or exclu-
sively-—I guess “exclusively” is the word I am trying to say. It was a
Government-wide directive.

Chairman Paraan., Why would it apply to the credit unions when
they don’t use Government money? It applies only to the Federal
Budget, doesn’t it ?

Mr. Ganvon. Yes, but our budget is part of the Federal Budget,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Paraman. I know, but the credit unions pay for your ex-
penses, don’t they ?

Mr. Gaxyon. That is right.

Chairman PatmanN. They pay every dime of it.

Mr. Gan~on. The revenue we receive is fees from the Federal
credit unions, Mr. Chairman. As you know, we have had four adjust-
ments in the salaries of Federal employees since 1965, as I recall, and
there is another one pending in July of 1969. Now, in order for us to
meet the costs of our program it is necessary for us to assess fees
against the Federal credit unions.

Chairman Pataan. Well, you have done that consistently, have you
not?

Mr. Gan~von. We have done that, sir.

Chairman Paryan, The credit unions have always paid.

Mr. Ganwon. They have always paid.

Chairman Parman. And the Federal Government has no chance of
any loss in that, has it ?

Mr. Gannon. No, sir.

Chairman Parman. No chance. Well, why would you be so con-
cerned about the budget affecting the Federal credit unions when it
doesn’t affect the Federal Government ?

Mr. Gannon. Well, sir, we feel a strong sense of responsibility for
the prudent utilization of the fee income. We feel that we should be
just as careful about the expenditure of fee revenue as we would be of
appropriated funds—probably even more so, sir—because we realize
that generally credit unions are relatively small organizations without
a great deal of income, and their income is generally returned to the
members in the form of dividends, so it is essential that they maintain
their expenses at a minimum also.

Chairman ParmaN. You seldom ever hear of any loss by a credit
union and it is very, very seldom that one ever is liquidated except
where the project that it 1s serving is moving and they have to liqui-
date it to transfer it, isn’t that right?

Mr. Gax~on. That is true, Mr. Chairman. Of course, this doesn’t
involve loss but the fees that they would pay to us together with the
other expenses that they must assume will have an effect upon their
ability to pay dividends to their members.

Chairman Pararan. Did you confer with any of the credit union
people about that?

Mr. Ganxon. We did not confer with the credit union people prior
to the issuance of this order. I spent yesterday afternoon conferring
with representatives of CUNA International which is the organiza-
tion

Chairman Pataraw. That was after the order was issued, wasn’t it?

Mr. Ganxon. That is right, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman Paryax. And I asked Mr. Cohen—and I asked you to
arrange 1it—for me to confer with him about this, and I got a reply
from him that he had already made the order effective and that 1t
would be useless or needless to confer, isn’t that correct.?

Mr. Gax~ox. That is right, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Paryax. So why would you be conferring with the credit
unions after Mr. Cohen had said that 1t is all effective and that nothing
can be done?

Mr. Gaxxox. Well, I did it for the purpose of explaining to them
why we did it, Mr. Chairman, that we were trying to exercise some
prudence in the light of the previous salary adjustments and in the
light of the one that is pending, we just felt we must now give con-
sideration to the fee income ang the amount that we are saving here,
Mr. Chairman, will reduce the amount of the increase in fees that
we will have to make.

Chairman Parmax. Don’t you think that is a little far-fetched be-
cause you know you are going to get your money anyway ?

Mr. Gax~on. Well, we know we are going to get the money, Mr.
Chairman, but I suppose that there could ultimately be a point at
which credit unions would refuse to pay these fees if they became too
high. I hope we never reach that stage.

Chairman Paraax. Yes, sir. Out of all this change that you have
made you told me it would be about a $156,000 saving?

Mr. Gaxwon. That is right, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Pararawn. That is in the whole reduction——

Mr. GanNown. On an annual basis.

Chairman Parmax. On an annual basis. Who will save that, will the
Federal Government save it or the credit unions?

Mr. Gaxxon. The credit unions will save that.

Chairman Pataan. But you didn’t consider the inconvenience it
will be for the employees to be transferred to other areas and that
will be rather expensive. Who will pay the transfer fees?

Mr. Gaxnon. Well, Mr. Chairman, the Bureau will pay it as is
customary with the Government.

Chairman Parmax. I know, but they will get that money from the
credit unions.

Mr. GannNox. Actually, the number of people being transferred is a
relatively small number.

Chairman Paraman. In fact, the area where I am from there are
about 11 people being transfered, or 13—something like that.

Mr. Ganxon. In that particular area, sir, we have offered the same
positions in the new location to all of our employees. They may elect
to take their position or not. Since we are a part of the Social Security
Administration, we are making every effort to place these people who
elect not to move in another position so that they will not lose their
positions. They may not be working for the Bureau of Federal Credit
Unions but they will be employed and they probably will be em-
ployed by the Social Security Administration.

Chairman Patamax. We can shorten this a good deal if you will
answer my questions specifically. Any charges of employees having to
move will ultimately be paid by the credit unions, that 1s correct, isn’t
it?
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Mr. Gan~on. That is right, sir. It will be paid from our fund which
is made up of the fees we assess.

Chairman Paraax. Yes.

In other words, you will get it from the credit unions, and you have
never failed to get every penny from the credit unions that you asked
them for?

Mr. Gannon. Right.

Chairman Parmax. That is a pretty good record then, I think you
would expect that kind of record in the future.

Mr. Gaxw~on. I think we would, sir, except as I said if our fees be-
come exorbitant than they might rebel.

. Chairman PaTman. Tﬁat is right. You are not anticipating that, I
ope.

Mr. Ganyon. No. As I say we are very concerned about the amount
of our expenditures so we will not burden the credit unions.

Chairman Parmax. In November 1967 I wrote Mr. Cohen, asking
him to comment on a bill that I had proposed that would give the Fed-
eral Credit Unions independent status. In other words, the commercial
banks have their agencies like the Comptroller of the Currency, and
the Federal Reserve System, and also the FDIC and the savings and
loan associations have the Federal Home Loan Bank System. I dis-
cussed it with a lot of people, and the general opinion was that by rea-
son of the importance of the Federal Credit Unions, we should have a
separate agency for them. I wrote Mr. Cohen and asked him for com-
ment on that, and I have not to this day received a reply. Have you
been called upon to make a reply to it?

Mr. Ganwon. Sir, inasmuch as this had to do with the reorganiza-
tion of the Department, this was a matter for the Secretary and did
not involve the Bureau.

Chairman Parman. Not a matter for the Bureau of Federal Credit
Unions.

Mr. Ganw~on. Thatis right, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Pataax. But you don’t know why no reply has been made
to my letter?

Mr. Ganwvoxn. No, sir; T am sorry but I have no idea.

Chairman Patman. You have no way of knowing ?

Mr. GannNon. No, sir.

Chairman Parman. How would you feel about an independent
agency for the Federal Credit Unions? Don’t you think they are big
enough to kind of walk around on their own feet now?

Mr. Ganxon. Well, I guess this is a matter of judgment, Mr. Chair-
man. I know that your views are that they should have this inde-
pendent status.

Chairman Paraax. Yes, sir.

Mr. Ganwon. Certainly there are many things that can be said in
its favor. I think we also would say, of course, that there are many
things to be said in favor of the fact that we now operate within the
Social Security Administration and while we are somewhat in the
nature of a financial institution supervisor, we are also in the nature of
a social institution because we do not regard our credit unions as being
financial per se.

Chairman Parman. You mean they are not financial per se when it
is their whole business of accepting savings? They are thrift institu-
tions.
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Mr. Gax~o~. But, as you well know, credit unions operate on a
philosophy that is quite a bit different from other financial institutions.

Chairman PaT>ran. So far as making loans, accepting savin%s and
making loans of those savings they are the same; are they not?

Mr. Gan~on. Yes, technically, sir, although as you know we now
have Project Moneywise, which has been a very integral part of our
effort to win the war on poverty. We have established credit unions
for the poverty-stricken people and we are teaching them how to pro-
vide for their own economic security.

Chairman Paryman. It is very fine. In fact I talked to Mr. Shriver
about it.

Mr. Gax~on. That is what I mean in the nature of a social institu-
tion rather than financial.

Chairman Paraan. Well, commercial banks have social features too
when they make loans to low-income groups; don’t they?

Mr. Ganwon. This is right. I don’t mean to imply we have this
exclusively, sir.

Chairman Parman. You don’t put them under social security be-
cause they do that. It occurs to me that credit unions are very impor-
tant as financial institutions, with $11 billion in savings. I t{]ink the
Government ought to give them an award for being so successful in
inducing people to save their money. And $10 billion of it has been
invested in different things, making loans to people when they need
it and need it quickly. They can get a loan in a few minutes time, and
I think personally, and my honest opinion is, that next to the church,
credit unions perform the greatest good to humanity and they do
more for people at the lower level than all other financial institutions
in the country.

Mr. Gax~ox. Mr. Chairman, we know so well your feelings about
credit unions and our success has been in a good measure due to your
efforts to provide us with the tools with which we could carry on. The
credit union movement today is greatly indebted to you, Mr. Chair-
man. Without your assistance we probably would have faltered, and
perhaps failed, years back.

Chairman Patmax. Thank you for the compliment, but I just want
to make sure that credit unions are consulted about these things. They
pay the bill, and I think they ought to be consulted. Furthermore
I am going to do my very best to get an independent agency bill
through and I hope it doesn’t receive your opposition because you
know so much about credit unions.

What was your background before you became Director ¢

Mr. Gaxxon. I came from the Banking Department of the State of
Wisconsin where I was supervisor of the credit union division for
State-chartered credit unions in Wisconsin.

Chairman Parman. They were under the Banking Department of
‘Wisconsin.

Mr. Gan~on. They were within the Banking Department of Wis-
consin and, as you know, Wisconsin was one o% the pioneer States in
credit unions.

Chairman Patmaw. I know it was. In fact, Wisconsin is the only
State which has a law now that creates an agency and the agency has
employees, they are paid by money furnished by the State of Wiscon-
sin, whose sole duty is to organize more credit unions and help more
people. You are acquainted with that law, aren’t you?
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Mr. Gan~oxn. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Commons, who was well
known at the University of Wisconsin, was responsible for having that
provision put in the credit union law back in the 1980’s.

Chairman Parman. Yes, sir, I remember that. Now, in view of the
exercise of thrift by people who normally would not be induced to do
anything about it I would say that it is a very good law that Wiscon-
sin has; would you agree ?

Mr. GannoN. Yes, sir; I think it is a good law. Maybe I am not en-
tirely objective, having been associated with it, but the credit union
movement in Wisconsin, I think, has been a successful movement and
has done the job that it was intended to do and I think would have
made Dr. Commons happy, too.

Chairman PaTaax. Yes, sir.

Did any of the credit unions complain to you when they found out
about this order; or to the Secretary ?

Mr. Gan~on. No, sir; to this date now—I haven’t received my mail
yet this morning—I have not received any complaints from Federal
Credit Unions.

Chairman Patyax. You better go back and look at your mail.

Mr. Ganwvown, ITwill.

Chairman Parmax. Because I have got copies of your order.

Mr. Ganwox. I do want you to know, Mr. Chairman—I would be
glad to leave this for the record—we sent a letter to every Federal
Credit Union in the United States so they are thoroughly aware of
what we have done and why we did it. It 1s not our intention to keep
this a secret, sir.

Cheairman Parman. Do you have a copy of that letter that we may
have?

Mr. Gan~oN. Yes, sir; I will be very happy to leave it with you.

Chairman Pataman. Yes, sir.

(The letter referred to, follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
BUREAU OF FEDERAL CREDIT UNIONS,
Washington, D.C. November 1968.
To the Board of Directors of Federal Credit Unions in the Following Regions:
New York, Charlottesville, Kansas City, Dallas:

The Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare has approved a plan for the
reorganization of the Bureau of Federal Credit Unions’ regional offices. The ac-
tion will reduce costs substantially and will improve administration of the Fed-
eral Credit Union Program, but it will not adversely affect the present level of
service which BFCU provides Federal credit unions.

Unde the reorganization plan, three BFCU regions—New York, Charlottesvile,
and Kansas City—are being consolidated with the existing regional offices in
Boston, Harrisburg, and Dallas. As a part of the reorganization, the Dallas office
will be relocated in Austin, Texas.

The present regional offices in New York, Charlottesville, and Kansas City are
being abolished. Nevertheless, officials of Federal credit unions which will have
new regional offices should continue to send correspondence to the former offices
until you are notified that the reorganization has been effected. The new offices
should be operational some time in January.

The number and location of field examiners is unaffected by the reorganiza-
tion. so the enlarged regional boundaries for the six regions will have little in-
fluence upon the services currently available to Federal credit unions. On the
other hand, the cost reductions and administrative improvements made possible
by the reorganization will be particularly important to Federal credit unions,
since they furnish the BFCU’s sole source of income.

An important administrative improvement resulting from the new alignment
will be the more uniform distribution of Federal credit unions among the re-
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gional offices. The new supervisory workloads will permit a greater standardiza-
tion in staffing patterns and work assignments, with consequent improvement
in program efficiency.

Attached to this letter is a list showing the six BFCU regional offices, the
States and territories in their areas, and the number of Federal credit unions
under their supervision. Informational copies of the letter and attachment are
being sent to Federal credit unions in the regions unaffected by the reorganiza-
tion—Boston, Atlanta, Harrisburg, Chicago, and San Francisco.

Sincerely yours,
J. DEANE GANNON, Director.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, BUREAU OF FEDERAL CREDIT UNIONS, REGIONAL
OFFICES

Number
Regions States of FCU's
_______________ Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, 2,589
New York, New Jersey, and Delaware. . .
.. Pennsylvania, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, Puerto 2,168
Rico, Virgin Islands, and Kentucky._ .
______________ North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Alab Mississippi, T Florida, 1,358
and Canal Zone. i
Chicago....ccueeno. .. Ohio, Indiana, Illincis, Michigan, and Wisconsin_.______.________.._.______..._ 1,971
Austin__...o..o______ lowa, Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Colo- 2,499
rado, Utah, Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, Arkansas, Louisi Texas, Oklahoma,
and New Mexico. 5 . .
San Francisco.....__.. Arizona, Nevada, California, Oregon, Washington, Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam._..... 2,016

Chairman Parman. Now, then, did anybody from any of the credit
unions complain about the setup, that there were changes that were
needed, that prompted you to make the change or did you do it on
your own initiative?

Mr. Gax~ox. This act was undertaken on our own initiative.

Chairman ParmaN. On your own initiative. You did not do it by
reason of any complaint from credit unions?

Mr. Gaxnon. No, sir.

Chairman Parman. In other words, you didn’t have a single com-
plaint?

Mr. Gaxnwox. No, sir.

Chairman Parman. Not a single complaint ?

Mr. Ganwon. No, sir.

Chairman Paraan. I notice you have dated this letter to the credit
unions, November 1968.

Mr. Gannon. Yes, sir.

Chairman Paraax. Do you know the exact date of that? It doesn’t
have it on here.

Mr. Gannon. This letter was mailed on Wednesday of last week, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman Parman. What date would that be, November 27 ¢

Mr. Gax~on. I might just say the reason there isn’t a specific date
on 1t is that we are not always sure when the printing press is going to
be able to turn it out so that a specific date was not inserted, but it was
mailed on the day before Thanksgiving so that some credit unions—
now, I recall even more specifically, sir, it was mailed on Tuesday
(Iilight so some of the credit unions would have received it on Wednes-

ay.

%hairman Parman. That was the 26th.

Mr. Gan~on. Those on the west coast probably didn’t receive it until
Friday because of the holiday.

24-065—69——2
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Chairman Parmax. Now, I judge from what you have stated here
before this subcommittee that no one has consulted you about this bill
that I sent to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare about
an independent agency. You have not been consulted about it?

Mr. Gannox. No, sir.

Chairman Parman. And none of the higher-ups have talked to you
about it at all?

Mr. Gan~on. There has been talk about it, Mr. Chairman, of course.

Chairman Parman. But they didn’t talk to you about what you
should do about it or how you stood on it ?

Mr. Ganwoxw. No, sir.

Chairman Paraan. Mr. Moorhead, would you like to ask any
questions?

Representative Moormrap. No, Mr. Chairman, I yield my time to
you, sir.

Chairman Parman. I appreciate your confidence. I just have a
feeling that it is shocking for a Federal agency that is charged with
the duty of making sure that an institution like the Federal Credit
Unions are administered properly, to take over the management and
control to the extent, that the real beneficiaries of it, the 1914 million
credit union members, are not even conferred with nor even consulted.
It is shocking to me, that things like that would occur.

Therefore, it appears to me that we should make a strong effort
to get a bill for an independent agency enacted at the next session
of %ongress as quickly as possible. I don’t charge you with any bad
faith, Mr. Gannon, and generally, I think, your administration of
the act has been all right. I don’t know of any evidences of wrong-
doing. I feel like you have honestly tried to administer the act in a
fair way. But this is going too far, in my book, to just take over the
credit unions and say, “Well now, we are going to change the regional
lines, we are going to change the regional office, we are going to move
people around just because there is an order expressed or implied
from the White House that we are facing an austerity program and
we have got to make reductions.” This order applies only to Federal
budgets. It doesn’t apply to Federal Credit Union dollars. It doesn’
apply to non-tax money. Every bit of this is paid by the Federal
Credit Unions themselves.

So, I feel I must personally express disappointment to you, Mr.
Gannon, and I hope that more consideration is given in the future
to the wishes of the people who are really affected and pay the money.

Mr. GanxNon. Well, I certainly appreciate your comments, sir.

I would just like to make this one statement, and I thought T had
made this point to you the other day when we were talking about
it. Actually, the relationship between the credit unions and our exam-
iners is wholly unchanged in this proposal. Our examiners are not
being moved at all. We have, I think, in the neighborhood of 400
examiners who are stationed out in the field, and each one has a
specific headquarters and a district, and they average around 40 to
50 credit unions, for example.

Chairman Parman. Well, offhand that would seem—this other
would seem—so unimportant.
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Mr. Ganxox. Well, sir, this is my point, you see, that the examiner
has contact with these credit unions, he is right there where they are,
and they know him and he knows them, so that

C?hairman Pataax. You say “examiners,” do you mean auditors,
too?

Mr. Gaxnnon. Well, we call them examiners, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Paraan. Do they audit?

Mr. Gannon. They examine these credit unions and call on them
and consult with them.

Chairman Paraan. I know the banks do that too, but they do that
by just calling the officials in and just talking to them.

Mr. Gannon. That is right. They are the direct contact from the
Bureau.

Chairman Patiaan. Do they have any andits?

Mr. Gaxnon. Yes, they have audits.

Chairman Paraan. Are they audited a certain number of times each
year or one time each year?

Mr. GannoN. Remember, we just changed the law now to reduce the
number of audits from quarterly to semiannually.

Chairman Parman. That is right.

But they are audits. The banks say they are examinations, but I mean
they are not audits.

Mr. Gannon. The audits are made by the supervisory committees
or CPA’. Our examination is a supervisory examination and we call
them examinations too, and this is what our examiners do. They exam-
ine the credit unions and at the conclusion of each examination they
have a meeting with the officials. They sit down and discuss with the
officials their findings and they make recommendations to them and
criticize, if necessary, any practices that might be detrimental to the
credit unions.

Chairman Paraman. But you do have an audit at least once a year of
each credit union?

Mr. Gaxnown. That is an internal audit, Mr. Chairman. We have an
examination by the Bureau which is what I am talking about.

Chairman Patman. Then do you have the audit by some outsider?

Mr. Gann~on. It may be by an outsider or it may be by their own
supervisory committee.

Chairman Patman. They pay for it and they have the audit made
and submit it to you, is that right?

Mr. Ganvon. They submit a report to us.

Chairman Patman. Well, don’t they submit their audit?

Mr. Gax~oN. An audit report, sir. You are talking about the out-
side audits?

Chairman Paraman. Yes.

They submit their audit to you?

Mr. GannoN. Yes,an audit report.

Chairman Patma~. And, of course the auditor must be a reputable
person, a CPA, or you won’t accept it ?

Mr. Gannoxn. Well, the small credit unions, as you know, can’t af-
ford a CPA audit so they have their own supervisory committees which
are made up of members of their own organization.
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Chairman Patman. Well, I sincerely hope, Mr. Gannon, that you
will persuade Mr. Cohen to reevaluate his views on this matter and
give the credit unions an opportunity to be heard on it, and I think
that if he doesn’t it will be a great disappointment to many of the
1914 million members in this country.

I'think it is a great tribute to the credit union organization that they
can in a few years be so successful in reaching down to the people—
to the grass roots—and inducing them to save their money and doing
it for their own benefit. I think it is a great tribute to them.

You know Senator Morris Sheppard of Texas was the one who got
me interested in the Federal Credit Union Act. He lived in my home-
town, and we lived as neighbors there. I thought the act was a won-
derful thing, and when I came to Congress in 1929, the Senator
introduced a bill in the Senate. I commenced helping him in the
House on it. I feel very proud of it because I was the only Member of
the House of the Congress, who testified before the House committee
in favor of credit unions. We called them “baby banks” then. We con-
templated inaugurating a baby bank system over the Nation to en-
courage thrift, and I thought it was a pretty good name but somehow
or another the baby bank part has lost out along the way especially
when credit unions get up to pretty good size, you know. But I am
really proud of it, and it 1s a great tribute to the memory of Senator
Sheppard and the people who did so much to inaugurate the credit
unions. I feel so proud of it because it has been so helpful to the
people, and I feel that the Federal Government should have a law like
the State of Wisconsin has, to encourage the people to organize credit
unions.

I would like to see them in all the schools. It would be a good means
for economic education if they would have a credit union in every
school. Sometimes each grade would support one or at least each
school. It would be a wonderful springboard for economic education.
There are a lot of graduates of high school and college now who don’t
have any sense or knowledge about money. Some don’t even know how
to make a bank deposit. They don’t know how to seek a loan if one is
needed. They don’t even know where to go or how to confer with
people. But in school if they had something to do with accepting money
for thrift purposes or making loans to people who are qualified, they
would get a wonderful financial education. Anybody can join a credit
union who has got a quarter—25 cents. And then they have to deposit
$5 as an evidence of good faith, but they get interest on that $5 so there
is nothing to lose. Credit unions are a wonderful thing. And you know,
credit union members are sometimes able to save from $200 to $500 on
financing a new automobile compared to what they would have to pay
on prevailing commercial rates in that particular area. It represents a
tremendous savings to people who perhaps very much need it.

Mr. Ganwon. Of course, Mr. Chairman, one reason why credit unions
can do this is because they operate at a very low expense ratio.

Chairman Parman. Yes. Many members of credit unions volunteer
their services as group collectors, and so forth. You might call it sort of
a labor of love. This helps keep expenses down, doesn’t it ?

Mr. Gaxw~ox. That is right.

Chairman PaTyax. And the neighbors help the neighbors.

Mr. Ganwvon. That is right.
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Chairman Paryax. It is a wonderful thing and they have got about
1934 million people in it, it is bound to be mighty good.

Would you like to ask some questions, Mr. Moorhead?

Representative MoormEap. No, Mr. Chairman, other than to agree
with you that the reason for the credit unions being located in the
Social Security Administration escapes me.

Chairman Pamrax. We will ask the other witness then to come
around.

Thank you, Mr. Gannon.

Mr. Gaxwox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Pamvax. Mr. Mackey, you are recognized.

Mr. Mackey. Yes, sir.

Chairman Parman, Mr. Mackey, you are Assistant Secretary for
Policy Development, Department of Transportation, is that correct?

STATEMENT OF M. CECIL MACKEY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
POLICY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD J. BARBER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR POLICY, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Mr. MackEey. Yes, sir.

Chairman Parymax. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Mackey ?

Mr. MacgEey. Yes, sir, I have. I have given copies of the statement
to the committee staff. I think they should be available.

Chairman Parmax. All right.

You may proceed in your own way, sir.

Mr. Mackey. Mr. Chairman, with me this morning is Mr. Richard
J. Barber, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy Development in our
Department. I think he is known to you and this subcommittee. He
was formerly on the staff of this committee. We appreciate the train-
ing he got here for the work we have.

Chairman Patmax. Yes, sir, I remember very well.

Mr. Macgey. Impressive as the recent growth of the American
economy has been, its continued economic expansion necessitates care-
ful investment planning that fully anticipates our Nation’s long-term
needs. Today the gross national product of the United States is close to
the $900 billion mark. Nearly 79 million people are employed, 7 million
more than only 5 years ago. With civilian unemployment in October
at a seasonally adjusted annual rate of 3.6 percent—lower, on an
annual basis, than it has been at any time since 1953—we have been
able to put our valuable human resources to reasonably effective use.
True, we have our problems—and it is needless for me to attempt to
add to this committee’s knowledge of them or to underscore their im-
portance—but on the whole just about everyone would agree that the
performance of the U.S. economy in the 1960’s has been remarkable.
One reason for this success is that our infrastructure has been adequate
to the burdens placed upon it.

To sustain our growth in the decade ahead, however, will demand
even larger capital outlays—private and public, State and local as
well as Federal—than have been made in recent years. Between now
and 1975 the population of the United States will increase by 20 to 25
million. In that target year, now barely half a decade away, the GNP
(in then-current dollars) will no doubt evceed $1.3 trillion. The civilian
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labor force, which now numbers 79 million, will have increased to
close to 90 million. A growing proportion of these workers, and of the
total population, will live in urban areas. Indeed, by 1980 it is likely
that there will be a third more metropolitan areas with at least 1 mil-
lion people than there are now.

To sustain this growing, highly urbanized population and work
force and to maintain the conditions for rapid economic expansion
will call for increased investment in virtually every sector of the
economy. To say that, though, is not enough. To meet the growing needs
of the Nation requires careful, highly refined projections of future
demands. This Subcommittee on Economic Progress recognized this
when it began its study of State and local public facility needs and
financing in 1966. The value of this continuing study, and of the two
volumes of data and analysis which have been published, is of the
greatest practical importance. The information published to date, and
the further material that will be made available in the current hearings,
will help lay the foundation for the farsighted planning that is abso-
lutely essential to continued, balanced economic growth.

Today, I would like to focus most of my attention on planning for
transportation. Transportation with all its components taken into
account makes up about one-fifth of our gross national product. That
tells a great deal about its importance—but its essentiality to economic
growth and to the satisfaction of human needs for mobility have even
greater, if more subtle implications. No area of public commitment
pulls together, in such a complicated way, the public and private sec-
tors and the many levels of government. It is this intricate institu-
tional setting which makes long-term forecasts of transportation ex-
penditures so extremely difficult. That is why I intend to concentrate
my attention on the major policy issues involving transportation rather
than upon specific forecasts of public facility needs themselves.

Considered in general terms, the forecasts of public facility trans-
portation needs published by the committee in 1966 appear to fall
reasonably in line with past trends and with the anticipated real
growth of the economy, and in the table which follows my statement
I have summarized principal transportation projections. From 1965 to
1975 total capital outlays for transportation facilities, it is estimated,
will just about double, rising from something over $9 billion to some-
thing around $19 billion. At the same time the GNP, expressed in
current dollars, is expected to increase from $684 billion 1n 1965 to
about $1.3 trillion in 1975. That is an increase of about 90 percent.
If allowance were made for certain differences in statistical assump-
tions, the two forecasts—one of GNP, the other of transportation
facility needs—would fall almost exactly in line with one another.

While the close fit between the committee’s projection of facility
requirements in 1975 and likely economic growth contains no sur-
prises, it should not be allowed to obscure the significance of the
assumptions one makes about the goals that are to be achieved. In
Leonard Lecht’s 1965 study for the National Planning Association it
was forecast that to provide a far better transportation system than
we now have—and this was defined in general terms, as one that would
take full advantage of various technological advances—1975 transpor-
tation expenditures would have to exceed $28 billion, compared with
the earlier forecasts T mentioned of $19 billien. Similarly the study
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done for the Council of State Governments in 1966 forecast that in
1970 transportation facilities would call for spending of more than $18
billion. That figure compares with an estimate of less than $15 billion
contained in volume I of the committee’s study.

In citing for comparison the National Planning Association study
and the forecasts developed for the Council of State Governments,
my primary purpose is to emphasize how important it is to agree upon
objectives 1n estimating future transportation investment. The NPA
projection established goals to which we might “aspire”; to meet those
goals would call for spending in 1975 at a level nearly $10 billion more
than this committee’s study has forecast. The difference is explained
by the kind of transportation system which is assumed to exist for
1975. Until we can define our objectives and reach a consensus on them,
we cannot expect to have any high degree of conformity in forecasts.
And reaching that agreement is far more a reflection of the political
process—State and local as well as Federal—than it is of the prog-
nostic skills of professional economists. Agreement on goals—“what
kind of transportation system do we want?’—is obviously essential
to the formulation of overall future transport spending requirements
for the future.

The articulation of goals in transportation is closely interconnected
with the role of comprehensive transportation planning. To put it
differently, even if there is agreement on objectives, sensible decisions
about investment can only be made after a rigorous comparison of
the alternative ways to satisfy those ends. In this respect, it is the
firm conviction of the Department of Transportation that the coun-
try’s transportation needs can best be met only by looking at the
transportation system as a whole. In the past this has not been the
way we have viewed our problems. The “needs,” and I use that term
in quotes because it has a particular meaning to transportation plan-
ners, the needs of each particular transport sector have been looked
at in virtual isolation, with little or no effort to make comparisons
and to channel investment on the basis of where it could provide the
greatest return.

In creating the Department of Transportation, Congress assigned
to the Secretary of Transportation the job of facilitating coordina-
tion in the varlous national transportation programs. In attempting
to fulfill this statutory assignment we, in the last few months since
our creation, have initiated a number of projects which are designed
to provide information about the relative effectiveness of different
types of transportation to serve the needs of passenger travel and
the movement of goods. This work is now at a very preliminary
stage but ultimately it should yield considerably more insights into
the kind of mix of ingredients to serve national transportation re-
quirements. In the course of this work we anticipate having to make
recommendations concerning a number of major policy choices that
will inevitably affect future investment in particular types of trans-
port facilities.

To focus more pointedly on these issues, let me turn to a few specific
cases. First of all, urban transportation. With more than 70 percent
of our population now living in urban areas, it is reasonable to expect
that the great bulk of future spending will be for transportation to
serve the cities. Here the journey to work seems to represent the
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biggest problem and the greatest challenge. Whether our cities needs
can better be met through additional highways or mass transit is a
question that will continue to be vigorously debated, but the answer
is now shaped as much by financial inconsistencies as it is by the
merits of the various transportation alternatives. Under existing ar-
rangements, statutes, the States receive grants in aid ranging up to
90 percent of the cost of construction of highways in urban areas.
Because of the character of the highway trust fund and the ear-
marking of user taxes, there is both reliability and continuity of the
money available for road construction. The same cannot be sald, how-
ever, for mass transit.

With the mass transit program currently funded at a level of less
than $200 million per year, about one-fifteenth of annual Federal grants
for urban highway construction), the Federal Government does not
provide local communities with a level of support comparable to that
available for highway construction, and choices by local planners are
correspondingly limited. As a result, many of the mass transit projects
which cities have wished to undertake (one list is provided on p. 807 of
vol. 1 of the committee’s study) have either been postponed or termi-
nated. In our view, unless the Federal mass transit program is funded
more adequately, it is likely that mass transit will be severely inhibited,
even though cities may feel that it better meets their local transport and
other needs than additional highway construction. As a consequence,
the volume I projection of mass transit related expenditures could be
higher than will actually materialize. Conversely, it could also mean
that local units of government will have to absorb an even larger share
of the financial burden that hasbeen expected.

Let me turn to another area: air transportation. Here the need for
additional investment is quite clear. The rulemaking proceeding which
was announced in the papers this morning is a temporary expeciient. It
isnecessary to help solve the air congestion problem but it certainly does
not eliminate the need for additional investment. By 1974 we esfimate
that the revenue passenger-miles flown by the airlines will rise to 200
billion—more than double the 1967 level. Over that 7-year period the
air carrier fleet will increase from 2,300 aircraft today to more than
3,300. And to give you a little better indication of what that means by
the mid-1970’s we expect approximately a million people a day to be
boarding commercial airlines. Meanwhile, the general aviation aircraft
fleet, private aircraft, will increase from 105,000 in 1967 to 160,000 by
1974. These projections assume a substantial increase in the capacity of
the federally operated airways system and additional airport capacity
to meet the growing demands. Currently, our best estimate of public-
owned airport development requirements, including terminals, is about
$4 billion for the period fiscal year 1969 through fiscal year 1973. Actu-
ally there are 10,000 more airports in the country. I am focusing here on
about 2,500 that are publicly owned.

The fact that the Nation will need additional airports and airways
capacity does not, however, give us any indication of who should pay
for this or in what way. The principle of recovery of airways costs
through user charges is generally accepted by most, but not all, users
of the airways. On the airport side some people think that the Federal
Government should make available a great deal of the money through
outright grants for airports; others propose elaborate Federal loan
arrangements. By contrast, our review of the situation persuades us
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that those who use air transportation, whether in operation of their
own aircraft or as passengers or shippers of cargo, can and should pay
for both airways and the airport development costs which will be re-
quired to meet their demands. This judgment was reflected in the ad-
ministration’s airport-airways program submitted to the Congress
earlier this year. Shifting the burden of providing facilities for air
transportation from the general taxpayer to the user will help ease
this large financial problem and also help assure more efficient invest-
ment in air transport facilities. This, too, may significantly affect total
as well as State-local airport facility capital projections for the 1970’s.

My comments about the uncertainties pertaining to urban highway
construction, mass transit, and air transportation and about the impor-
tance of more clearly defining our transportation goals should not cloud
the fact that between now and 1975 there simply must be substantial
increases in the investment for public transportation facilities. None-
theless, while increased transportation outlays are both necessary and
inevitable, their level, timing, character of these expenditures, and the
method of financing them represent vital choices that can and should
be made in a far more discriminating fashion than has been the case
in the past. The key to this is good analysis and careful planning cou-
pled with the freedom to make investments where they will be the most
productive and contribute most effectively to meeting our transporta-
tion requirements. Comprehensive transport planning is only now get-
ting underway. For years all levels of government have relied on un-
refined statements of “need” as a substitute for good economic analysis.
In the future the competition for the public dollar is going to become
a great deal more intense and it will be imperative that we make bet-
ter use of our transportation investment than we have up to now. To
do that will demand, not just better planning, but also the creation
of a financial climate that will enable the States and the cities to in-
vest in those transportation facilities that they deem most likely to
solve their transportation problems. To bring this about will call for
many changes in existing policy, particularly with respect to the re-
strictions and conditions which the Federal Government presently
places upon the grants it makes to the States and cities.

Better planning and a less restrictive financial environment are the
essential preconditions to more efficient investment in public trans-
portation facilities. If those conditions are to be satisfied, however,
Federal, State, and local government, along with private transporta-
tion organizations, will have to work very closely together in plan-
ning for the Nation’s transportation facility requirements.

(Table follows:)

1875 PROJECTIONS

[In millions of doilars}

Projected 1975 spending
Toll Urban

Actual bridges, Offstreet mass Air- Marine
1965 total Total Highways etc.  parking transit  ports ports
JEC: Total capital outlays (ali
spending units). ... .. 18,643 18,980 15,830 500 1,000 1,370 630 150
JEC: State and local public
facility capital outlays..... 8,934 17,670 15,830 500 300 960 530 50
Lecht NPA “aspiration’* pro-
JeCtion. .o eeiiicioaoo-e 28,200 .. et ececececam— e
GNP el 684,000 1,300,000 .. .. . . eeeeieicceeimecemcmmaenceeeeaanannnn

1 Actual 1965 figures for ofistreet parking facilities and urban mass transit facilities unavailable.
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Chairman PaTaaxn. Thank you very much, Mr. Mackey. Members
desiring to do so will submit questions to you and which you may
answer when you look over vour transcript of this testimony. You
would be willing to do that I assume?

Mr. Mackey. 6ertainly.

Chairman PaTaran. I have some questions myself that I would like
to submit to you now. Mr. Moorhead, would you like to submit some
later or now?

Representative MooruEeap. T have been prepared. But are we going
to have a chance to interrogate the witness now?

Chairman Paraax. All right, sir, you may submit to questions from
Mr. Moorhead, if you will, please.

Representative MooruEesp. Mr. Mackey, I appreciate your testimony
and particularly the emphasis which you gave to the importance of
mass transportation or hopefully rapid transportation within cities,
I think you point out very clearly that we have stacked the deck in
favor of highways as opposed to public transportation, not only in
the dollar amount of Federal assistance, which is 15 times that for
mass transit, but also in assuredness of the money actually being
forthcoming.

Do you have any suggestions as to how we could reduce that balance
in favor of mass transportation ?

Mr. Mackey. The Department does not have a proposal at this
time, Mr. Moorhead. I think we may very well have a proposal in
a relatively short time. We have been hard at work in examining some
of the alternative ways to financing transit needs and trying to get
a better determination of the level of transport needs and I think
there probably will be some proposals evolved.

Representative Moorueap. In the future do you expect to have
federally assisted highways within city borders, and what particular
problems in costs, in dollars, in problems of engineering and in prob-
lers of human suffering do these highways within city borders create ?

Mr. Macgey. I think that we will need more highways within urban
areas. I think the highways which we will build will be considerably
more expensive because they will be designed and located in such a
way as to minimize the economic and sociological and the esthetic
impact. There are a number of examples of what has been done since
the Department of Transportation was created—perhaps most im-
portant has been the establishment of design concept teams to try
to determine how highways can better be fitted into the environment.
But given the desire of people for personal mobility, their continuing
love affair with the automobile. and their tendency to live in the urban
areas, I think we will have to build more highways but obviously
different types of highways than we have in the past.

Representative Moorueap. Different types of highways?

Mr. Mackey. Yes; sir.

I think the standards to which they will be built will be different.
They will be more designed to minimize problems of pollution, prob-
lems of noise. They will be designed to fit into the landscape, they will
be designed and built in a way which doesn’t destroy neighborhoods,
or break up the sociological patterns of the cities.

Representative MoormEap. T know there is one highway in our area
that is definitely breaking up the neighborhood patterns. This is the
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East Street expressway, with which you may be familiar, on the north
side of Pittsburgh. Mr. Mackey, the way to get this before us is clear
from your testimony—you refer to capital outlays for transportation
facilities going up from $9 billion to $19 billion. Do you have a break-
down by percentages anyway as to what percentage for highways,
maybe even that subdivided for urban highways and outside of urban
areas, and then, second, how much for aviation expenditures, how
much for mass transportation, how much for the various categories of
transportation. Is that broken down? Instead of answering it now,
perhaps you would submit your answer for the record.

Mr. Mackey. I think that would be easier. I can give you sort of a
rough estimate of what it is today. The Department of Transporta-
tion’s budget is about $614 billion. The Federal aid to highway
program is running at a level of about $414 billion annually. Our
airways expenditures run more than $800 million a year. The Federal
aid to airports program is funded at a level of about $30 million a
year. Our transit program is funded at about $170 million a year for
grants, demonstrations, and research. The Coast Guard which per-
forms services essentially like the Federal Aviation Agency has a
total budget of around $550 million a year. There are a number of
other Federal programs, and in the other miscellaneous projects—
when I say miscellaneous I don’t mean to minimize them—the Corps
of Engineers is not a part of the program, they spend about $300
million a year for new construction and as much as $150 million
a year for maintenance of waterway projects, and there are $50
or $60 million in subsidies to local service airlines, so that there is
a great variety. The total Federal expenditures for public trans-
portation facilities will add up to possibly $8 to $9 billion. But we will
provide you with a more detailed breakdown. (See app. II, p. 109.)

Representative MoorrEaDp. I am glad you mentioned the National
Planning Association’s budget with which they would aspire for a
really first class transportation system—I would also like to know how
the ideal would be broken down as compared to the—

Mr. Mackey. Unfortunately NPA did not break that down as much
as you would like. They said, “This is what we think would be required
for a much better system,” but they were not able to define the improved
system for 1975 as much as you would like, and we are now at work
trying to use their numbers, to work with them to try to get a better
qualitative and quantitative assessment of future assistance but we
will give you the best information we have.

Representative MooruEap. Mr. Mackey, I said that I commended
your statement particularly with respect to the to and from work trans-
portation in city areas. There are two other areas that you didn’t
touch upon and I hope that is just because you wanted to keep your
statement brief. One is the interurban rapid surface transportation—
I am thinking particularly of the northeast corridor, although I think
it is going to be the way of the future.

Mr. Mackey. My personal opinion is that some type of high speed
surface transportation with a short and intermediate range intercity
travel is simply essential. Aviation technology is probably not going
to progress rapidly enough for it to take such a major burden, and
there won’t be enough money or enough room to build all the lines
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of highways you might build to accommodate the traffic moving be-
tieen some of these urbanized areas. So exactly what form it will take
is not entirely clear, but some form of very high speed mass movement
on the surface, whether it is tracked or cushioned vehicles or high
speed trains it is just essential to move the people and cargo.

Representative Moorueap. The second area of my interest, and I
hope the department’s also, is the movement from airports to downtown
cities or from airport to airport. I think that one of the solutions
to airport congestion is going to be able to use airports, particularly in
the Washington area of the Dulles airport, and also the interchanges
of transportation getting from Kennedy Airport to La Guardia or
Newark. I think that this again, in the field of rapid transportation, is
very, very important,

Mr. Mackey. I think there is no question, sir, that the problem of
airport access is a very difficult one and certainly it is one of the bottle-
necks of air transportation now. But in virtually all of the urban areas
I believe it will be impossible to solve the airport access problem out-
side of the context of a more general solution on the urban areas’
internal transportation system, and Dulles is a good example. It will
be comparatively easy to get a high-speed train link to Dulles once
we have got the basic District of Columbia subway system in effect.
It will go out in that direction and adding a line out to Dulles from
Rosslyn or from farther out will be an easier job than trying to start
with no system at all, and I think this will be true in most cities.

The high-speed links for the airports will probably have to be a
part of a broader solution and if we have transit systems of some
type in more cities they should certainly be designed to include air-
port access. The new system in Cleveland, I think, is a good example
of how this can be done.

Representative MooruEap. This is exactly what I meant. Mr. Chair-
man, I think if it would be appropriate, I have here an editorial from
the Washington Post of November 21, commenting on the opening of
the rapid transit line to the airport in Cleveland and suggesting very
strongly that a similar link be made in Washington to the Dulles
Airl}alort. I would like to insert it in the record.

Chairman Parmax. It will be helpful. It may be inserted.

(Editorial submitted by Representative Moorhead follows:)

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 21, 19681
RAPID TRANSIT To DULLES

The first rapid transit system in North America between a central city and
its principal airport opened this week in Cleveland and that fact alone ought
to stimulate thinking in Washington about a similar system to Dulles Airport.
But when that is coupled with two events which should be forthcoming here
within the next year or so—groundbreaking for the subway and a decision on
the future of National Airport—the need for a full reappraisal of a rapid
transit link to Dulles becomes imperative.

It seems clear from the recent recommendations made to the Federal Aviation
Administration that unless Dulles soon becomes this city’s principal airport
major changes must be made at National. It cannot cope with either the traffic
or the passengers that the future will bring it if things continue as they now
are. A decision to rebuild National along any of the lines suggested to the FAA,
however, will mean that the investment in it will be S0 large that it will have
to continue as a major airport indefinitely. And that means acceptance by the city
and its neighbors along the river of more noise, more dirt, and more wondering
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iabout when one of those giunts of the air is going to plunge into an apartment
house.

Yet, it now appears that for less than the cost of even the cheapest proposal
put to the FAA a high-speed transit link can be built from Dulles into the city
if it is tied in with the construction of the subway. An eventual expansion of
the subway to near Dulles is on the planner’s worksheets for sometime in the
indefinite future. That, however, will not really meet the needs of the airport
since it will have stops along the way. What is needed is a nonstop or, perhaps,
one-stop trains to whisk passengers from Dulles to a terminal located either in
Rosslyn or downtown Washington. Given the sophisticated switching system
that will be used on the subway, it would seem that at least part of this run
could be made on the subway tracks if it is worked into the subway plans now.

Since the subway system is now awaiting a go-ahead from Congress and since
that go-ahead has been tied to a resolution by the Johnson Administration of the
District’s freeway problem, it would be appropriate, in its closing days, for this
Administration to take a look at rapid transit to Dulles. A recommendation to the
Nixon Administration that the funds which must be spent on preparing the
Nation’s Capital for future air traffic ought to go toward making Dulles, not
National, the key airport would be a legacy of which any Administration—and
this city—could be proud.

Representative MooruEAD. I have no further questions, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman Parman. Thank you very much, sir, for your attendance.
We will submit additional questions for you to answer for the record.

Mr. Mackey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
tﬁstify, an)d we will be happy to respond to your questions. (See app.

, p- 109.

Chairman Parman. Tomorrow morning we have two other wit-
nesses. We have Robert C. Wood, Under Secretary of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development at 10 o’clock; and then we have
Mr. Stewart Udall, Secretary of the Interior, at 11, so we will stand
at recess until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock in this room.

(Whereupon, at 11:10, the hearing was recessed to reconvene
Wednesday, December 4, 1968, at 10 a.m.)



PUBLIC FACILITY REQUIREMENTS OVER THE NEXT
DECADE

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 4, 1968

Coxeress oF THE UNTTED STATES,
SuBcOMMITTEE ON EcoNomIic ProGRESS
oF THE J 0INT EcoxoMIc CoMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee on Economic Progress met, pursuant to recess,
at 10 a.m., in room 2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Wright
Patman (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Representatives Patman and Moorhead ; and Senator Prox-
mire.

Also present: John R. Stark, executive director; Arnold H. Dia-
mond, consulting economist; and Douglas C. Frechtling, minority
economist.

Chairman Parnmax. The subcommittee will please come to order.

Today we resume our hearings on requirements for public facilities.
Our first witness will be Prof. Robert Wood, Under Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development.

Professor Wood, you may proceed in your own way, sir.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. WOOD, UNDER SECRETARY, DEPART-
MENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, ACCOMPANIED
BY HENRY B. SCHECHTER, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND
MARKET ANALYSIS

Mr. Woop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcom-
mittee.

I appreciate the opportunity to present to this committee, which has
done so much to identify our national public facilities’ needs—the
views of the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

The brief interlude between now and January 20—a period which
my colleagues in the permanent civil service kindly refer to as the
indian summer of this presidential administration—permits those of
us who have served this administration to view with. perhaps un-
accustomed objectivity the many problems the Nation must deal with
in the years ahead. Identifying the public facility needs that have to be
met if our cities are to be fit places in which to live, planning their
location and size, and providing for the capital and manpower re-
sources necessary to insure their construction, is not the least of these
problems.

Yet we cannot view our needs for public facilities in isolation. They
have to be treated in terms of housing activity and in terms of new

(27)



28

efforts to assure orderly, effective use of urban space. Land, shelter,
and facilities, together, make communities.

The major foundation of our national commitment to restore old
cities and build new ones of beauty and excellence is the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1968. This legislation spells out the national
commitment in detail and puts behind us, once and for all, the debate
as to whether America is going to do anything about its cities. For the
first time in the history of domestic legislation, Congress, in the 1968
Housing Act, has specified a community development goal in quantita-
tive terms. The 1949 Housing Act set forth the national policy of a
decent home and a suitable living environment for every American
family. The 1968 Housing Act supports that laudable goal with hard
specifics. It commits the country to a production schedule—26 million
units of housing in the next 10 years—86 million of these units to be for
low and moderate income families. This is a national commitment to a
stated quantity, to be produced in a stated period of time, that is
clear, specific, detailed. and precise.

The commitment was not agreed to without debate. Some such as the
Kerner Commission, thought our national housing needs so urgent as
to warrant whatever efforts were necessary to achieve our goal in 5
years. Even now, in the face of the commitment, solemnly made, some
doubt the national will to achieve the goal in the 10-year period
allotted.

We, in the Department of Housing and Urban Development, are
still convinced that the attempt to provide 6 million additional housing
units for low income families through a 5-year program would have
been self-defeating. The effects of such a massive increase in the sub-
sidized housing programs upon the cost of materials, the availability
of construction labor. mortgage money and suitable building sites,
would pose, in our judgment, impossible barriers to efficient production.

On the other hand, we do not share the pessimism of those who
believe that the national commitment is only rhetoric. Clearly, the
pledge of 26 million units—6 million for low and moderate income
families—will be met only if we take those actions necessary to allocate
to housing construction the resources required to achieve this produc-
tion. We believe that national policy will be used to assure the financ-
ing, the trained manpower, the building sites, and the subsidy funds
needed to assure that the goal is met.

The issue then is no longer the national commitment to housing
production. Volume production of housing is on its way. In the latter
half of this year, housing starts increased dramatically. Even conserva-
tine forecasters now confidently predict 2 million housing starts by
1970.

The danger now is that our emphasis on the production of housing
might make us forget that our broader goal is communities that can
provide all the services and amenities that are required to provide a
suitable living environment.

Assuring construction of all the public facilities our communities
ought to have to provide a suitable living environment requires us to
deal with three broad issues:

First, we must establish, in quantitative terms, the aggregate public
facilities needs.
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Second, we must identify the resources available to secure produc-
tion of those facilities—and consider alternative methods of assuring
the allocation of these resources to that use.

Third, we must identify, modify, improve, and, where necessary,
help create those institutions required to inventory our public facilities
needs, secure the allocation of resources needed for their production,
and efficiently plan their location and utilization.

Thanks in Jarge measure to the work of this committee, we now have
a sound basis for projecting our national public facilities needs.

The subcommittee’s study on State and local public facility needs
and financing, published in January 1967, has given us for the first
time a complete array of the Nation's public facility infrastructure.
1t contains a wealth of information on 41 different categories of public
facilities. Volume 1 of the study presented detailed mnformation on
cach public facility category in terms of physical characteristics,
services rendered, standards of performance, an inventory of the exist-
ing capital plant, costs and user charges, past trends of capital outlays
and projections of future needs and capital outlays.

Although the projections for the next decade have been extremely
useful to us in terms of program planning and periodic budget reviews,
I think the more signif}cant contribution of volume 1 is that it forced
all of us to think more clearly about the aggregate of State and local
government capital outlays rather than just in terms of narrow func-
tional categories. Of course, in light of our program responsibilities
for water and sewer facilities, urban mass transit, open space, neigh-
borhood centers, college housing, public works planning, and public
facility loans, we necessarily must be concerned also with individual
public facility categories. While we regard each of these program
areas to be important functions of State and local governments, we
now have a better appreciation that each public facilify category must
compete with many others for the limited fiscal resources of such
governments. We know, too, they must be planned, funded, scheduled,
and built in concert and in proper proportion.

These assumptions govern our most recent estimates of the Nation’s
public facilities needs, and the resource that will be available for
allocation to the production of these facilities:

Between now and 1980 our population will increase almost 25
percent to 243 million,

The population will age somewhat. The young—that is, those
under 21—will increase by little more than 20 percent, while the
elderly (65 or more) and intermediate group (21-64) each in-
crease by 25 percent. By 1980 almost 10 percent of the population
will be at least 65, 40 percent will be under 21, and 50 percent will
be in the age group 21-65.

And, of course, all projections indicate that almost 90 percent
of the total national population increase will be concentrated in
the existing standard metropolitan statistical areas.

We have projected that from 1969 to 1980 gross national product will
rise 5.5 percent annually, with 4 percent of this increase representin
real growth, and 1.5 percent price increases. This projection woul%l
result in a gross national product of $1,560 billion in 1980, compared
with roughly $900 billion this year.

24-065—69—3
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These assumptions coupled with our projections of the demand for
public services and facilities that will be generated by the 40 million
new urban citizens we expect by 1980, lead us to the following:

In 1980, construction expenditures for new housing will be
about $72 billion, including the effects of cost increases, or about
three times the current level, although the number of units
required would be less than double. ) ]

For elementary and secondary education, including salaries and
maintenance, as well as capital outlays, we would need to spend in
the neighborhood of $60 billion, or about double the recent levels.

For water supply and sewer facilities, we will need to more than
double recent outlays before we even consider the growing problem
of separation of storm and sanitary sewers. )

When we also add the projected needs for urban transportation,
health care, and public safety, we arrive at a total 1980 expendi-
ture requirement of $155 billion, or 10 percent of the gross na-
tional product, compared with 8 percent of the gross national
product devoted to similar expenditures in 1966,

Some of these needs, Mr. Chairman, such as in housing and urban
transportation, will be filled largely by private enterprise. The Federal
Government has to pursue policies to see that the required capital
resources will be available to meet these needs, however, as well as to
help finance those that are traditionally in the public sector, such as
elementary and secondary education and water and sewer facilities.

The critical thing to note is that the estimated expenditure require-
ment for these selected types of public facilities would amount to 10
percent of the enlarged 1980 gross national product, compared with
the 8 percent of the gross national product required for these facilities
in 1966. Two percent of the gross national product in 1980 will amount
to $30 billion—and this is the measure of the amount by which we will
fail to provide enough of these facilities unless we change national
expenditure patterns. It seems clear that if the Nation’s public facili-
ties needs are to be met, a greater share of the gross national product
will have to be allocated to the production of such facilities. Obviously,
there will have to be trade-offs between the provision of goods and
services that can be provided only by public expenditure and some of
the more exotic gadgets that our economy could otherwise produce.

It is inconcelvable that the world’s richest nation will not allocate
suflicient resources to meet these conservative public facilities require-
ments. The issue is not whether we will allocate resources to the task,
but how we most efficiently and equitably proceed to that allocation.

Traditionally, State and local governments have financed about half
of their public facilities capital requirements by borrowing so that
future users, as well as present users, can help pay for such facilities.
While the Joint Economic Committee study found that adequate loan
funds would continue to be available in the capital markets to finance
half of the projected State and local government capital require-
ments for public facilities over the next decade, it did not indicate
the price that would be required to obtain these funds.

The benefits of tax exemption accorded the securities of State and
local governments have, over the years, provided a form of Federal
subsidy to help finance needed public facilities, while according to
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State and local governments the greatest possible autonomy in select-
ing the public facilities to be financed in the capital markets.

FHowever, the steadily growing volume of tax exempt financing
has turned the tax exemption feature into an increasingly inefficient
means of subsidizing public facilities constructed by State and local
governments. This is true because as the volume of tax exempt securi-
ties grows larger, investors in lower and lower income tax brackets
have to be attracted into the market in order to provide a large enough
supply of funds to meet the demand. Of course, the value of the tax
exemption is less for taxpayers in lower income tax brackets and an
increasingly higher yield must be provided as it becomes necessary
to obtain the funds of these lower Income investors. As this process
accelerates, the tax exemption accorded the securities of State and
local governments tends to cost the Federal Treasury more and more,
while benefiting State and local governments less and less.

In the face of the erosion of the value of tax exemption to State
and Jocal governments, and a growing awareness of its cost to the
Treasury, serious consideration has begun to be accorded proposals
which would enable State and local governments to tap other sectors
of the capital market for loan funds to finance their public facilities
needs. Two specific proposals have been put forward. One would
establish some form of development bank that would sell its obliga-
tions in the taxable sector of the capital market and use the proceeds
to make direct loans to State and local governments to finance their
public facilities’ needs. The other would authorize Federal guarantees
of State and local debt securities, provided that the interest income
is made subject to the Federal income tax. Both would involve some
degree of direct Federal subsidy payments to bring the interest rates
paid by State and local borrowers down to the level of interest rates
now obtainable by them in the tax-exempt market.

Tt is not a necessary condition of either of these proposals that it
be viewed as a substitute for the present tax-exempt status accorded
the securities of State and local governments. Either of these pro-
posals could be adopted while the alternative provided by the benefits
of tax exemption remain open to State and local governments.

Tt seems clear that proposals such as these will receive closer atten-
tion as the increasing pressure on the tax-exempt market tends to
reduce the benefits of tax exemption.

While the specifics of any particular proposal will have to be care-
fully scrutinized, the broad purposes that an acceptable proposal must
meet are these:

First, and foremost, it should make possible a greater allocation
of capital to the development of public facilities necessary to deal
with the problems of the urban environment.

Second, it should stimulate the construction of public facilities
which will contribute to the economy, efficiency, and comprehensively
planned development of the area in which the facility is to be located.

Third, it should alleviate the potential disruption of the capital
markets occasioned by the uncoordinated actions of State and local
governments seeking to borrow funds to finance the large increase in
public facilities expenditures which will take place in the next decade.

Finally, it should reduce the excessive revenue loss resulting from
the present tax-exempt status accorded State and municipal securities.
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Up to this point my remarks have dealt with public facility needs
and the problems associated with State and local government borrow-
ing of that half of the cost of these facilities usually finaneed with
loan funds. But, as the members of this committee apprectate, the
other half of the cost of these facilities will have to be financed either
from revenues collected by these governments or from some grant
arrangement. Let me now turn to some alternative means of providing
these intergovernmental payments.

To relieve local governments, and for that matter State govern-
ments, of part of the fiscal burdens they now face, a number of pro-
posals have common currency. One would encourage State govern-
ment collection of income taxes by providing a Federal income tax
credit for the State income tax. A second involves some form of tax
sharing, that is, an allocation of a specified portion of Federal income
tax revenues to State and local governments. A third would create a
system of block grants for broad public purposes such as education,
welfare, or transportation. Each of these three propositions bears
examination.

In the past, State and local governments have relied mainly upon
excise and property taxes to finance their expenditure requirements.
Increasingly, State governments have turned to income taxes as a
means of augmenting their revenues. In addition, about 200 local gov-
ernments, mainly cities but also counties in the case of Maryland, are
now collecting some form of income tax or wage tax, either directly
or piggyback to a State income tax. Advocates of the tax credit pro-
posal would seek to encourage greater use of the income tax as a source
of revenue for State governments and, apparently, also for local
governments.

Because an income tax, even one largely proportional to income
rather than graduated, is much less regressive than either property
taxes or exclse taxes, tax credits have a number of advocates. How-
ever, the use of tax credits has a perverse effect with respect to the
Federal personal income tax, which has a graduated scale of tax
brackets now ranging from 15.4 percent to 77 percent. For the tax-
payer in the lowest bracket, a tax credit of $1 is worth $1.18 in before-
tax income. For a person in the 77-percent bracket, a tax credit of $1
is worth $4.35 in before-tax income. A taxpayer in the lower tax brack-
ets with, say, $1,000 of taxable income would, if the State income tax
rate were b percent, pay the State $50 and get a Federal tax credit of
$50. On the other hand, a person with a $100,000 taxable income would
pay the State $5,000 and get a Federal tax credit of $5,000. The larger
amount of tax credit coupled with the higher value attributable to
each dollar of tax credit, would result in a significant advantage to
wealthy personsin the higher tax brackets.

Turning to the tax sharing proposal, under the plan advocated in
recent years by Walter Heller and .Joseph Pechman, the Federal
Government would each year set aside in a trust fund 2 percent of the
Federal income tax base—the amounts reported as net taxable income
by all individuals preparing tax returns for the personal income tax.
This would mean that under the current tax rate schedule (including
the surtax), the Federal Government would collect 2 percentage pointté
in each tax bracket to be deposited in a trust fund for tax share with
the State governments; and the remaining 13.4 to 75 percentage points
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would go into the Federal Government Treasury. The moneys in the
trust fund would be distributed to the States on a per capita basis,

Originally, the tax sharing proposition contemplated that the shar-
ing would be done with the State governments only; and the State
governments, in turn, would decide whether or how to pass through
any of the shared revenue to the local governments within the respec-
tive State. Recognizing that they might not receive what they con-
sidered to be a fair share at the State Capitols, the city governments
have called for direct Federal revenue sharing with the cities. In effect,
they advocate revenue sharing that would bypass the State govern-
ments.

Some equitable and politically acceptable method of allocating a
portion of the federally collected tax funds to urban areas either di-
rectly or by some pass-through formula is an essential ingredient of
any viable tax-sharing scheme.

The block grant is a cross between the general purpose grants reve-
nue sharing would provide and the grants for specific projects and ac-
tivities authorized by the existing Federal categorical grant programs.

The model cities program presently provides to local governments,
what is in effect, a block grant. A lump sum is made available to the
locality for allocation by it among a whole range of projects and ac-
tivities being carried out as part of a local program to eliminate phys-
ical and social blight in some designated area in the community. As
the model cities program moves from its current planning phase into
actual operations, both the participating cities and the Federal Gov-
ernment will gain valuable experience in how the flexibility provided
by such grants can best be utilized to carry out broadly defined na-
tional objectives.

Federal block grants could also be used to shift to the Federal tax
structure some of the burden “big-ticket” items such as education and
welfare now impose on local governments. Such block grants could, of
course, be made subject to whatever Federal performance standards,
need allocations, and program guidelines appear appropriate.

It has become increasingly evident that the financial burdens result-
ing from educational and welfare expenditures, when added to other
local government responsibilities, have become more than many local
governments can bear. Moreover there is a growing recognition the
education and welfare expenditures are no longer a matter of exclu-
sive local government concern. We have begun to recognize that in-
vestment In human resources transcends the responsibility of-local
governments.

"The mobility of the American people, and the significant population
shifts of the past two decades, have brought to the cities from Appa-
lachia and the rural south those recent migrants who are now the urban
poor. It does not necessarily follow that, because these migrants have
come to particular cities, only the other residents of such cities must
bear the financial burdens required to educate and prepare them to
participate in the mainstream of American life.

If the cities and other local governments could be relieved of the
heavy fiscal burdens resulting from the current expenses for education
and welfare, they would be able to devote their limited resources to
resolving the many problems that collectively have been termed the
“crisis of the cities.” More funds would be available to pay for adequate
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police and fire staffs; to modernize and adequately staff municipal hos-
pitals and health clinics; to develop, improve, or expand rapid transit
systems that would relieve city traffic bottlenecks; and other needed
facilities that would again make cities attractive.

With some room for fiscal maneuverability, the municipalities conld
afford the costs of adequate code enforcement and encouragement of
rehabilitation of residential or commercial structures through tax re-
lief. They could undertake to refurbish entire neighborhoods by pro-
viding modern street lighting, garbage collection, and neighborhood
recreational centers for children and the elderly. Similarly, with ade-
quate fiscal resources, local governments could endeavor to attract new
businesses, or retain existing businesses, by expending funds to assem-
ble land for factory sites, provide necessary utilities, arrange for
capital financing, and participate in the training or retraining of labor.

But we must be wary of those who would have us believe that tax
sharing, or tax credits, or block grants, can serve as a substitute for
existing grant-in-aid programs. The deepening fiscal plight of State
and local governments makes it imperative that these newer forms of
Federal assistance be regarded as additional aid rather than as replace-
ments for tried and accepted programs. The old adage of not putting
all of our eggs in one basket clearly applies to the alternative means
of providing Federal assistance to State and local governments.

While we cannot provide the facilities our communities will need
without allocating to the task a greater share of the Nation’s wealth
than we have heretofore, easier credit and Federal transfer pavments
to State and local governments will not—by themselves—do the job.
Money alone is not enough. There must. exist adequate institutions,
personnel, competence, at the receiving end.

We must help State and local governments modify, improve, and,
where necessary, create institutions able to plan for efficient and or-
derly growth and development, achieve better allocation of State and
local resources, develop more rational decisionmaking processes, and
establish more efficient administration of public activities.

I believe that if urban America is to meet the challenge presented by
the growth it must accommodate within the next 10 years, it will have
to achieve a greater consolidation of authority at the metropolitan
level and a decentralization of authority at the neighborhood level.
These arrangements are not as contradictory as they may first appear.

America’s great urban regions presently lack the powers to guide
the course of their development. They cannot decide the use of their
most precious commodity—open land; nor prevent the fouling of the
air and water; nor assure equality in education and opportunity for
their children. Until they have such authority—until suburb and cen-
tral city acknowledge in these specific respects their common con-
cerns—we can blanket the present array of local jurisdictions in a
blizzard of Federal cash and still fail to protect our urban heritage
and upgrade our urban environment. The careful nurturing and rapid
expansion of regional forms of urban government, limited in scope
but capable of decisive action in guiding the course of urban develop-
ment, is an urgent need in our Federal system.

At the same time, however, as our regions grow larger, as the typical
American urban community numbers its citizens by the hundreds of
thousands, we need to put certain powers closer to the people. We
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need to decentralize both debate and action on those community activi-
ties that affect intimately the everyday life of every citizen—housing,
schools, health care, jobs, public protection. The restoration of the
neighborhood as a vital place whose residents have a sense of purpose
and belonging is as great a challenge to the American system today
as regional development. Only in the neighborhood can the appear-
ance and pace of life be changed—the conditions of the home, the
cleanliness of the streets, the construction of community centers. And
it is only in the neighborhood that men and women have a chance to
meet face to face, to come to know one another, to distinguish between
the individual and his group, and to learn how to work and live
together—and be the richer for the experience.

With this, Mr. Chairman, my last statement to a congressional com-
mittee as a member of the Johnson Administration, I have attempted
to paint, in broad strokes, some of the basic problems involved in
providing the facilities needed to make our communities decent places
in which to live. It would be tragic if the momentum this Administra-
tion has achieved in trying to help State and local governments cope
with the tremendous probﬁams they face should be lost. I have faith
that what we have tried so hard to begin will continue.

Chairman Paraan. Thank you very much, Professor. You are to
be congratulated for the fine work that you have done for the U.S.
Government during the time that you have been here. You have made
a great record for yourself. You have a fine reputation with this
committee, I know. We are always glad to have you as a witness. You
have facts and you can document your statements so well that we are
all impressed by them.

These hearings, I think, will be of great value to us in the imple-
menting of the 1968 Housing Act. It has been said that the 1968
Housing Act which originated here in our committee, as you know,
is about the most important legislation on housing that we have had
since 1949 and possibly more comprehensive and more important than
the 1949 act. Would you like to comment on that ?

Mr. Woop. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that what the 1968 act that this
committee worked on so diligently as its third major effort in 4 years,
has built on the 1949 act has two distinctive features. It not only
revises, updates, and builds on the experience of our existing programs,
but also it provides for those two deep new subsidies that really begin
to tackle the problem of housing for the poor. I think it will stand the
test of time, and I think all of us who have had a part in the develop-
ment of the 1968 Housing and Urban Development Act will take
considerable satisfaction in it.

Chairman Patyax. Do you know of any housing legislation that we
will need in the next year or two, in other words during this 91st
Congress that is coming up? It occurs to me that the principal thing
that we will need are appropriations and implementation of the 1968
act. Do vou agree to that?

Mr. Woop. That is my view also, Mr. Chairman. T would not, how-
ever, want to prejudice the creativity of the incoming administration
to any degree.

Chairman Parymaxn. Neither would 1.

Mr. Woop. I would say, however, that the next stage should clearly
be the implementation of this act, the activation of the National Hous-



36

ing Partnership and securing of the volume production the 1968 act
calls for.

We have been able to double productions in publicly assisted hous-
ing during the last year. Next year our schedule calls for production
three times faster than in the past. By 1970 we will have to achieve a
volume of production of housing for the poor that is 10 times the ac-
customed rate in earlier years. That is going to be an enormous man-
agement problem on the Federal side. It is going to require a major
evaluative effort from the legislative branch to see how we proceed,
and it is going to put a great burden on our counterparts in State and
local governments as well as on the private sector. So, I would look to
the next few years as years of production and achieving our goals.

Chairman Patman. Thank you, sir.

In your statement you bring up something, I think, that is attract-
ing the attention of a lot of people. I will just read this one sentence
that s in your statement :

Recognizing that they might not receive what they considered to be a fair
share at the State capitals, the city governments have called for direct Federal
revenue sharing with the cities. In effect, they advocate revenue sharing that
would bypass the State governments.

The last year or two I believe I have sensed almost a battle roya.
between the Governors of the States and the mayors of the cities of
this country. It is not out in the open, but do youn see anything that
indicates to you that that battle has been going on for some time?

Mr. Woop. I think what we have seen, Mr. Chairman, is an increasing
frustration felt by many mayors, with their cities beset by the problems
that we all know so well when they see the lack of compassionate re-
sponse either in providing resources or even in giving attention that
many State governments exhibit.

I think, however, we can see the beginnings of appreciation by some
States of the problems of the cities: in Congressman Moorhead’s
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, in New Jersey, and in Massachusetts
to some degree.

But I think the mayors feel it just has not come fast enough.

The effective allocation of duties between State and local govern-
ments in the urban area is not easy but I think the State governments
must—unless they want to see this kind of debate you describe con-
tinue—design more effective action.

There are three areas that have always seemed to me to provide
unexploited opportunities for State governments. One is simply to use
their constitutional powers of eminent domain and their capacities to
form local governments and to charter special corporations, to begin to
formulate an effective land policy.

The second is the States’ power, if not responsibility, to guide trans-
portation development. Their enormous investments in our national
transportation systems is more direct than at any other level of gov-
ernment and this has, as you know, just major repercussions for the
course of city development.

The third opportunity for States is the way they plan and use their
great public institutions for education, health and institutional cus-
todial care generally.

The institutions have a great untapped resource in their power to
generate employment. In an enormously powerful way, State educa-
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tional and custodial institutions are the most rapidly growing man-
power areas in the national economy. The location of medical schools,
of universities, of institutions of all kinds can do great good or harm
to the cause of community development, particularly to small or
medium-sized communities.

There is a final resource for State contribution and that is the uni-
versities themselves. Public universities can affect the course of States
in & much more decisive way than they have up until now.

Tt is in these directions, as well as revenue support for the cities, that
T hope the States begin to move.

Chairman Pataax. I will not take any more time but I would like
to read a few questions that T would like you to answer when you look
over vour transcript, Professor Wood, if you would do so?

Mr. Woop. I would be delighted to do so for the record.

Chairman Parmax. We had allocated the time to you to 11 o’clock
and Secretary Udall from 11 because he has a Cabinet meeting that he
will have to attend, and I want, of course, Congressman Moorhead to
have some time to ask questions and I think maybe the chairman of
the Joint Economic Committee, Senator Proxmire, will be here and
he would like to have some questions, I know. But I will read these
few that I would like for vou to answer.

Mr. Woop. We would be delighted to, Mr. Chairman.

(Mr. Wood’s answers, subsequently received, follow each question.)

Chairman Paryax. First: I would appreciate if you could submit
for the record an analysis comparing the projections set forth in the
subcommittee’s study on Public Facility Needs and Financing with
actual developments for the past few years. Specifically the compari-
sons should relate to State and local government capital outlays, new
debt issued and 1967 yearend holdings of municipal securities by sig-
nificant investor groups.

Answer. Table B 4 of volume 2 of the committee’s study projected
total capital requirements for State and local governments as follows:
$26.3 billion in 1966, $27.8 billion in 1967 and $29.2 billion in 1968.
These projections compare to estimated capital outlays by such gov-
ernments of $25.1 billion in 1966, $27.7 billion in 1967 and $31.3 bil-
lion in 1968.

According to The Bond Buyer, actual gross municipal long term
bond sales amounted to $11.1 billion in 1966, or 22 percent less than the
projection of $14.2 billion shown in table B 4. Undoubtedly, this dis-
parity was largely due to the credit crunch of 1966. In 1967, actual
hond sales amounted to $14.3 billion, much closer to the projected $14.9
billion. For 1968, total actual long term bond sales amounted to $16.4
billion, compared to the projected $15.7 billion. For the 3 years 1966-
1968, long term municipal bond sales were projected at $44.8 billion,
whereas actual bond sales are estimated at $41.8 billion.

With respect to the indicated sources of municipal debt financing,
table D 1 of volume 2 of the JEC study projected that at the end of
1967 commercial banks would hold $49.7 billion of municipal securi-
ties. At the end of 1967, commercial bank actual holdings totaled $50.1
billion. For mutual savings banks, municipal security holdings at the
end of 1967 were projected at $200 million; actually they were $219
million. For life insurance companies, 1967 yearend holdings were
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projected at $2.9 billion; actual holdings were $2,976 million. For
fire and casualty insurance companies, 1967 yearend holdings were
projected at $13.8 billion ; actual holdings were $14.1 billion. For other
significant sources—such as Federal credit agencies, State and local
governments and retirement funds, nonfinancial corporations and in-
dividuals—the committee’s projections were not as close, largely due
to recent statistical revisions.

Second: In your statement, you refer to a proposed development
bank. Would such a bank be a substitute for such existing Federal loan
programs as the public facility loan program, the rural water and
sewer loan program, the irrigation loan program and the public facil-
ity loan program in economic development areas?

Answer. The public facility loan program, authorized by Title IT
of the Housing Amendments of 1955, is administered by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development; the rural water and sewer
loan program, authorized by Title III of the Consolidated Farmers
Home Administration Act of 1961, as amended, is administered by the
Department of Agriculture; the irrigation loan programs, author-
ized by various legislation, are administered by the Department of
Interior; and the EDA public facility loan program, authorized by
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, is ad-
ministered by the Department of Commerce. Each of these programs
is designed to carry out specific national purposes as defined to carry
out specific national purposes as defined in its respective enabling
legislation.

In establishing these programs, the Congress recognized the special
purposes to be served, and the difficulties that the borrowers fulfilling
these purposes might face in obtaining loans from private sources.
Since the Congress has determined that the aforementioned Federal
credit programs should be assured of financing that can serve their
specified purposes, we believe that these programs would be retained.

Third: If a single development bank were to sell its obligations in
the market in lieu of the individual bonds now sold by State and local
governments, wouldn’t that put out of business the many small firms
now underwriting municipal bonds? Further, wouldn’t it contribute
to greater concentration of financing among the large commercial
banks and bond underwriters?

Answer. Currently, many of the small size municipal bond issues,
especially those sold by small local public bodies, are underwritten by
local investment banking firms, a large number of which may be
characterized as “small firms.” If a single development bank were to
sell obligations in the capital market, with the proceeds used to make
loans to smaller local government units, these small municipalities
would have less need for the local investment banker, unless such
banker could bid for its bonds at a price that results in a lower net
interest cost to the borrowing municipalities than would be obtainable
on a loan from the development bank.

To the extent that loans from the proposed development bank dis-
place bond issues that would have been underwritten by investment
bankers, such bankers would experience a reduction in their under-
writing business. On the other hand, the development bank, whether
it be a Federal agency or a federally sponsored agency, would have
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to obtain the funds needed for its loans by selling obligations in the
private capital market. Experiences of existing Federal agencies and
federally sponsored agencies indicate that such sales would probably
be made to an underwriting syndicate composed of commercial banks
as well as dealer firms. The underwriters could be large commercial
banks and/or investment banking firms; and they usually include a
number of smaller firms and banks.

It remains to be seen whether the small firms now underwriting
municipal bonds would be able to underwrite as many of the develop-
ment bank’s obligations as members of its underwriting syndicates as
their current municipal bond underwritings. Similarly, it remains to
be seen whether the large commercial banks and investment banking
firms would dominate the syndicates to an extent that there is a greater
concentration of financing than presently exists.

Fourth: Mr. Sherrill, of the Federal Reserve Board, testified before
this committee that the “credit erunch” of 1966 had little effect upon
capital expenditures by State and local governments. Doesn’t this mean
that the only sector of the economy severely affected by the 1966
crunch was the housing sector? If so, what would vou propose be done
to insulate housing from the severe effects of credit restraint?

Answer. Mr. Sherrill testified that on the basis of a study by the
Federal Reserve of the effects of the credit erunch in 1966 upon State
and local governments, it was found that the bulk of State and local
governments were able to realize their expenditure plans by either
borrowing long term at higher interest rates or by using temporary
financial arrangements. In other words, the only sector of the economy
in which current activity was severely affected by the severe credit
restraints imposed in 1966 was the housing sector, as dramatized by the
sharp drop in housing starts.

To insulate housing from the severe effects of credit restraints wounld
call for Federal action on several fronts. In the credit market sector,
for example, it would require retention of the ceilings now in effect on
the rates of interest that may be paid on savings by commercial banks,
mutual savings banks, and savings and loan associations. Such ceilings
could serve to eliminate a potential competitive escalation of interest
rates on savings that in the past has worked to the detriment of the
mortgage oriented thrift institutions.

It might also require prompt Federal action through appropriate
tax measures designed to dampen business capital investments. For
example, temporary suspension of tax incentives for business capital
investments would help to reduce their attractiveness at a time when
the economy shows signs of overheating from this form of invest-
ment demand. A reduction in business capital investments, in turn,
would decrease the demand for funds by the business sector in the
capital market and thereby lessen the upward pressures on corporate
bond interest rates. Similarly, the Treasury demand for funds in the
capital market might be lessened by narrowing the size of the Federal
deficit through a combination of increased taxes and decreased ex-
penditures. A decline in the volume of credit demand for these two
important sectors of the capital market would ease the upward pres-
sures on capital market interest rates and would make marketable
securities less attractive as alternative investments to individual savers
who ordinarily hold their savings as deposits in thrift institutions.
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In other words, as long as residential mortgage loans continue to be
the residual investment decision by many of the Nation’s financial in-
stitutions, to be accommodated after all other borrowers, it is either
necessary to take appropriate actions to reduce the credit requirements
of these other borrowing sectors or to provide replacement sources of
mortgage funds. However, past experiences in 1957, 1960, and 1966
show that the general economic corrective measures take time to have
an impact.

As a temporary or permanent alternative, there could be various
forms of Federal support of residential mortgage loans, such as the
use of special assistance funds, now administered by the Government
National Mortgage Association, to acquire recently originated hous-
ing mortgage loans. Such steps were taken in 1958 and again in 1966.
General expansion of mortgage purchases in the secondary mortgage
market by the Federal National Mortgage Association and increased
advances from the Federal Home Loan Banks to member savings and
loan associations are also helpful. Finally, the Federal Reserve credit
authorities could employ open market purchases to support the mar-
ket for Federal housing agency obligations so as to assure a continuing
source of financing for such securities at a time when it is needed most.

Chairman Paramax. Incidentally, in connection with this last ques-
tion regarding “credit crunch,” I am placing in the record a study
dealing with bank credits to real estate mortgage lenders, which illus-
trates the effect of severe credit restraint such as occurred during the
1966 credit crunch.

(The study referred to by Chairman Patman, follows:)

BANK CREDITS TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS

INTRODUCTION

During the mid and late 1950’s, the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System conducted a series of surveys of the weekly
reporting member banks to ascertain the volume of credits extended
to mortgage lenders. This series reflected a recognition that mortgage
lenders frequently “warehouse” part of their mortgage loan holdings
either by borrowing from commercial banks or by selling mortgage
loans to the banks under repurchase agreements. Altogether, a total
of 13 such surveys were made, with the volume of credits reported
ranging from $552 million to $1,326 million and the volume of mort-
gage purchases under repurchase agreements ranging from $55 mil-
lion to $405 million.

As detailed in table 1, the largest amount of the bank credits ex-
tended to real estate mortgage lenders during this period went to
mortgage companies, mainly in the form of loans secured by mort-
gages. In contrast, bank credit support for life insurance companies
and mutual savings banks were mainly in the form of mortgage loan
purchases under repurchase agreements. Bank credit support for sav-
ings and loan associations and for other nonbank real estate lenders
were largely direct loans rather than purchases under repurchase
agreements. _

This series was discontinued in 1959 because of an impending re-
vision of the statistics compiled from the weekly reporting banks. Be-
ginning +with the data for July 8, 1958, the weekly series of statistics
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reported by commercial banks in leading cities, and published by the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, was revised in
part to establish a separate borrower classification category termed
loans to nonbank financial institutions other than sales, personal, and
business finance companies. Included in this new category were loans
made to mortgage companies and other real estate lenders, loans to
mutual savings Eanks, savings and loan associations, and insurance
and investment companies, and loans to Federal lending agencies.! As
ot July 1, 1959, this new category consisted of the following :

Loans to Miitions Percent
1. Mortgage companies and other real estate lenders. . $1,183 80.9
2. Mutual savings banks_____.__..._ 2 s
3. Savings and loan associations_ ___ _ 74 5.1
4. Insurance and investment companies. 12 7.7
S. Federal landing agencies. - ... ... .o oot e 42 2.9
6. Other lenders_ ... o111 49 3.4

L U $1,462 100.0

Since mid-1959 this statistic on bank loans to nonbank financial
institutions, other than sales, personal and business finance com-
panies, has been collected from the weekly reporting commercial banks
and published in a weekly release issued by the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System and also in the Federal Reserve Bulle-
tin. As shown in table 2, this reported weekly figure has grown from
$1,528 million for the last Wednesday in July 1959 to $5,002 million
for the last Wednesday in November 1965. It subsequently declined
to reach $3,998 million in February 1967, after which it has increased
again to $4,384 million in August 1967.

On the basis of the distribution reported by the Board of Gover-
nors, as of July 1, 1959, one might assume that about 81 percent of
these loan amounts are accounted for by loans to mortgage companies.
Or, on the basis of the distributions derived from the 13 Federal Re-
serve surveys (detailed in table 3), one might assume that the pro-
portion accounted for by loans to mortgage companies ranges between
85 percent and 90 percent, depending upon the stage of the credit
cyc}e. But such assumptions rest on an underlying belief that there
have been no significant changes in the pattern of commercial bank
credits to the other nonbank financial institutions whose borrowings
are reflected in the combined weekly figure.

In light of the severe credit crunch experienced in the mortgage
market, especially the credit shortages reported by mortgage com-
panies, it became opportune to ascertain the composition of the banks’
credits comprising the single weekly bank credit statistic. According-
ly, in a letter dated September 22, 1966 (exhibit A), the Chairman
of the Joint Economic Committee requested of the bank supervisory
agencies that “a supplementary schedule be included in the call report
for December 1966, showing the components of the overall line item
entitled ‘loans to other financial institutions.’ This would mean that
separate data would be shown for loans to: (a) mortgage companies
(b) savings and loan associations, (c) life insurance companies, (d)
mutual savings banks, and (e) other real estate lenders.”

! Federal Reserve Bulletin, August 1959, p. 887.
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In late November 1966, representatives of the Comptroller of the
Currency, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System and the Bureaw of the Budget
met with committee staff to develop the requisite questionnaire for the
Tequested survey (exhibit B). To achieve comparability with previ-
-ous Federal Reserve surveys, the questionnaire included information
-on real estate mortgage loans purchased under repurchase agreements;
:and as a control for the figures supplied the responding bank was re-
iquested to relate the loans to real estate mortgage lenders to the line
iitem in the Call Report “loans to financial institutions other than do-
mestic and foreign commercial banks.” The survey responses were
tabulated by the Division of Data Processing of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal System.

SURVEY FINDINGS

Tabulation of the supplementary schedule found that, as of De-
-cember 31, 1966, the 13,5634 insured commercial banks reported loans
to financial institutions other than domestic and foreign commercial
banks totaling $18,150 million. Of this sum, $8,298 million represented
loans to sales finance, personal finance, factors and other business
credit companies, $3,723 million were loans to mortgage lenders, and
$1,129 million were loans to other financial institutions (investment
companies, regional or local industrial authorities).

The $3,723 million of loans to real estate mortgage lenders comprised
$2,330 million to mortgage companies, $425 million to savings and
loan associations, $342 million to life insurance companies, $59 million
to mutual savings banks and $568 million to other real estate mortgage
lenders (firms that make or hold substantial amounts of real estate
loans). In addition, the insured banks had purchased $648 million of
real estate mortgage loans under repurchase agreements from mort-
gage lenders as follows: mutual savings banks—$222 million; mort-
gage companies—$204 million ; life insurance companies—$48 million;
savings and loan associations—$28 million; and from other real es-
tate mortgage lenders—$146 million.

Table 4 breaks down the foregoing figures by type of bank—na-
tional bank, State member bank, and insurance nonmember banks. As
will be noted, $2,590 million, or 70 percent of the loans to mortgage
lenders were made by national banks. As detailed in table 5, which dis-
tributes the data by size group of bank, $2,071 million, or 56 percent
of the loans to mortgage lenders were accounted for by banks with de-
posits exceeding $1 billion. In other words, the large national banks
accounted for a substantial portion of the loans made to real estate
mortgage lenders.

This finding is in accord with what one might expect that nonbank
financial institutions are likely to borrow from the larger commercial
banks that possess sufficient financial resources to accommodate the
sizable lines of credit and drawndowns required by such institutions.
As detailed in table 6, over 55 percent of the loans to mortgage lenders
were made by banks located in three Federal Reserve districts—New
_York, San Francisco, and Chicago, with the largest proportion in each



43

made by reserve city member banks. (See table 7.) Loans to mort-
gage lenders made by country member banks and insured nonmember
banks, broken down by Federal Reserve district, are shown in tables
8 and 9.

The foregoing data relate to all insured commercial banks which
number 13,534. However, as detailed in the memoranda columns of
table 4, the 340 weekly reporting banks account for 91 percent of the
total loans made to mortgage lenders by all insured commercial banks.
For identifiable institution groups, other than savings and loan asso-
ciations, the weekly reporting banks account for even larger pro-
portions of the loans made, ranging from 93 percent, in the case of
mortgage companies and other real estate mortgage lenders to 94
percent, in the case of life insurance companies, and Y9 percent, in the
case of mutual savings banks. For savings and loan associations, the
proportion accounted for was 75 percent.

Of the 340 weekly reporting banks, seven alone accounted for
$1,046 million, or 28 percent of the total loans reported made to real
estate mortgage lenders. Another five of the weekly reporting banks
accounted for $357 milion, or 10 percent, and another 23 accounted for
$806 million, or 22 percent. As detailed in table 10, 62 of the weekly
reporting banks reported no credits extended to real estate mortgage
lenders; and most of the remaining 278 banks reported relatively
minor amounts of such credits. On the other hand, 112 of the weekly
reporting banks accounted for 83 percent of the credits made to real
estate mortgage lenders by all insured banks and for 91 percent of such
credits made by the weekly reporting banks.

With respect to real estate mortgage loans purchased unde repur-
chase agreements, the weekly reporting banks accounted for 80 per-
cent of the purchases made by all insured commercial banks, including
99 percent of the purchases from mutual savings banks, the largest
selling group.

NEED FOR A CONTINUING SERIES

In light of the surveys conducted during the 1950’s it seemed rea-
sonable to assume that over 50 percent of the weekly figure reported
by the Federal Reserve Board on bank loans made to nonbank finan-
cial institutions other than personal, sales and business finance com-
panies represented loans to mortgage companies. As detailed in table
3, this percentage fluctuated from 85 percent to 90 percent in the 13
periodic surveys conducted during that period, and on July 1, 1959, this
percentage was 81. But the special survey conducted, as of December
31, 1966, indicates that this asumption is no longer realistic.

On that date, loans to financial institutions other than to domestic
and foreign commercial banks by the weekly reporting banks totaled
$11,346 million, of which $6,921 million retlected loans to sales, per-
sonal and business finance companies. Of the remaining $4,425 mil-
lion of Joans to nonbank financial institutions, only $2,164 million, or
49 percent, represented loans to mortgage companies. The other 51 per-
cent was accounted for by $1,039 million, or 24 percent, of loans to
financial institutions other than mortgage lenders or sales, personal or
business finance companies, $320 million, or 7 percent, of loans to life



44

insurance companies, another $320 million of loans to savings and loan
associations, $58 million, or 1 percent, of loans to mutual savings banks,
and $525 million, or 12 percent, of loans to other real estate mortgage
lenders.

In view of this breakdown, it is not entirely clear what interpreta-
tion can be given to the line item in the weekly reporting series called
loans to nonbank financial institutions, other than sales, personal and
business finance companies. Clearly it 1s no longer a reasonable meas-
ure of bank loans to mortgage companies. Instead, it has become a
miscellaneous borrower category comprising such institutional bor-
rowers as mortgage companies, life insurance companies, savings and
loan associations, mutual savings banks, other real estate mortgage
lenders, investment companies and regional or local industrial credit
authorities. Such an assortment of borrower categories means that this
line item collected weekly from the 340 weekly reporting banks con-
veys little information to the analyst other than the fact that about 40
percent, of the loans to unclassified borrowers (representing the sum
of this “other” category plus the “all other” category) are loans to
“nonbank” financial 1nstitutions.

One of the reasons given for discontinuation in 1959 of the periodic
surveys of bank loans to real estate mortgage lenders, described above,
was that a reasonable measure of commercial bank lending to mort-
gage companies would be obtainable from the new series inaugurated
n 1959, inasmuch as over 80 percent of the loans to nonbank financial
institutions, other than sales, personal and business finance companies,
were loans to mortgage companies. But this preponderance is no longer
the case.

Yet mortgage companies continue to play an important role in the
residential mortgage credit market, accounting for over 60 percent of
FHA insured and VA guaranteed home loan originations and for
nearly 80 percent of the mortgage loan sales to FNMA under its sec-
ondary market operation. Moreover, available information suggests
that during periods of credit tightness commercial bank loans to, and
mortgage loan purchases under repurchase agreements from, life in-
surance companies, mutual savings banks, savings and loan associa-
tions and other real estate mortgage lenders tend to rise. Since this
information is not presently obtainable or discernible from the avail-
able bank credit statistics, there would appear to be a serious gap in our
economic intelligence system. Thus, those responsible for national
credit policy, housing finance and for assessing the course of the econ-
omy currently do not obtain critical data that would help indicate the
turning points in mortgage credit availability, which is so vital to
housing.

Avaﬁability of a continuing series on commercial bank credits to
real estate mortgage lenders, broken down by significant institutional
groups, and concomitant purchases of real estate mortgage loans from
such Institutions under repurchase agreements, would provide a means
of quantifying the use of bank credits by mortgage companies and the
reliance upon bank credits by nonbank mortgage lenders. Prompt
availability of such data would provide a sensitive indicator of im-
pending pressures within the mortgage loan market.
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As detailed in the tables, most commercial banks do not extend, or
extend negligible amounts of, credits to real estate mortgage lenders.
Thus, the requisite information could be obtained weekly from the 340
weekly reporting banks which accounted for 91 percent of the loans
made to real estate mortgage lenders and for 80 percent of the real
estate mortgage loans purchased from such lenders under repurchase
agreements. Alternatively, most of the requisite data could be obtained
through a weekly survey of the 112 weekly reporting banks, which
together accounted for 83 percent of the bank loans made to real estate
mortgage lenders.

Postscrrper: On January 29, 1969, the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System issued a release regarding a survey of loans
made by the weekly reporting banks to real estate mortgage lenders,
as of the end of October 1968.

EXHIBIT A
SEPTEMEER 22, 19G6.
Hon. KENNETH A, RANDALL,
Chairman, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR Mr. Ranparr: This is with reference to a need for additional infor-
mation on mortgage companies. These institutions, as you know, act as middle-
men in the mortgage market, originating loans for builders and then selling such
loans to institutional investors. In recent years they have accounted for over
609 of the home mortgage loans under FHA and VA guarantees. In 1965 such
companies originated over $10 billion of loans.

Because of severe constriction of the money market, there has been a sharp
curtailment of credit available to mortgage lenders. They complain that they
are having trouble in placing loans and that they have encountered difficulties in
obtaining credit from commercial banks.

Analysis of this crucial sector of our economy, which is under such great pres-
sure at the present time, is handicapped by the need for information. At present
there is no statistical series available to the public or to the committees of Con-
gress on the amount of commercial bank credit that is being extended to these
companies.

T am advized by staff that this situation could be readily corrected if the super-
visory agencies were to collect periodically statistics on commercial bank
credit to real estate mortgage lenders with a specific indication of the credits ex-
tended to the aforementioned mortgage companies. As an initial step, it is re-
quested that a supplementary schedule be included in the call report for De-
cember 1966 showing the components of the overall line item entitled “Loans to
other financial institutions.” This would mean that separate data would be shown
for loans to: (a) mortgage companies, (b) savings and loan associations, (c)
life insurance companies, (d) mutual savings banks and (e) other real estate
lenders.

This matter has been discussed in a preliminary way by members of our re-
spective staffs and according to my information there is general understanding
that it would be feasible and desirable to collect the additional information.

Kindly advise as soon as convenient if it would be possible for the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation to undertake this data collection. Similar re-
quests are being forwarded to the Federal Reserve Board and the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency.

Sincerely yours,
WRIGHT PATMAN,
Chairman.

24-065—69-——4



46

Exhibit B
Form FR 105A-3

(December 1966) Forn Approved
Budget Bureau No. 55-6¢006

Approval Expires. April, 15, 1967

CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE .LENDERS
AND 7O OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.

Namé of bank Date of call 19
Location
(City) (State) (Zip Code) {Fed. Res. Dist.)
Please read instructions on the back of this form carefully. |
Every item must be completed and "None" inserted where no 4mount _Outstandin
Dollars Cts.
amounts are reported. .
1. Lloans to financial institutions other than to domestic
and foreign .commercial banks (must agree with item 2(b)
of Schedule A of the Report of Condition and the sum of |
{tems 1(a), 1(b), and 1(c) below)--Total......... seeanes |, . 1
1(a) Loans to sales finance,.personal-finance, [ .
factors and. other business credit companies. {a)
1(b) Loans to mortgage lenders--Total............ o (b)
(1) Insurance COMPaniesS......eeeeeeeussns ‘(b-1)
{2) Mortgage companies... : (b-2)
(3) Savings and, loan associatioms...... (b-3)
(4) Mutual savings banks..........une, . ;Zb-&)
(5) Other real estate mortgage lenders........ - (b-5)
1{c) Loans to financial institutions other than those -
included under ‘items 1(a) and 1(b) above..... (c)
2. 'Real estate mortgage ldans purchased from real estate
mortgage lenders under resale 'agreements (included with
other mortgage loans in.item 1(a) through item I(e{ of
‘Schedule A of the Report of Condftion)--Total......... 2
(a) Insurance companies........ cees een £a)
(b) Mortzage companies....... vee . (b)
(c) Savings and loan associatio oo (c)
(d) Mutual savings _bahks....‘ ......... eesvene (d)
(e) Other real estate mortgage lenders........ -(e)
MEMORANDUM:
Total deposits (must agree with jtem 20 cf Report of
Condition) v

Signature and.title of officer authorized
.to -sigm this reporr

RETURN ORIGINAL AND ONE COPY OF THIS REPORT TO THE FEDERAL RESERVE BANK
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Exuisit B
INSTRUCTIONS

Item 1—Loans to financial institutions other than domestic and foreign com-
mercial banks. This item corresponds to and should agree with the total of item
2(b) of Schedule A of the Report of Condition. Include all extensions of credit,
regardless of security or the type of instruments involved in the transaction, to
financial intermediaries whose functions are predominately the extension of
credit for business purposes or to finance personal expenditures, and to insurance
companies.

Item 1(a)—Loans to sales finance, personal finance, factors and other business
credit companies. Include both direct loans and negotiable obligations of sales
finance and personal finance companies purchased either direct from the issuing
company or from dealers. Include loans to factors and other financial intermedi-
aries and short-term business credit institutions extending credit to finance in-
ventories or to carry accounts receivable. Include in this item all purchases of
securities from such institutions under resale agreements or similar transactions.

Item 1(b)—Loans to mortgage lenders. Include in the appropriate subitems
all direct loans to insurance companies, mortgage companies, savings and loan
associations, mutual savings banks, and other mortgage lenders. I'or the purpose
of this report it iS not necessary to look to the use of the funds. Include all loans
secured by the pledge of real estate mortgage loans owned by the borrowers and
loans to such real estate mortgage lenders otherwise secured or unsecured. In-
clude all loans secured by the pledge of real estate mortgages whether or not they
are also supported by a firm commitment from another financial institution to
purchase the mortgages from the borrower within a specified period. Exclude
transactions with customers under which mortgages are held under resale agree-
ments. These are to be included in item 2 in this report.

Item 1(b)5—“Other mortgage lenders” should include loans to firms, other
than banks and other than those specifically mentioned above that make or hold
substantial amounts of real estate loans.

Item 1(c)—Loans to all other financial institutions. Include all loans to finan-
cial institutions other than mortgage lenders as listed in items 1(b) 1
through 1(b)%, above, and other than to sales finance, personal finance, factors
and other business credit financing companies included in item 1(a) above.
This will include loans to investment companies that hold stock of operating
companies for management or developmental purposes and loans to regional
or local industrial authorities whose function is extension of credit to business
firms to assist in relocation or expansion, unless such loans are secured by
real estate mortgages. Include as loans all purchases of securities from such
institutions under resale agreements or similar transactions.

Item 2—Real estate mortgage loans purchased from rcal estate mortgage
lenders under resale agreements. Include all mortgages purchased from the
specified category of mortgage lenders that are held under firm commitment by
the borrower to repurchase the mortgages at a specified time or at the end of a
specified period. For the purpose of this report, include in item 2(e) “Other real
estate mortgage lenders,” all mortgages purchased from firms (other than from
banks and the mortgage lenders specified above) that make or hold substantial
amounts of real estate loans. For the purposes of this report, item 2(e) will in-
clude mortgages purchased from builders, contractors, or real estate developers
under resale agreements.



TABLE 1.—COMMERCIAL BANK CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS AND MORTGAGE PURCHASE!

MEMBER BANKS, AUG. 11, 1954, TO FEB. 11, 1959

[In millions of dollars outstanding)

S UNDER REPURCHASE AGREEMENTS, BY WEEKLY REPORTING

" 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959
Aug. 11, Aug.10 Nov.16 Feb.15 Mayl6 Aug.8 Nov.14 Feb.13 Mayl5 Aug. 14 Feb. 12 Aug. 13 Feb. 11
A. Credits extended: 1 !
Mortgage companies_______. 497 935 1,073 1,041 944 1,034 1,078 888 727 753 710 905 1,176
Mutual savings banks. ... 0T o 6 6 6 B .
Savings and loan associations. 14 42 55 32 38 44 42 34 32 38 33 36 44
Life insurance companies. . - 4 15 22 14 14 17 12 8 7 14 10 17 20
Other borrowers...............__._._____. 37 77 67 69 77 89 88 86 83 77 70 69 86
Total oL 552 1,069 1,217 1,156 1,073 1,184 1,227 1,022 855 888 823 1,027 1,326
B. Mortgages purchased: 2
Mortgage companies. ... _._..__________ 90 109 107 107 103 113 98 92 88 84 92 129
Mutual savings banks_ _ 4 13 22 36 50 68 76 71 65 49 50 47
Savings and loan associations, 2 7 13 12 11 15 10 7 2 1 5
Life insurance companies.._._._____ 235 265 116 113 104 102 62 47 33 39 22 38
Otherborrowers.._. ... ... . ____..__ 7 11 8 11 10 8 9 8 12 10
Total o 55 338 405 266 276 276 309 256 225 200 182 177 219
C. Credits and purchases:
Mortgage companies..___......___.....__. 541 1,025 1,182 1,148 1,051 1,137 1,182 986 819 841 794 997 1,305
Mutual savings banks.___ ... .. __ ... ___ 4 13 24 40 55 74 82 77 71 53 54 53
Savings and loan associations. .. 14 44 62 45 50 55 58 44 39 43 35 37 49
Lifeinsurance companies__ __ 11 250 287 130 127 121 114 70 54 47 49 39 48
Other borrowers... ... ....__.__._...... 41 84 78 77 85 97 99 96 91 86 78 81 96
Total e 608 1,408 1,623 1,425 1,354 1,465 1,525 1,278 1,079 1,089 1,009 1,208 1,551

1 Credits secured by mortaage plus other credits,
2 Mortgages purchased under repurchase agreements.

Note: Sum of figures may not equal total because of rounding.
Source: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System,

8%
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TABLE 2.—WEEKLY REPORTING COMMERCIAL BANK LOANS TO NONBANK FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS OTHER
THAN PERSONAL AND SALES FINANCE COMPANIES

[In millions of doliars]

Last Wednesday

of month 1959 1960 1961 1962 1863 1964 1965 1966 1967

January_ ... ... 1,756 1,619 2,332 2,740 3,551 4,034

February._ 1,725 1,574 2,301 2,704 3,478 3,962

March__ .. 1,711 1,639 2,273 2,740 3,449 4,088

i 1,635 1,616 2,324 2,760 3,871 4,083

1,617 1,675 2,320 2,869 X 4,125

1,617 1,693 2,490 3,074 3,811 4,383

1.608 1 2,528 3,275 3,958 4,672

1,645 1,790 2,599 3,321 3,965 4,709

1,662 2,027 , 696 3,448 4,043 4,948

1, 2,191 2,712 3,484 3,978 4,980

November_ 1,672 2,302 2,714 3,559 4,023 5, 002

December........ 1,684 2,365 2,774 3,694 4,103 4,954

Source: Federal Reserve Bulletin, various issues.

TABLE 3.—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COMMERCIkaBll\gng (;IS?EDITS TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS DUR-

Savings and

Mortgage Mutual loan Life insurance Other

Date companies savings banks  associations companies borrowers

%3552 Avgust11_____ . ... 80.1 ... 2.5 0.7 6.7
August 10__.._._._..._.__________ 87.5 eoeeoennes 3.9 1.4 7.2
8November 16 . 88.2 . 4.5 1.8 5.5
2.8 1.2 6.0

3.5 1.3 7.2

3.7 1.4 7.5

3.5 1.0 1.2

i’ebruary 13.. 3.3 .8 8.4
May 15____ 3.7 .8 9.7
8l\ugust 14.. 4.3 1.6 8.7
i’ebruary 12_ 4.0 1.2 8.5
August 13._ 3.5 1.7 6.7
1959: February 11 3.3 L5 6.5

Source: Table 1.



Table 4.—CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS AND TO OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, ALL INSURED COMMERCIAL BANKS, DEC. 31, 1966, BY CLASS OF BANK

{Dollar amounts in thousands]

Memorandums
Percant held
National ~ State mem- Insured non- Weekly re- by weekly re-
item All banks banks ber banks member banks porting banks  Other banks  porting banks
1. Loans to financial institutions other than to domestic and foreign commercial banks, total. $13,150,206  $7,892,723  $4,456,047 $801,436  $11,346,304  $1,803,902 86.3
1(a) Loans to sales finance, personal finance, factors, and other business credit com-
PANIOS e eamaman 8,297,614 4,746, 352 2,948,636 602, 626 6,920,754 1, 376, 860 83.4
1(b) Loans to mortgage lenders, total_ _ ... ... o eeeeaee 3,723,486 2,590 015 977, 956 158, 515 3, 336, 687 336,799 91.0
(1) Insurance CompPanies. - ... e 341, 541 213,956 119,679 7,816 319,758 21,783 93.6
(2) Mortgage companies.._.______ 2,329,537 1,700, 450 557,717 71,370 2,163.835 165, 702 92.9
§3) Savings and loan associations. 425,297 205,992 165, 431 53,874 319,612 105, 685 75,2
4) Mutual savings banks___________ 58, 966 19, 335 39,231 400 58,101 865 98.5
(5) Other real estate mortgage lenders 568, 145 450, 282 95, 808 22,055 525, 381 42,764 92.5
1(c) Loans to financial institutions other than those included under items 1(a) and
() T 1,129, 106 556, 356 529, 355 43,295 1,038, 863 90, 243 92.0
2. Real estate mortgage loans purchased from real estate mortgage lenders under resale agree-
ments, Y00a) e 648, 260 396, 691 209, 542 42,027 519, 526 128,734 80.1
(@) InSUrance COMPANIES . - . e e e 47, 506 37,270 9,142 1,094 41,234 6,272 86.8
(b) Mortgage companies. R, 204, 460 126, 708 63,951 13.801 158, 303 48,157 77.4
(c) Savings and loan asso 27,913 14, 696 10,472 2,745 18,224 9,689 65.3
(d) Mutual savings banks._.________ 222,238 124,128 98,072 38 220,743 1,495 99,3
(e) Other real estate mortgage lender 146,143 93, 889 27,905 24,349 81, 022 65,121 55.4
Total deposits .o 351,437,558 206,456,287 85,547,346 59,433,925 211,453,050 139,984, 508 60.2
Number of banks.. .. e, .. 13,534 4,799 1,351 7,384 340 13,194 .. ...

Note: Amounts shown above are summaries of information reported by all insured commercial  condition reports or supplementary schedules, figures in the above table may show minor differences
banks in supplements to the 1966 yearend call for reports of condition. These data were processed from previously published related data. Details may not add to totals due to rounding.
separately from other information in reports of condition and due to revisions, or corrections, in either

0g



TABLE 5.—CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS AND TO OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS ALL INSURED COMMERCIAL BANKS, DEC. 31, 1966, BY SIZE OF BANK

[Amounts in thousands of dollars]

Size group-total deposits (in thousands of dollars)

Less than 10,000 to 100,000 to 500,000 to Over
Item All banks 10,000 100,000 500,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
1. Loans to financial institutions other than to domestic and foreign commercial banks—Total _ . 13,150, 206 228,918 1,287,939 2, 354, 525 2,054, 892 7,223,932
1(a) Loans to sales finance, personal finance, factors, and other business credit
COMPANMIES. . . oo o ettt aam e ————— 8,297,614 180, 901 1,011,228 1,523,682 1,208,676 4,372,127
1(b) Loans to mortgage fenders—Total. ... ...... c.ooooom i aaaaaans 3,723,486 28,135 218, 041 712,800 693, 866 21 070, 644
(1) INSUrANCE COMPAMIBS . _ o oo e e 341,541 1,670 15, 597 46,207 50, 881 227,186
(2) Mortgage companies . 2,329,537 12,707 115, 380 467, 666 480, 344 1,253, 440
(3) Savings and loan associations.._........ R 425,297 6,908 61,491 147,109 66, 221 , 568
(4) Mutual savings banks_..__...___...___. 58, 966 212 653 2,402 9, 058 46, 641
(5) Other real estate mortgage lenders 568, 145 6.638 24,920 49,416 87.362 399, 809
1(¢) Loans to financial institutions other than those included under items 1(a) and 1(b). 1,129,106 19.882 58. 670 118.043 151. 350 781, 161
2. Real estate mortgage loans purchased from real estate mortgage lenders under resale agree-
LT TR C] | 648, 260 26, 285 95, 341 194, 455 47,338 284,841
ga) Insurance companies 47,506 391 5.753 18,628 5.135 17,599
b) Mortgage companies. 204, 460 2,590 41,502 105, 725 36,782 17,861
(c) Savings and loan asso 27,913 1,522 7,681 3,706 o oee.... 15,004
(d) Mutual savings banks 222,238 38 1,457 1,200 4,279 215, 264
(e) Other real estate mortgage lende 146, 143 21,744 38,948 65, 196 1,142 19,113
Total deposits_.._....ooc....... 351,437,558 40,173, 693 87,692, 254 64, 679, 084 36, 759, 067 122,133,454
Number of banks.._._._._..... 13,53 9,574 3,547 318 55 T

For explanatory note see table 1.



TABLE 6.—CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS AND TO OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, ALL INSURED COMMERCIAL BANKS, DEC. 31, 1966, BY CLASS OF BANK, BY
FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICTS

ALL INSURED COMMERCIAL BANKS

[Doilar amounts in thousands]

Phila- Minne- Kansas San
Item Boston  New York delphia  Cleveland  Richmond Atlanta Chicago  St. Louis apolis City Dallas Francisco
1. Loans to financial institutions other
than to domestic and foreign com-
mercial banks, total_.__...__.._.._. $544,202 $3,906,001  $784,979  $801,059  $712,249  $636,476 $2,348,480 $434,924  $201,910  $455,955  $575,246 1,698,728
1(a) Loans to sales finance, per-
sonal finance, factors, and
other busmess credit com-
.................. 339,620 2,536,950 544, 895 532,305 420, 435 361,197 1,686,758 314,959 129,933 277,791 267,535 885,178
1(b) Loans to mortgage lenders,
.................... 172,142 821,647 199,830 177,958 258,158 245, 380 513,848 156, 391 37,264 145,182 270,645 725,037
M Insurance compa-
_____________ 10,947 83,920 40,016 3,956 17,735 20,201 11,612 3,723 2,959 8,963 99, 822 37,687
@ Mortgage compa-
_____________ 118, 581 344,638 90, 362 133,35 138,127 181,515 373,370 123,804 25,665 114,278 145, 816 540, 029
[6)] Savmgs and loan
associations._____ 16,975 91, 008 27,258 17,179 87,635 10, 506 32,207 10, 424 913 8,667 18,319 104,208
[O)] Mutual savings
banks____._.__.. 4,156 19,359 34,887 ... 274 200 _o.oo.. 80 L. 80 il
) Other real estate
mortgage lenders. 21,485 282,723 7,308 23,468 14,387 32,959 96,659 18,391 1,732 13,234 6,687 43,113
1(c) Loans to financial institutions
other than those included
under items 1¢a) and 1(b)__ 32,440 547,406 40,253 90, 795 33,597 29,898 147,875 13,575 34,708 32,982 37,068 88,511
2. Real estate mortgage loans purchased
trom real estate mortgage lenders
under resale agreements, total_____ 3,561 296, 117 21,798 15,100 15,088 117,895 44,428 9,045 17,405 29,947 29, 007 48,770
(a) Insurance companies.. 250 6,762 4,768 2,224 217 7,339 3,385 264 3,382 5,911 2,839 10, 166
(b) Mortgage companies. 1,759 50, 464 7,196 7,843 4,759 54, 386 17,810 2,707 9,353 12,309 13, 805 22,074
(c) Savings and loan asso . 16 8,331 199 10 1,687 1,675 , 546 99 467 5,120 7,968
(d) Mutual savings banks_._____. 1,002 211,477 7,855 ... 98] e 279 e 644
(e) Other real estate mortgage
lenders. ... ..._..____. 535 19,084 1,780 5,024 7,445 54,494 21,790 5,278 4,293 11,260 7,243 7,917
Total deposits. ... oo 13,545,409 76,749,474 17,144,889 25,777,558 19,553,070 25,575.375 56,927,471 16,716,613 10,900,358 16,998,159 20,447,987 51,101,195
Number of banks_.._......._.__.___. 377 470 519 833 810 1,530 2,418 1,490 1,349 1,911 1,278 449

Note: For explanatory note see table 1.



TABLE 7.—CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS AND TO OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, ALL INSURED COMMERCIAL BANKS, DEC. 31, 1966, BY CLASS OF BANK,

BY FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICTS
RESERVE CITY MEMBER BANKS

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Phila- Minne- San Fran-
Item Boston  New York delphia  Cleveland  Richmond Atlanta Chicage  St. Louis apolis Kansas City Dallas cisco
1. Loans to financial institutions other
than to domestic and foreign com-
wmercial banks—Total ____......... $317,079 $3,338,985  $597,277  $652,242  $500,068  $351,359 §1,788,151  $329,849  §$135434  $285,308  $384,903 31,492,877
1(a) Loans to sales finance, per-
sonal finance, factors and
olher busmess credit com-
.................. 169,163 2,097,901 396, 898 413,610 295, 006 164,857 1,205,764 193,610 68, 544 151, 288 149,180 754, 440
1(b) Loans to mortgage lenders—
................... 126,712 716,877 164,212 153, 343 186, 017 166,975 459, 980 132,619 34,078 114,638 207,036 663, 296
[¢)) Insurance compan-
.............. 7,253 83,435 40,011 3,350 14,078 10,319 9,123 2,367 2,736 7,330 92,430 33,089
(€3] Mortgage compan-
.............. 99,654 294, 627 78, 566 115,342 99,711 132, 562 343,847 113,554 24,925 94,201 107,959 504, 563
3) Savmgs and loan
associations._..... 1,177 49, 054 3,942 13,617 67,670 2,655 15,041 5,542 _ .o ooeeao. 2,309 4,156 93,703
(4) Mutual savings
banks.__...._.... 1,625 17,956 B, 887 e mmeeeseeesemeeeeeeeceeesecececsmen--assisaesmsomesseeeresessse
(5) Other real estate
mortgage lenders. 11,003 271,805 6,806 21,035 4,558 21,440 91,969 11,156 6 a7 10 800 2,490 31,941
1(c) Loans to financial institutions
other than those included under
under items 1(a) and 1(b)_.... 21,203 524, 207 36, 167 85, 289 19, 045 19, 526 122, 407 3,620 32 872 19,381 28,687 75,141
2. Real estate mortgage loans pur-
chased from real estate mort-
gage lenders under resale
agreements—Total_.. . 246,981 15,231 12,778 28 93,170 6,085 481 13,400 17,919 8, 411 16,211
ga) Insurance cost. 6,762 4,768 2,023 ... 6,093 3,092 218 3,272 4,498 1,903 8,784
b) Mortgage cost 8,992 2,271 6,271 ._......... 41,073 2,994 263 9,095 5,880 6,232 6,413
(¢) Savings and
ciations. ___ 8,331 .o iieeccecececcmeacaaoea L 1 U, 437 226 407
(d) Mutual savings banks_... 526 206, 802 2 T PPN 279 e ec—eaman €03
(e) Other real estate mort-
gage lenders.......... 98 16,094 337 4,484 28 45,089 . oieiiiciaeeeaas 755 7,104 [-)
Total deposits... occnaecaaeaacaae 4, 078 320 54 093 121 5 026, 171 13 061, 895 7, 393.388 7 136, 161 23 848, 892 4, 871 665 2,346, 591 4 870 424 7,598,780 38,353,022
Number of banks_....._.._....o....... 5 15 6 16 16 25 26 15 8 22 17 21

For sxplanatory note see table I.



TABLE 8.—CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS AND TO OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, ALL INSURED COMMERCIAL BANKS, DEC. 31, 1966, BY
CLASS OF BANK, BY FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICTS

COUNTRY MEMBER BANKS

[Dollar amounts in thousands)

Philadel- . X Minne- Kansas San
Item Boston  New York phia  Cleveland  Richmond Atlanta Chicago St. Louis apolis City Dallas Francisco

1. Loans to financial institutions other
than to domestic and foreign com-

mercial banks (total)_.___..._..... $199,649  $491,470  §101,035  $129,732  $132,823  $223,340  $393,632 $73,719 $51,575  $119,299  $149,349 $109, 556

1(a) Loans to sales finance, per-
sonal finance, factors and
other business credit com-

panies____ . 151, 306 377,203 82,243 102,738 77,959 155,943 328,753 53,298 48, 859 87,85 97,377 71,193
1(b) Loans to ]

(total)y___ e 38,607 91, 207 16,831 22,118 43,273 61, 387 43,728 15, 285 2,049 24,419 45,715 37,569

(1) Insurance compa-
nies..o.oooooo-. 3,432 485 5 23 3,373 8, 567 1,892 625 223 1,402 5,585 2,589

(2) Mortgage compa-
nieS ceeurraaas 17,067 45, 566 8,312 16,932 25,684 37,493 24,598 7,089 467 16, 297 26,688 22, 467

(3) Savings and loan
associations...._. 7,210 35,321 8,136 3,064 7,793 5,268 13,344 2,751 776 5,333 10,367 7,195

() Mutual savings
banks___........ 2,531 1,003 ... 274 200 oo 50 ... L

(5) Other real estate
mortgage lenders. 8,368 8,832 379 2,099 6,150 9,858 3,894 4,770 582 1,347 3,075 5,315

1(c) Loans to financial institutions,
other than those include
under items 1(a) and 1(b)_ 9,737 23,061 1,961 4,876 11,591 6,010 21,152 5,137 667 7,024 6,258 793

2. Real estate mortgage loans purchased
from real estate mortgage lenders

under resale agreements (total)__._ 1,481 48,554 5,129 1,694 5,370 21,676 29,953 2,474 1,287 8,127 16,127 31,706
(a) Insurance companies. - ... ..o 201 20 1,246 279 7 47 980 588 1,382
(b) Mortgage companies.._.... 578 41,435 4,410 1,180 352 12,470 14,286 726 98 4,717 4,994 14,846
(¢) Savings and loan associa-
[ LT 199 ... 594 676 1,213 795 9 ... 3,815 7,561
(d) Mutual savings banks__.._. 476 A4675 . 21 S
(e) Other real estate mortgage
lenders...o.ooooooooo - 426 2,444 520 314 3,424 7,384 14,176 946 1,043 2,430 6,730 7,917
Total deposits_..._ .. .._.oooo.....__. 7,618,197 19,807,615 7,676,026 9,721,351 6,878,463 10,779,732 21,387,999 5,354,202 5,140,995 7,723,021 8,474,450 7,758,152
Number of banks_.._..__..__._......... 244 385 381 482 383 439 969 465 486 813 656 195

Note: For explanatory note see table I.
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TABLE9.—CREDIT EXTENDED TO REAL ESTATE MORTGAGE LENDERS AND TO OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, ALL INSURED COMMERCIAL BANKS, DEC. 31, 1986, BY CLASS OF BANK, BY FEDERAL
RESERVE DISTRICTS

INSURED NONMEMBER BANKS

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

New Phila- Minne- Kansas San
item Boston York delphia  Cleveland  Richmend Atlanta Chicago  St. Louis apolis City Dallas Francisco

1. Loans to financial institutions other
than to domestic and foreign com-
mercial banks (total)...__..._..... $27,474 $15,346 $86, 667 $19, 085 $19,358 $61,777 $66,693 $31, 566 $14,841 $1,418 $40, 894 $85, 295

1(a) Loans to sales finance, per-
sonal finance, factors and
olherbusmess credit com-

61,846 65,754 15,957 47,530 40, 392 152,241 68, 051 12,530 m 20,872 50, 545
13,663 18,787 2,497 28,868 17,018 10,140 8, 487 1,142 6,124 2,304 24,172
........................ 583 284 1,315 597 781 (6] 291 1,897 2,006
4,445 3,484 1,082 12,732 11,460 4,925 3,161 213 786 11, 169 12,989
6,633 15,180 498 12,172 2,583 3,822 2,184 137 1,025 3,5% 3,310
nks 00 - oo e e im e iiaeaeeee-aseseeeeceeecmcmemsceemasecmss-ereame-sescassessste-sesneserieesmenearsa
(%) Other real estate
mortgage lenders. 2,114 2,086 2,123 364 3,679 1,561 796 2,465 733 423 1,122 5,857

I(c) Loans to financial institu-
tions other than those in-
cluded under items 1(a)
and 1b).oameies 1,500 138 2,125 630 2,961 4,362 4,316 4,818 1,169 6,177 2,123 12,577

2. Real estate mortgage loans purchased
from real estate mortgage lenders

under resale agreements (total).... 120 582 1,438 628 9,690 3,049 8,490 6,090 2,18 8,900 4,469 853
23) [NSUrance ComMPanies. .. ... e o ceiace i iaci oo csoaee oo s 197 oo 14 39 63 433 348 ...
b) Mortgage companies.... 94 37 515 392 4, 407 843 530 1,718 160 1,712 2,579 815
ﬁJ Savings and loan associations. 18 e 10 1,093 185 333 e 30 1,079 _.oo...o....
; MUUE] SBVINES DAMKS. . o o o o oo e e omeee s e e mmew e am s e e e e mem s mememmeeeamaseceeesseseeceseememeseacsosoee-siimesiesssemess-eecessoas 38
(e) Other rea! estate mortgage
lenders. ... ooooeooeo- 11 546 923 226 3,993 2,021 7,614 4,332 2,485 726 L[ 2,
Total deposits. oo voeeenenaciaaanaaas 1,848,802 2,848,738 3,442,692 2,994,312 5,276,219 7,659,482 11,690,580 6,480,746 3,412,772 4,404,714 4,374, 7571 4,990, 021
Number of banks.__...ococeceemaiie 128 70 132 335 411 1,006 1,523 1,010 855 1,076 605 233

For explanatory note see table I.
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TABLE 10.-~NUMBER OF WEEKLY REPORTING BANKS EXTENDING CREDIT TO MORTGAGE LENDERS AS OF DEC. 31, 1966, BY AMOUNTS OF CREDIT EXTENDED

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Loans to— Amounts reported

Gther real Loans to
Mortgage Savings and Mutual estate mortgage Mortgage
lenders, Insurance Mortgage _ loan savings mortgage fenders, comp.inies

Amount of credit extended total companies companies  associations banks lenders total
More than $100,000,000. __.__.._..__.. O, . S 1 §1,046, 059 $464, 066
$50,000,000 to $100,000,000_ 5 1 [ I 2 357,487 325, 551
$25,000,000 to $50,000,000. 23 3 10 805, 518 322,155
$10,000,000 to $25,000,000.. 41 1 38 4 7 621,743 572,555
$5,000,000 to $10,000,000_______._.. 36 6 28 10 6 258,125 206, 387
$2,000,000 to $5,000,000..._____.__._. 65 21 63 27 20 214, 547 199, 196
$1,000,000 to $2,000,000_ ... ... ... . ... 38 18 35 21 12 53,807 51,403
Less than $1,000,000 63 52 59 69 57 29,401 22,522

Number of banks:

Reporting credit extended. . ....... ... .. . ... 102 242 132 16 105 .
Reporting no credit extended. . 238 98 208 324 235 ...
Total credit extended $319,758  $2,163,835 $319,612 $58,101 §525, 381 3, 386, 687 2,163,835

9¢
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Chairman Paryax. Mr. Moorhead ?

Representative MooraEeap. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I also have
some questions which I will submit in writing if I may. (See app. 111,
p. 120.)

First, Mr. Chairman, I would like to join with you in your words of
well-deserved praise for Under Secretary Wood who has simply done
a magnificent Job in the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and I know those of us in this committee, and the committee
which you also chair, the House Banking and Currency Committee,
will miss having him before us.

The chairman mentioned the battle royal between the mayors and
the State governments and you indicated, Mr. Secretary, that maybe
Pennsylvania’s situation was improving. Let me relate to you a di-
lemma we have gotten into with the city of Pittsburgh. The State
legislature of one party passed a law which in effect took away from
the mayor and city council the right to set wages for city firemen and
policemen; yet when the arbitration award increased the wages, as 1
think was proper, and the mayor went back to the legislature for
authority to impose certain taxes to pay for this increase, the legisla-
ture refused to give it to him; he is now absolutely caught in a bind
where the expenditures, over which he no longer has control, are im-
posed on him without the authority to increase the taxes to pay for
them. So you see, friction between the cities and the States, I regret to
say, continues to exist even in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,

Mr. Woop. That, Congressman Moorhead, leaves us to ponder the
problems in the other 49. I think that part of the concept of sensitiz-
Ing the States that I mentioned earlier is realizing what they are do-
ing when they try either to regulate every aspect of municipal activ-
ity or play the game of imposing costs without providing revenues.

Representative MooruEap. Mr. Wood, I like your thought on “The
restoration of the neighborhood.” It has a good ring to it, it is con-
servative, it is going Pack to something that once existed and yet it
is progressive in that it is something new ; but really what do you have
in mind? There was no institution that ever existed as “a neighbor-
hood.” It was more a psychological thing. Are you proposing a return
to this psychological neighborhood or are you thinking more of a
formally institutionalized thing which I don’t think ever existed ?

Mr. Woop. You are right, Mr. Congressman, in that there has never
been a formal institutional organization called neighborhood. I think,
however, that the political processes of urban government have ex-
isted in responsible neighborhoods in an informal way for some years.

As the city of New York has learned in its own tragic way, we are
faced with some of the most complicated issues in government that
this country has ever encountered. Namely, what do we mean by de-
centralization? What do we mean by neighborhood participation, by
the participatory administration that in the last 4 years the Johnson
administration has undertaken to establish.

It is clear to me, on the one hand, that this continental democracy
of 200 million people, classless, is now faced with a reaction that re-
quires a major centralization of power, particularly in its large urban
cities. On the other hand it is clear to me that this cannot be done
in manner that leaves the municipal government, the political process
of municipal government impotent and unable to act or in a manner
that creates a series of small neighborhood sovereignties.
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What we try to do as we wrestle through with this problem in
the model cities program—and I know all the members of this
committee followed that closely—is to establish communication, a
notion of shared presence between the neighborhood and the local

overnment, and a concentration on effective participation in issues
that really concern the citizens of the neighborhood.

It seems to me, that this new experiment, this untested method,
the neighborhood activities have got to be concentrated on specific
issues; Tave to relate to what the people in the neighborhood care
about ; should be educational in terms of the processes of government,
and should allow people to feel effective.

The example I often use, having lived for 10 years in a town that
still has an unlimited town meeting form of government, is that I
am not very well prepared to debate with the school architect about
whether the local gym has a 4-inch or a 6-inch joist. But I am prepared
to debate about the kind of values that I think my kids ought to
get in the schools.

Now there, Congressman Moorhead, is the kind of learning process
I think all great cities are going to have to go through, I think it begins
with the basic principle that the existing process of municipal gov-
ernment is the bedrock on which you start. You then improve and
sensitize both people and process, but you do not confront it. This is
the philosophy of the model cities program.

Representative Moormieap. Well, I'think we will have to observe the
model cities program, I think it is, or I have seen, participatory
democracy in neighborhood fighting, wrangling and it is a rather
healthy thing in Pittsburgh.

Mr. Woobp. Yes, I am sure it is an uneven pattern as yet, but if; is
a beginning.

Ropresentative Mooruesp. Mr. Secretary, have you given any
thought as to how we could change the financing of transportation
systems in the United States? I think that if I were the mayor of a
city or a locality deciding whether it would go for a highway where the
Federal Government would pay 90 percent, or for a mass transporta-
tion system where the Federal Government would pay two-thirds of
the project costs. I would go for the means by which the transporta-
tion would only be 10 percent.

Mr. Woop. One of the objectives of the President’s Organization
Plan-No. 2, Mr. Moorhead, was to rationalize the mass transporta-
tion activities of HUD and DOT, and was, as Secretary Boyd and
I testified last summer, to provide an open, equal option to cities to
choose their own forms of transportation. I think the reorganiza-
tion and the reallocation of transportation functions between HUD
and DOT called for DOT to take the first position of mass trans-
portation grants-in-aid where that kind of financing could be most
effective.

At the same time, from HUD’s point of view, we wanted to assure
that in both research and in planning we are able to compare costs
and benefits over and beyond the financing of grants so that mayors
will be able to see real and imputed costs. So, by these moves, I
hope that we are moving in that direction.

Representative MoorHEAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman PaTyan. Senator Proxmire ?
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Senator Proxmire. Mr. Wood, I am very sorry I was late and wasn't
able to be here when you made your presentation. I have had a chance
to scan your statement and it is a very fine statement, one of the best I
have read in a long time, I wish I had more chance to go into it in de-
tail. I am delighted that you set forth the problem the way you did.
We have these broad, ambitious Federal goals with regard to housing
set forth in the housing bill. The achievement of these goals, of course,
is going to determine a great deal about the quality of life and the kind
of country we have in the next 20 or 30 years. We want to achieve these
goals in the next 10. The question that comes to my mind right away,
and perhaps you have answered it although as I say I have only had
a chance to scan your statement, is whether it is possible for us to drive
for these goals and, at the same time, provide the kind of decentraliza-
tion, the kind of options for the local governments to move in their ovn
way, and to make their own decisions in community facilities?

Mr. Woop. I think that is going to be one of the tightropes we walk
in implementation, Senator. I think, as my testimony indicates, it is
clear that we can produce housing. The fact that we are halfway be-
tween the Kerner Commission and the Brookings Institution on our
projected time schedule makes me think we are in the ball park. But
1t is not at all clear that production in the public facilities component
that really creates communities can equal our counterparts at the local
level in production schedule.

There are two ways, I think, we can begin to tackle this. We have
published our housing goals, and the two substantive committees on
which Chairman Patman and you serve call for the annual reports on
housing, allow us, for the first time, to indicate our short falls in other
than qualitative terms. I think the work of this committee will allow
us to measure the quantitative relationships between production levels
in housing starts and community facilities and services. We have known
this in general terms, but we have never been able to pinpoint it in a
way that I think now will be possible. I hope that Congress will con-
tinue to evaluate annual production.

Secondly, if we can strengthen in a few decisive areas the capacity
for local %overnments to work together in metropolitan regions by
planning, by the increase of metropolitan area programing and budget-
ing capacities and in terms of the equalization of resources in the two
critical fields that we have touched on, as well as in welfare and edu-
cation, then I think you are going to see a rapid increase in competence
at the local level.

I guess one of the few disappointments I have had in the 3 years I
have been privileged to serve and appear before these committees has
been the inability of HUD to achieve progress on the metropolitan
development front consonant to what we have achieved for the com-
munities in general and for inner cities in particular.

I think it has been difficult to indicate how the metropolitan de-
velopment program might have provided incentives for local govern-
ments to combine their community resources and regional facilities.
But that is in the law. It has not been as actively pursued adminis-
tratively as I would have wanted. I think it will come.

Senator ProxyIRe. You feel one of the reasons we have to continue
the grant-in-aid program rather than substitute either tax sharing
or block grants is because you have to have this coordination if you
are going to achieve the goals effectively.
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Mr. Woob. Coordination is one reason, yes. Another is that we do
have national responsibilities which affect quality and safety of our
national life and what kinds of cities we want. These are
national missions. I think the other reason goes back to Congress-
man Moorhead’s inquiry to me. There is unfortunately, a prevalent
idea that if we only redistribute resources in some magic way; if we
only put dollars in peoples pockets somehow; or if we only give to
existing institutions some economic benefit, we will have solved our
problems.

I don’t think this country suffers from an excess of institutions. I
don’t think it suffers from an excess of ways in which people find
each other and have communal experiences. I think what this Nation
lacks is the ability to recognize nonproduction institutions and to
" change and strengthen them where appropriate.

This should be one of our high priorities. This the Federal Gov-
ernment can do without using authoritarian procedures and without,
I think, diminishing local imtiative and flexibility. It involves learn-
ing how to use the American Federal system; stopping the debate,
as the chairman indicated, between the State and the local communi-
ties over this allocation of resources; stopping the old game of the
Federal authorities accusing the local governments of lack of forth-
rightness in their planning, and the local governments saying that the
Federal redtape diminishes the impact of the grants they receive.
Learning really how to bring the Federal system up to date in this
urban world has to go hand in hand with resource allocation.

Senator Proxmrre. How far can we go just with Federal loan guar-
antees, of the bonds issued by State and local governments, provided
the interest income is taxable?

Mr. Woop. We can, at least, indicate some priorities; some prefer-
ences for the kinds of investments we consider desirable.

Senator Proxyire. This. I think, is a practical thing that Congress
can do pretty easily. As far as the block grants are concerned, we
may or may not be able to afford them, but Federal guarantees of
municipal bonds are something we can act on promptly.

Mr. Woop. Guarantees are one of the most simple areas and, perhaps,
one of the most effective, but I was trying to suggest that theve should
be some kind of priority system in the guarantees. Some notion of per-
formance standards or eligibility requirements that speak to the
coordinating and planning activities ought also to be introduced.

Senator Prox»re. Do vou think that Federal guarantees of mu-
nicinal bonds are preferable to Federal Government sponsored banks?

Mr. Woop. I would at the present time prefer to not choose between
alternatives but rather to start with one, and then examine each prop-
osition in further detail.

Senator Proxmire. You would start with Federal guarantees of
municinal bonds?

Mr. Woop. Beg your pardon?

Senator Proxmire. You would start with Federal guarantees of
municipal bonds, with the interest income taxable?

Mr. Woon. I think T would ; yes.

Senator Proxarre. Mr. Wood, thank you very much. I might have
had some more questions but I think your responses have been ex-
cellent and, as I say, this is a very fine statement and I appreciate it.

Mr. Woop. Thank you.
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Chairman Paraax. We have an understanding with Professor
Wood we may submit questions, and he will answer them when he
looks over his transeript. Your footprints of real helpful and effective
service will be around Washington for decades to come.

Mr. Woop. You have been very kind, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate
it. Thank you very much.

Chairman Paryax, Mr. Udall, please.

We are also honored with the presence this morning of the Honorable
Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of the Interior, to appear and testify
before this subcommittee.

Secretary Udall, we are delighted to have you, sir, and we look

forward to listening to your testimony. You may proceed in your own
way.

STATEMENT OF HON. STEWART L. UDALL, SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR

Secretary Upart. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman and memgers of the subcommittee, the invitation to
appear before you today—for a sort of valedictory discussion—is
truly appreciated. It is not often a public official, about to leave office,
1s asked for words of counsel. He who has such words to offer usually
must do so in his “memoirs.” So far as I am concerned, memoirs still
lie in the distant future. But I have ventured to put my present
thoughts in writing in the form of a small book which was published
last week with the title “1976: Agenda for Tomorrow.” What I am
about to say here—in more detail and with discussion of other related
matters—is in that book.

What weighs most heavily on my mind, and I think on the minds of
most Americans, is the fact that our Nation is now confronted with
internal troubles fully as serious as any it has faced since the Civil
War. I am optimistic about our potentiality for safe passage through
this time of troubles—but only on condition that the public and its
leaders face the facts and on condition that we are willing to bear the
heavy costs of remedial actions.

Foremost among the dangers and troubles we face is our “urban
affliction.” For the first time since General Sherman’s scorched-earth
march to the sea in 1865, parts of our cities have been put to the
torch by Americans.

No sudden lapse led to this emergency. In large measure it is the
outgrowth of old errors and of shortcomings of previous generations.
The seeds were planted by public and private policies of keeping a
whole race in an inferior state; by approaches to economics that
accepted poverty and slums as inevitable incidents of American life;
by a division of power that strangled local government and demeaned
local leadership; by a national default of conscience which produced
the degradation of the environment; by the belief that producin
goods for man was more important than the cultivation of the go0o
in man. The truth is that our cities were on fire decades before the
first flames at Watts.

After the summer riots of 1967, at a time when the Nation could
boast of the most prolonged peacetime prosperity, a Detroit business
man peered into the pus-pocket slums of his city and exclaimed:
“Absolutely terrifying. No wonder people riot.”

24-065—69——>5
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Why should a people prideful of its science settle for a soiled
and second-rate environment? Why has the most science-centered
society in history not developed a science of human settlements?

Why is our industry complex able to build Saturn rockets but unable
to fashion tools to renovate and renew the environment where most
of us live? Why if it is sound to spend billions of dollars on super-
sonic aircraft to whisk us to London in 2 hours, is it not equally
important to devise systems of public transportation to get us to and
from work in less than half the time?

The anwers to some of these questions lie, of course, in our history.
Agrarian roots and the rural suspicion of two centuries taught us
to distrust city conglomerations; distrust led to the rigging of arrange-
ments (rotten boroughs and rural malapportionment were only the
most notorious disfranchising devices), which seriously weakened city
government; weak city government led to a system of low priorities,
then to even lower citizen expectations of the capability of local
government. Finally, waste and improvidence led to supposedly “in-
soluble” problems, and insoluble problems meant that cities were
indeed “ungovernable.” Thus the ring closed back to the anticity bias
where it all began.

But glib talk about “ungovernable” cities is a rationalization that
masks an unwillingness to revitalize local governments and permit
large-scale urban renovation to begin, Weak city and county govern-
ment is the foreseeable result of past practices. Rural-run legislatures
and congresses have rationed local power and retained the superior
sources of revenue. At the same time, the “higher” bureaucracies have
sat complacently while the overpowering problems of poverty, pollu-
tion, and racial discord were piled on the doorsteps of underfinanced,
undermanned, and already floundering urban governments.

Into this complacent system, between 1950 and 1968, 6 million south-
ern Negroes spilled northward, bearing with them all the accumulated
disabilities of a demoralizin% social system that had left them wholly
unprepared to succeed in the cities. The only reception these “im-
migrants” got was joblessness and the cold hospitality of a demeaning
system of social welfare. This new American melting pot quickly be-
came a cold cauldron of frustrated hopes. Unsolved human problems
multiplied in urban areas functionally incapable of dealing with them.
So we came with slow understanding to what we now call the “urban
crisis of the 1960%.”

But the hard realities of the 1960’s—the squalor, the ugliness, the
inhumanity, and the police squads at the ready—tell us that the
failure of American ulg)anization is now a judgment of history. The
urban malady is severe and pervasive. Experience has taught us the
hard lesson that far more is required than palliatives and pilot pro-
grams. The urban aflliction will respond only to sound surgery and
humane therapy of a dedicated generation. If our social problems
are great, so are our resources, our talents, our aspirations. Man’s high-
est hopes, his most remembered experiments in hiving, have been acted
out in cities throughout the course of history. The future of this Nation
can be no greater than the future of the American city.

I said, a few moments ago, that we must be willing to face ugly facts
as they are and to be willing to pay the costs of remedial and renovative
action. And we must not let the timid souls deter us with that moth-
eaten question “where is the money coming from?”
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In the 1940°’s the Nation organized and successfully carried out the
Manhattan Project which built the atomic bomb. In the mid-1950’s, the
Congress authorized and the President approved the 41,000-mile Inter-
state Highway System which the New York Times a decade later edi-
torially described as: “* * * the most enormous public works project
in the history of the world. In cost, it is likely to exceed $60 billion
by the time it is completed in 1972. In size and complexity it dwarfs
all of mankind’s previous works such as the Pyramids, the Great
Wall of China, the Panama Canal, or Grand Coulee Dam.” In the
1960’s all our restless energy, our competitive spirit, and our scientific
and industrial process were brought into sharp focus in order to put
U.S. spacemen on the moon on a predetermined schedule. One point
of these three projects is inescapably made: big goals require big plans
and clear-cut deadlines to achieve success.

A nation that could organize and carry out such dominating projects
can in the 1970’s, genuinely begin the even more difficult and urgent
task of transforming the worst slums from Manhattan to Los Angeles
into civilizing habitats for man. Technicians who can construct space-
craft that circle the earth in an hour can also help us build balanced
cities. If we have the expertise to engineer the largest system of high-
ways in history—and incidentally, to finance the construction of that
system without resort to a dime’s worth of interest bearing debt—we
should be able to build bridges between the races that have lived on, but
never really shared this continent for three centuries.

The task is less to renovate than to recreate. More than slum clear-
ance is involved. There are gilded as well as slum ghettos. Given the
will, we can turn our drab urban landscape into a spiritually nourish-
ing as well as physically satisfying environment, not only in a broken
Newark or a gutted Detroit, but also in ugly cities, towns, and villages
that stretch from New York to Memphis and on to Los Angeles.

The first phase of Project 76 should involve every community in
drafting a master plan to achieve the redesign and renovation of its
entire environment not later than the year 2000. Each mayor could
convene a “Council to Recreate the City” whose dynamic, representa-
tive, revolving membership would educate the community, review all
individual projects, and gear future plans to aims of excellence. For
the first time, decisions about design and the harmonizing of private
actions and public amenities could be guided by the finest thought and
leadership in each city.

“Developers” would no longer decide the shape of the city, but
would be forced to consider fresh solutions in which present and fu-
ture welfare would be interwoven. This could give the public life of
many communities a creative excitement largely unknown in this
country.

To succeed, Project 76 would have to be truly national. It would
offer the same promise of rural renewal as of urban renovation. To
gain unswerving congressional support, it should encompass every
community of every size from Miami to Hilo, from Aroostook to
Anchorage.

The master planning phase could begin immediately, with Federal
grants to cover at least half the cost, and with local public and private
participation supplying the balance. Each community should have a
plan and some large-scale projects underway by 1976.
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_ While initial planning was proceeding during the first 2 or 3 years,
immediate priority should be given to job-creating cleanup work,
which could be done by hard-core unemployed in the worst slums. Just
as Franklin Roosevelt sent unemployed youths into the devastated
woodland to replant the forests, we should launch an urban cleanup
corps to roll back blight, reclaim public beauty, and begin the training
of the work force required for large-scale blight-removal projects.

Federal planning and construction grants for urban renewal and
community facilities should be trebled to 5 billion the first year. That
first year we should spend at least as much on Project 76 as we have
been spending annually on the exploration of outer space. Such ex-
penditures should be increased, out of our constantly expanding gross
national product, to an annual grant level of $50 billion not later
than 1985. The Federal Government should deal directly with the
cities. Funds could be channeled to them under a distribution formula
giving first-phase priority to slum renovation, but guaranteeing ulti-
mate participation by each community on the basis of its population
and willingness to invest matching money (perhaps 25 percent) in
Project 76 programs. As the action accelerated, solutions for such
regional problems as providing of mass transit for each megalopolis,
the encouragement of new towns in appropriate areas, and the re-
newal of towns and cities of under 30,000 population (to slow down
the implosion of people into big cities) should get special attention.

Project 76 could influence the whole course of our history. As we
learned in our peacetime experience in carrying out the Marshall plan
and our national adventure in space, any great decision or enunciated
goal, if it is a decisive, galvanizing act, has far-reaching consequences.
It coalesces thought and energies. It stirs syntheses into being, sets
events and investments in motion, all of which give a sense of pur-
pose and commitment otherwise lacking.

Before closing this statement, which has dealt largely with the “urban
crisis,” I want to say something about the new dimensions of con-
servation.

The way a people possess the land they live on is always a re-
vealing comment on their character and institutions. The tidy farm-
scapes of the Pennsylvania Dutch country and the billboardless vistas
of Hawaii say something positive about our people, just as a dying
Lake Erie, the polluted rivers in every industrial gtate, the poisonous
air of southern California, and the hideous slums of our big cities
express the distorted values that permit us to demean and diminish
so much of our continent.

Realism requires much more than moralizing about the industrial
“rights” and environmental “wrongs” of past years in which, heed-
lessly, we put profits ahead of the future welfare of the people.

Since the onset of the industrial revolution we have tormented our-
selves by believing that the price we have to pay to enjoy the full
benefits of mechanized industry is the blighting and befouling of
the land and its renewable resources. This is false bookkeeping. It is
rooted in the erroneous concept that to build a nation, part of its per-
manent capital must be spent. We must dedicate ourselves to authentic
conservation which maintains the productivity of our resource capital
by wise use of resources and the maintenance of an environment that
assures their continued full productivity. The mature industrial revo-
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lution of tomorrow will find enlightened enterprise using our versatile
technology within a framework that shows recognition of the fact
that conservation is indispensable to the long-term wealth of nations

The signs of this revolution are appearing in many places: the quest
for clean energy by some segments o¥ the electric power industry ; the
aggressive if belated research of the petroleum and automotive indus-
tries for a clean combustion engine; the growing awareness in agricul-
ture that fertilizers and pesticides that will leave nature unharmed
must_be produced; the realization by metal-using industries that
recycling of “waste” metals is the only longrun solution to the problems
of efficiency and self-sufficienty. All these, and other developments, are
making conservation, for the first time, an accepted part of the business
creed of this country. Were all entrepreneurs to be put on equal footing
through the enactment of wise national laws that would establish
performance standards, sound conservation practices would soon be
part of the regular cost of doing business in America. Thereafter, the
consumers of goods or services would pay for a cleaner technology,
and, in return get a much cleaner country.

We have the wealth and technical skill to make this a tidy, clean,
well-ordered land without impairing our ability to harvest the fruits
of a highly prosperous economic system.

Statesmanship must arrange an overdue marriage between the
economics of production and the economics of beauty, and we must
encourage the incentives and investments required to guarantee that
no industrial activity degrades the overall environment. To put it
positively, our enterprise system must enhance living values by the
design and location of plants, by the control of processes and effluent,
and by the creation of a fulfilling millieu for its employees.

A program that embraces the all-encompassing dimensions of the
new conservation must be an integral part of Project 76. Our best
efforts to bring population into balance and to rebuild cities that will
nourish the whole man cannot succeed unless, as a nation, we obey the
imperatives of ecology. By accepting fully the discipline of the master
science, the other branches of science will, in turn, become sensitive
allies of beauty and order.

This will mean, of course, a drastic change in our approach to
production. If, for example, we evaluate the impact of the aluminum
can, the supersonic transport, or a new chemical pesticide before
production, rather than after damage has occurred, safe and sane
yardsticks of progress will soon be established. We have acquired an
astonishing capacity to make and sell almost anything, but we have
blighted and contaminated the continent in the process. The old
criterion of the national marketplace “can it be made, mass produced,
and sold at a profit%” is dangerously outdated. The task ahead is to
win support for this more mature test: “Beyond its salability, will it
work for man and with nature for the future?” We must learn to
reckon profit by new accounting standards that do not discount the
welfare of future generations.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Patmax. Thank you, Mr. Udall. You have presented a
fine statement.

Secretary UpavrL. I may sound at times like I am a bookseller. As
I stated before, I have a new book out as of last week. It represents
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some of my thinking after 6 years in Congress and 8 years in the
Cabinet of two Presidents, and it is an attempt to do really what I
think this committee has undertaken in its best moments of trying
to focus on the great problems, try to help the country sort out its
priorities. In fact, I have a chapter in my book on politics.

One of the things that I think is missing on the Washington scene, if
I may make my own pitch for congressional reform, and I have writ-
ten about this at length, is that I think the Congress itself —the com-
mittee system does this to a high degree—is fragmented. It tends to
look at the pieces institutionally. One suggestion I have made is not
exactly new, but I am very serious about it, is that Congress every
year, for a month or 6 weeks maybe after the President has delivered
his state of the Union message and budget, would conduct its own
national assessinent, or annual national look at priorities. Maybe you
would invite the television cameras in and let the Nation for a few
weeks every year talk about what kind of country we ought to be,
where we are heading, and what our shortcomings are. The Congress
would really back off and to do what I think this committee is trying
to do in its annual look at the real needs of the Nation. Thinking
back on my experience here in Washington it does seem to me that
one of the very grave weaknesses of the system is that the Secretary
of the Interior looks at the Interior Department—with his own
blinders on. He doesn’t relate it, oftentimes, to what other needs are
and what the other national requirements are.

While I look back, Mr. Chairman, at these years I have been in
Washington, it seems to me there have been very great achievements.
We ought to take pride in the fact that our country is stronger—our
economy is functioning better, the standard of living is up generally.
Yet I can’t look at this period of time without feeling that there has
been a very serious imbalance in our performance as a nation; this
ultimately gets down to the whole question of priorities.

One of the reasons we have done so well in terms of our defense
responsibilities here and around the world is that we have spent
what money had to be spent. Congress, as we all know, votes with a
hoot and holler anything that is recommended in the defense field.
This is traditional. I suppose the new President—if he were to propose
vast new programs and say that the Nation has to have it—Congress
would accede. Because it doesn’t really know, it would vote them.

So out of this has come a picture, 1t seems to me, of providing the
goods and services of an affluent society. We have done very well in
those terms. As for maintaining military power in the fast-paced
economic system, with constantly growing GNP, we can point with
pride at what is happening. But there has been serious neglect during
this period of domestic needs. Those failures, what I feel are national
failures, tend to focus today on the cities of the Nation.

I would say that we have a very notable national failure, in what
I call generally urbanization. Most of our cities in one way or another
are a mess. We have to be honest about that. I think in terms of man-
aging the resources of the country with all of the air pollution and
water pollution and what the landscape and countryside looks like
today this has been an area of national failure generally.

We made some big strides in the 1960’s, I think we started down the
right road. If what this administration has done serves as a foundation
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for followup actions, I can see some hope in this area. But there is
no doubt we also have failed—and this is the reason why some of our
cities are rioting today—in terms of doing the other things a great
civilization must do. That is to produce harmony and amity between
the different segments and groups that compose the Nation.

So, it seems to me, we have done almost everything except the things
that a great civilization does: to build beautiful, balanced, well-ordered
cities; to compose the differences between its groups; and to manage
its environment in such a way that the whole environment is more
life-giving and more attractive to man rather than him finding every
day or every week that there is some new intrusion which makes life
less satisfying.

These are some of the things, Mr. Chairman, that I have written
about. This committee has performed, over the last 20 years or more,
a very valuable role in terms of focusing on the economic needs of the
country.

The great goal we had in mind when this Joint Economic Committee
was established under the Full Employment Act of 1946 was to be
sure we could make the economy work. We wanted jobs and we wanted
housing and we wanted an economy that would function properly.

I think one can point to many areas of our national life where we
have succeeded. I have indicated some. But the problems now, the pri-
mary problems it seems to me, are not jobs and housing—the tradi-
tional things we have talked about during this whole period. In fact
one of the reasons our cities are in so much trouble today is we built
housing but not communities. We have not been thinking of the over-
all question of what constitutes a city or a neighborhood. We have
simply been interested in housing. We are aware now, I think, that
is one reason why some of our cities are in difficulty—that housin
is not enough. You have to build communities and you have to buil
neighborhoods and you have to have the right mix of people and so
on.
I think it should be clear to us that we can’t smugly sit and be
satisfied if each year we continue to produce a few more hundred
thousand automobiles than we did the year before. This is not enough.
Yet this has been one of the great indexes of economic progress in
this country. We are a nation that takes great pride and interest in
mobility. But let’s look at the other side of the coin. The automobile
(and our highway program which again is a specialized responsibility
of one small group in the Congress) is responsible for much of the
environmental mess that our cities are in today. The automobile,
with its congestion, with its air pollution and other things, has created
tremendous problems in this country. We have to begin to solve
them rather than simply sit back and take pride in the fact that we
produce more automobiles by far than any other nation in the world.

Again, here are questions of priorities and responsibilities as to
what our Nation should do.

I have expressed the idea that I would like to see this country en-
courage a leveling off of population. This may sound like a radical
idea but it really 1sn’t. The population of the United States leveled off
for over a decade in the 1920’s and the 1930’s. We have been growing
so fast that we haven’t been able to get ahead of our problems in terms
of the quality of life in this country. We have been building roads and
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building housing and expanding the suburbs. In the meantime quality
has been deteriorating in terms of the general life of people in this
country.

There has been—it is a major fact of life that few have noticed,
although it occurred before the pill showed up, that there has been a
sharp break in the birth rate in the 1960’s. It started back in 1960.
The birth rate today is near the low point in the depression. If this
trend continues as it has for another few years we will have a leveling
off of population.

I submit this as a question to the subcommittee: Is this a disaster in
terms of the economy ? I am sure some people think it is. But to me it
is not. I don’t think the power of this country or its success, economic
or otherwise, rests on numbers of people. I don’t think this is the way
that the strength of a modern nation is judged, and I think if our
population did level off and we could concentrate—not simply on
expanding, with our school people spending most of their energy on
expansion—or concentrating on the individual and the quality of
education, we might really change this Nation and improve 1t. So this
is one idea I have offered in my book. I have also suggested we give
more attention to all environmental problems, you would expect that
from a Secretary of the Interior.

I would like to see us enunciate a big national goal on which we are
going to spend billions of dollars to attain and enlist the whole Nation
in a mighty effort to do something that will obviously be to the benefit
of all the people.

The only programs of that kind I can single out since I came to
Congress in 1955 are the Federal highway program, a $50 to $60 billion
program, carried out over a period of 15 or 20 years. It is still going
on. It is undoubtedly among the finest and the greatest engineering
projects in history. But that program is in trouble now—because it is
cutting up and messing up the cities. I think we ought to slow it down
and reassess it. This is a big program, with a national goal. We set
money aside in a special fund for that program. T have a lot of ideas
of my own about how I would like to see it changed but this is not the
place to discuss them.

The other program I can single out, where we had a clear-cut goal
we were going to spend money on, is the space program. We were
going to achieve both goals.

Why shouldn’ we now resolve to do what a great civilization has to
do—to remake the cities of this country. I do not mean just the big
cities, you can never get the kind of support you need in the Congress
for just that because you don’t have the votes merely to eradicate slums
of big cities. So let’s redo all of the cities, large and small. The small
and medium sized cities—and Y am very familiar with them, that is
the kind of congressional district I come from-——have problems and
need help. I think we should set as a national goal the last third of this
century a rejuvination and restoration of all of the cities of this coun-
try—to eliminate the problems that plague them and plague the people
who must live in them.

I really believe that unless we give the cities priority and develop
a method of national planning and national effort and an alteration
of priorities, we are going to be in increasing difficulty.
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This, Mr. Chairman, is probably not what you expected of me this
morning, but a lame duck Cabinet member can be very relaxed and very
forthright. It has been a pleasure to be with you this morning and give
you some of my thoughts in regard to the future of this country.

Thank you for your indulgence.

Chairman PaTya~. Thank you, sir.

We appreciate your statement, Mr. Udall, and we appreciate the fine
work that you have done in preparing your statement and the informa-
tion that you have given to us.

Senator Proxmire, would you like to ask the Secretary some
questions?

Senator Proxare. Yes; I would like to also join the chairman in
congratulating you on a fine oral statement as well as an excellent
wrigtegl statement, and I think your call for Project *76 is welcome and
needed.

You started off by indicating that you thought we ought to have a
broad discussion of priorities in the Congress, in the executive branch,
and so forth, perhaps for a month or 6 weeks, at the beginning of the
year, and then you seemed to finish by saying we ought particularly to
focus on a priority for the cities, broadly defined, as we have done with
the space program and the highway program, and I am wondering if
maybe the first suggestion shouldn’t Ee given more emphasis, because
as I look down the possibilities here, we obviously should have a dis-
cussion on priorities in defense. I feel very strongly, for example, that
some of our defense weapons systems and some of our commitments in
defense are very hard to defend, very hard to justify. I think, further-
more, as we go down the list and establish priorities sensibly we can
free resources from other things. The supersonic aircraft, I think, is
a frill we can forgo, frankly just expressing the view of one Member
of Congress. I think as we discuss this we can determine how much we
have available in resources to do this job.

In the space program, we are going to achieve the objective estab-
lished by President Kennedy to land an American on the moon. That
has been a national objective you referred to, and perhaps we can have
some resources freed from that source.

There is no question in my mind that this roadbuilding program
has been allowed to go on because it has such a neat, clear source of
financing. You don’t have to raise any money, it is isolated, you can’t
spend it for anything else, it is there and if tens of thousands of miles
of concrete is not 1aid down it just piles up.

But in all these areas it would seem to me that we can have a very
constructive discussion that could then determine whether or not we
had resources available which the taxpayer would be willing to let us
allocate in these areas.

For example. I don’t know if you read the National Observer for
this week but they have a fascinating article on health, pointing out
we have increased our health expenditures by the Federal Government
since 1960 from $3 billion per year to $14 billion per year. Of course,
a lot of that is medicare.

However, we have not, at least to date, improved the Nation’s health
in any way that you can measure very much. A slight increase in
longevity has been achieved but we have slipped, if anything, com-
pared to other countries healthwise.
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It seems even here, even in an area where everybody can agree we
have a goal that compassionate Americans want to achieve, we ought
to set up, establish priorities and adopt some system of measures
whether we are getting results.

What I am getting to in this long preliminary to the question is
whether you think it would be sensible and practical for us to try to
find a cost-effectiveness measure at least as a guide, but not to rivet
us into a system where we have to adopt whatever has the best cost-
effectiveness result by applying some uniform or fairly uniform dis-
count rate. I know this is very delicate ground for the Secretary of
Interior, but such analysis could provide a basis for making a judg-
ment which would be much more objective than it has been in the
past as to whether we ought to go ahead with some of the commitments
we have.

The two areas where they refuse to give you any notion of a dis-
count rate or cost effectiveness are space and roadbuilding. As a matter
of fact, when this committee wrote to the Administrator of the high-
way program and asked what kind of a discount rate he used, he said,
“We don’t use one, we haven’t in the past and we don’t intend to use
it in the future.” Build a road from nowhere to nowhere and we have
the money, why not. And it seems to me if we can get some kind of an
instrument like this to begin to measure the results we are getting then
we will be in a much better position to evaluate the capacity to reach
these various national priorities and goals and what kind of resources
we have available to do the things we want to do the most.

Secretary UpaLL. Senator, I couldn’t agree with you more—on the
general statement you made and particularly with regard to getting
sound yardsticks that can be used to tackle these programs.

Every time I am driving on the new interstate highway out in my
own part of the country where it is a long way between towns some-
times, and I see these overpasses that are built where maybe one rancher
twice a day ‘uses one, and I know they cost $150,000, $200,000, or
$250,000, and I ask you, well, it is there, it is in place, it provides a
little element of safety that wouldn’t be there and the road is really
built in terms of standards 25 years ahead of its time, I am not against
foresight but if you ask whether that money really is needed there or
is needed in some of these cities that are drowned in automobiles. I
think we have a fantastic distortion of priorities. I think our experi-
ence, the experience of this administration, with cost effectiveness,
not only what Secretary McNamara has done but because the Bureau
of the Budget has instituted this programing, planning approach
which uses the cost-effectiveness yardstick, I think it is very helpful.
It certainly helped me as an administrator and my people in getting a
much sharper picture of what we are doing and how effectively the
money we are spending is being used.

Senator Proxmire. Well, I think that is a very, very helpful
response.

I am wondering how this priority discussion that you properly
suggest can best be organized. f)ha,ve thought for a long time that this
committee could be helpful in that regard. After all we are the Joint
Economic Committee of the Congress. We have the responsibility for
recommending economic policies or at least considering them and mak-
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ing reports on them. Our jurisdiction is very broad, it cuts across
all kinds of lines.

Would it be helpful, in your view, if we had hearings on priorities,
try to make a report on priorities, invited in not only members of the
executive branch, but Members of Congress who would be interested to
testify on priorities and try to get the discussion going that way? It
seems to me that unless we do that it is going to be very difficult. The
natural thing, of course, is for the President to move in. I am not
criticizing the President at all, he has to do it, but in his state of the
Union message and his budget, he establishes the priorities, and the
new President, some people say, may put a very heavy emphasis on
expanding our defense establishment and expanding the space pro-
gram. Maybe he is right to do it, but once he has made this commit-
ment in the budget and in the state of the Union message, Members of
Congress who are acting in a more or less disorganized way or an un-
related way, don’t have much opportunity to modify that presidential
decision as to what our priorities are, or even to consider alternatives
or to understand how they relate to each other. So do you think this
committee would be a good institution for the purpose ?

Secretary Uparr. Senator, 1f Congress as a whole doesn’t take action,
I would think action by this committee would certainly be a good
second best, and I think if you structured your hearings in the right
way and you invited people from outside the Government and made
it into a kind of discussion of priorities and national purpose, this
might attract the kind of attention that is needed.

Senator Proxyire. How can Congress itself do it? I am not saying
they shouldn't do it. Perhaps they should, but how can Congress do it
without a committee stepping in and moving ahead ?

Secretary Uparr. Well, %ongress as an institution does not like
change, as we all know, but it would be rather simple, as I proposed it.
Congress would simply resolve itself into a Committee of the Whole.
The Senate could do it; the House could do it separately; you could do
it in a joint session, which is what I am talking about. You would have
an actual debate for 3 or 4 weeks on national purpose, national priori-
ties and a real broad-gage discussion of the type you never have.

Now, I have watched Presidents put budgets together and prepare
the state of the Union messages. They have actually to sit down, and
it is the most exciting part of their work, and ask themselves: Where is
the country going ¢ What should we be doing this year ? Where should
we be spending our money ?

Congress doesn’t do that. The Appropriations Committees don’t
even have a discussion of how money is going to be spent. Each sub-
committee, as we know, has its own blinders on, no questions are asked
in the main. The Senate debates appropriation bills probably more
than the House does, but neither has an adequate overall view.

Senator Proxmire. I agree with you on this. T am on the Senate
Appropriations Committee. I am on five subcommittees, and those are
the five subcommittees I pay attention to. We are all busy as the dickens
and we don’t get any broad overall notion of what our priorities ought
to be. Maybe we can put these two ideas together, I don’t know what
the timing of it may be. This is the Joint Economic Committee, we
have a broad charter from the Congress on broad overall governmen-
tal policy. Perhaps what we could do is hold hearings and make a re-
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port and have this serve as a basis for debate in the House and Senate.
It would seem to me that to have joint sessions lasting for 6 weeks with
debates, for which you would have to use the House rules, of course.
Consequently, you could only have relatively few of the 535 Members
speaking and speaking rather briefly in terms of our goals and pri-
orities. Most Members of Congress wouldn’t have a chance to say any-
thing and when Members of Congress don’t have a chance to say much
they lose interest and they don’t show up because it is not very sig-
nificant to them. So it would seem that if you just had that alone with-
out having a responsible committee holding hearings, and then issuing
a report and having that report available as a concrete basis for dis-
cussion, I would doubt if you would arrive at priorities that would in
any real sense provide alternatives to what the President is offering.

Secretary UpaLr. Well, Senator, I certainly would agree. If there is
any committee that could assume this as a chore and responsibility I
think this is the committee best equipped to do that.

The reason I am interested in this is not simply in getting Members
of Congress to sort of back away and do some overview and over-
thinking, but I think the country needs to do it.

Now, we do this in a way every 4 years in our national political cam-
paigns, I suppose, but if you had the idea of something built in, it was
a annual national assessment, as it were, where we could stop and ask
ourselves and, of course, this would spin off a lot of articles in the press
and editorials and everything else, and maybe we would have the kind
of discussion of priorities

Senator Proxmigre. It has got to be organized around the budget.
In a political campaign the difficulty is, after all, all of us who run
for office are interested in getting elected. In a political campaign
presidential candidates don’t make a speech anywhere in the country
attacking popular Government programs because each one has a
lot of constituents; so if the candidate is saying anything about these
programs he is for them, whether you were Humphrey or Nixon.
In the last campaign, you are for the space program, you are for anv
program that has broad support for it, and, of course, we are all
in a sense for every program. But when you come right down to the
point of getting the money to spend you have to make a decision
on priorities.

It is a budget decision, perhaps it is a decision for the Appropria-
tions Committee, but I would think it is a broader decision than that
and, therefore, I would hope that the spark that you have lit this
morning would catch fire and perhaps this committee can provide
the kind of discussion on goals and priorities.

Chairman Patman and I have discussed this in the past, and T
have discussed this with other committee members and we have dis-
cussed this with members of the staff so I think this could be a very,
very useful function that this committee could perform. If other com-
mittees want to move in, great, because T agree with you there is
nothing we can do that would be more important than specifving
our priorities and our goals. The two examples you have given where
we have done beautifully, sensationally well, space and highways,
T think are splendid examples of what you can do if you establish a
goal.
~ Thank you.Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Parman. Mr. Moorhead ¢
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Representative Moorteap. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, you have given us testimony which is inspiring, but
it is also discouraging, to think that the only two successes we have
had are both so materialistic, the highway program and the space pro-
gram, and we should also be thinking about things of the spirit.

I think your suggestion about getting the Congress discussing gen-
eral goals and priorities is a good one, and I believe that this com-
mittee could very well be the focal point for this because we can cover
all of the jurisdictions of the other committees without interfering
with them due to the fact that we have no power to affect their legis-
lation or appropriations. Maybe one of the subjects we should be con-
sidering is not just making the economy work, as you have suggested,
but making the economy civilized. Not just relying on the marketplace
to determine our priorities but in some ways test doing the uneconomic
thing because it really is better for the spirit and the quality of life.
I think this is one of the statements that you make very strongly on
the last page of your prepared testimony, am I correct?

Secretary UparL. Yes, yes; you have caught one of my main themes.
I really believe that. I know of Senator Proxmire’s interest in some
of the same things.

I think the problem in terms of science and technology today is not
simply doing all kinds of exciting new things. We can build almost
any machine or anything we want to build. It is what I call civilizing
technology. We can build a supersonic transport. We can fly it overland
in this country, if we want to, and we can disturb the lives of millions
of people. But if we are going to have a civilized technology, and a
civilized economy, the things we are interested in from here on out
are not simply things that add to our wealth, or affluence, and our ease,
but things that make peoples’ lives more satisfying and that make our
cities the places where we live everyday a more civilized and more
creative life. This is what we have to concentrate now, it seems to me.

Representative MooruEAD. One of the daily irritations in life is
trying to get to work in the morning, and get home in the evening, in
this magnificent highway program we are putting all of our money
into getting people to and from by highways but it has actually
caused more irritation rather than less, and I wonder if maybe we can
Eersaude the motorists of today that even they as motorists would be

etter off if some of the people who were on the highways with them
could be induced to use the rapid transit systems. What I am leading
up to is that we could persuade the motorists that part of the highway
trust funds can properly be used for rapid transit to relieve congestion
on the highways.

Secretary Uparr. Mr. Moorhead, I couldn’t agree with you more. I
would take half the funds—the money in the highway trust fund—
for a few years, and I would do something to benefit the highway
users. I mean to solve the problems that the highway users face. We
need big heavy-duty highways across this country, no question about
it. But when you get to the cities the same highways, if they are built
in the wrong places and in the wrong way can be enormously destruc-
tive. They can cause congestion, they can cause air pollution with very
serious consequences. We have simply got to address our selves to these
problems which a good program is creating. We have, in effect, to
civilize that program. I don’t know whether Congress will do it or not.
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But somebody has got to speak up and try to get this averview look:
of what is being done.

Representative Moorueap. Mr. Secretary, I have one pet idea that
T am sure you would share. Almost every city has been built adjacent
to water, whether it be a seaport, a river system or a lake because of
‘the economics of transportation. In almost every instance close to the
«city we have despoiled this water, and yet the best source, or at least
1 major, source of recreation is water-based recreation. Near every city
iin the United States is the best source of recreation—water—which we
have despoiled. I think, by reversing that process, we can have won-
derful recreation very close to the great population centers.

Secretary UpaLL. Yes, it is one of our environmental tragedies, one
of the worst that plagues us today; no question about it. Man loves
water; it provides so many varied forms of recreation. A river next
to a city, as Justice Holmes once said, is a treasure, and yet over the
period of the “industrial revolution” in this country we slowly be-
fouled our rivers. Most cities turn their back to the rivers. Just look
at them the next time you have an opportunity. Instead of rivers
being a source of pleasure and satisfaction to most people in this
country who live in big cities, they hold their nose when they go by
the rivers. This is another reason why a country as wealthy as ours
has to get at the business of cleaning up rivers and lakes. You fully
appreciate this only when you see a real clean river as I saw the St.
Croix with Senator Nelson 30 miles from Minneapolis—water that
you could drink—a fairly large river. When you realize there are a
few left you suddenly see what a marvelous thing it is and what it
can mean to people.

Representative MooruEsD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Parmawn. I know what a tight schedule you have, Mr.
Secretary, and I will forgo asking you any questions but I will reserve
the right to submit some to you to be answered when you look over
your transcript, please. We are greatly obligated to you for coming
here and testifying as you have done. We appreciate your testimony.
It will be very useful to us.

Secretary Uparr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(Chairman Patman’s questions and Secretary Udall’s answers, sub-
sequently submitted, appear in app. IV, p. 123.)

Chairman Parmax. Last summer we had some hearings on my pro-

posal and that of Senator Proxmire, to provide for Federal interest
subsidies to municipalities and States to help them bear the interest
burdens on their bonds. Our analysis indicates that these bills, by
substituting an interest subsidy coupled with a Federal guarantee of
taxable bonds for the current tax exemption of the interest income on
municipal bonds would prove less costly to the Federal Government
than the loss of revenues from such tax-exempt bonds.
_ The Federal Reserve, represented by Mr. Sherrill in its testimony
in our previous hearings concluded otherwise, indicating that there
would not be any saving to the Government. I have had the commit-
tee staff prepare an analysis of the Federal Reserve presentation, and
I am submitting this analysis for the record, together with a letter
from the Treasury Department commenting on the study.

Without objection, they will be included at this point. (See p. 92.)
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COST AND REVEXNUE IMPLICATIONS OF INTEREST
REDUCTION SUBSIDIES FOR STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT BORROWIXNG

IxTRODTCTION

Pursuant to HL.R. 15991 and S. 3170, 90th Congress, a Federal Gov-
ernment agency, to be known as the Municipal Bond Guarantee Corpo-
ration, would be authorized to guarantee the payment of debt service
on securities issued by State and local public bodies to finance needed
public facilities where such public bodies elect to issue securities, the
interest income of which would be subject to Federal taxation. If a
public body elects to issue such taxable securities, the two bills further
provide that the Corporation would be authorized to make interest-
reduction grants equal to one-third of the annual interest charge on
the taxable securities, plus the annual guarantee fee of two-tenths of 1
percent per annum of the aggregate amount of securities outstanding
at the beginning of each year.

Underlying this proposed legislation is the view that the cost of the
one-third interest-cost subsidy would be more than offset by increased
Federal income tax collections arising from the taxation of the interest
income of these taxable securities. According to a Treasury Depart-
ment analysis, included in the study issued by the Joint Economic
Committee (“State and Local Public Facility Needs and Financing,”
vol. 2, ch. 20), the aggregate average marginal tax rate of holders of
tax-exempt municipal securities (based on a 1965 distribution of hold-
ings), was 42 percent. If the U.S. Treasury were to receive 42 percent
of each interest dollar on taxable securities issued in lieu of tax-exempt
securities, while paying subsidies equal to 33 percent (plus the annual
guarantee premium) per interest dollar, it would appear to give rise
to a net gain for the U.S. Treasury.

In testimony before the Joint Economic Committee on July 10,
1968, Mr. William M. Sherrill, member of the board of governors of
the Federal Reserve System contended that “Federal income tax
revenues caused by investors shifting into taxable assets might not
meet the full cost of such a subsidy, no matter what the extent of its
use.” The subsidy plan, he continued: “will cost 33 cents for every
dollar’s worth of investment shifted into a taxable category; but the
investors most likely to make such a shift will be those who on the
average pay less than 33 cents in taxes on each additional dollar of
income.”

In support of his views, Mr. Sherrill submitted to the committee
for the record a technical analysis, “Cost and Revenue Implications of
the State and Local Borrowing Subsidy Plans Found in H.R. 15991
and S. 3170,” including an algebraic presentation. Using as an illustra-
tion the AAA corporate and municipal bond yields, as of December
1967, the technical analysis argues that the “net revenues” accruing
to the Federal Government as a result of the subsidy plan equals “the
differential between the tax rate of the marginal holder and the acreage
tax rate of all investors in those State and local [debt] issues which
are now taxable.”

The technical analysis further contends: “If the subsidy rate is to
be 33 percent, then that figure will also be the marginal income tax
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rate of the marginal investor. The crucial fact is that the average in-
come tax rate of all those investors now opting to purchase taxable
securities rather than tax-exempt probably will be less than 33 percent.
This, in turn, means that tax revenues from taxable securities will, on
the average, be less than the subsidies paid to support these issues. This
implies a Federal Government deficit for any such program.”

The technical analysis concluded: “Barring a substantial change in
the tax structure or in investor behavior, the plan to subsidize State
and local obligations, subject to a tax on the interest income of in-
vestors, very likely will not generate enough tax revenues to cover the
subsidies.”

The present paper endeavors to examine the validity of these con-
tentions in terms of the recent factual situation in the municipal se-
curities market, with particular reference to December 1967, the time
period referred to in the Federal Reserve presentation.

1. Rarionarn INVESTORS

Obviously, not everybody who acquires tax exempt municipal secu-
rities does so because his after-tax yields are greater than those ob-
tainable on comparable taxable securities. For a variety of reasons
(other than yield comparisons), there are some investors in the lower
tax brackets who acquire tax-exempt municipals, even though there is
no financial incentive for them to do so. To the economic observer
there investment behavior is regarded as “irrational.”

Fundamental to the Federal Reserve presentation is a belief that
these “irrational investors” will suddenly behave rationally, if the
supply of new tax-exempt municipals is curtailed. Thus, they assert
that the investors most likely to shift from tax exempts into taxables
“will be those who on the average pay less than 83 cents in taxes on
each additional dollar of income.”

If such investors were motivated in the past by factors other than
after tax yield comparisons, there is little reason to expect them to
change their investment habits in the future. Of course, some may have
been on the brink of switching out of tax exempts so that a slight re-
alinement of yields may induce a substitution of taxable investments
in lieu of tax exempts. But it does not necessarily follow that there
would be a wholesale shifting from tax exempts into taxables by in-
vestors in the lower tax brackets, if there is a smaller volume of new
tax-exempt issues. Instead, the same nonyield considerations that influ-
enced investment decisions up to now would undoubtedly prevail in
the future.

From available statistics on municipal security holdings it is not
possible to measure with any degree of precision the relative impor-
tance of municipal security buyers who are in tax brackets below 33
percent. Clearly they account for less than 10 percent of the market,
and the data presented in table 4 indicates that their market share
probably does not exceed 1.5-5.0 percent. When allowance is made for
the likelihood that not all investors in the lower tax bracket would
shift out of tax exempts, if the supply is curtailed, the market share
accounted for by those who would shift is likely to be even smaller,
perhaps only 1 or 2 percent.
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Speculation as to what might be is always a hazardous exercise ; and
the Federal Reserve should not be faulted merely because its assump-
tions regarding future investment behavior appear to be questionable.
There is a slim possibility, however remote, that its assessment of
“jrrational” investment behavior may turn out to be correct. Accord-
ingly, the analyses presented below give full weight to the Federal
Reserve’s assumptions regarding investor behavior.

9. DEMAND FOR MUNICIPAL SECURITIES

In 1967, the market for tax-exempt municipal securities consisted
essentially of commercial banks, fire and casualty insurance compan-
ies, and individuals (including personal trust funds, municipal bond
investment funds, as well as households). As shown in table 1, aside
from Federal credit agencies, only these three investor groups ex-
perienced a net increase in 1967 in their holdings of municipal securi-
ties. Nonfinancial corporations, which in recent years increased their
municipal security holdings, nevertheless experienced decreases in 1966
and 1967. Most of the other significant investor groups do not find the
yields on tax exempt securities to be attractive, either because of their
relatively low tax rates or because they themselves are tax exempt.
Both State and local public retirement funds and State and local gov-
ernments have decreased their holdings of municipal securities each
vear since 1961 ; mutual savings banks steadily reduced their holdings
since 1962; and life insurance companies experienced annual net de-
creases in their municipal security holdings since 1963.

Municipal security holdings by savings and loan associations, which
have never exceeded $100 million, also showed a decrease in 1967. Non-
insured pension funds and credit unions reportedly do not hold munici-
pal securities.

Determining the composition of investor groups active in the muni-
cipal securities market on the basis of statistics on their net change
of holdings of such securities is the essence of the “transaction” tabula-
tions contained in the Federal Reserve “flow of funds” analysis.* How-
ever, it should be noted that a net change of holdings figure does not
disclose whether the change is due to a change of security purchases,
sales, or retirements. Thus, in 1967, life insurance companies acquired
$221 million of municipal securities, but they either sold or received in
repayments $362 million of municipals to achieve a net decrease in
holdings of $141 million (line of table 1).

In the absence of any comprehensive measures of gross acquisitions
of municipal securities by identifiable investor groups, one can ap-
proximate the prospective demand for municipal securities by refer-
ence to those groups that are expanding their holdings of municipal
securities. Contrariwise, one can assume that, given the current struc-
ture of income tax rates, the relative volumes of securities issued and
traded in each of the capital market sectors, the relative yields obtain-
able on each type of security and the financial resources flowing to
each investor group, such as prevailed in 1967, those investor groups

1 The numerical differences between the “flow of funds” figcures and those used in table 1
are explained in the JEC study State and Local! Public Facility Needs and Financing,
vol. 2, supp. C to the introduction, pp. 36-42, and the source notes to table 1.

24-065—69——6
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that registered in 1967 net decreases in their holdings of municipal
securities probably are not likely to be significant factors in the
demand for municipal securities within the foreseeable future.

Accordingly, one can approximate to prospective demand for tax-
exempt municipal securities by reference to the recent net increases
in holdings of such securities.? In 1967, of the almost $11.0 billion of
annual net increases of municipal security holdings registered, $9.0
billion, or 82 percent were accounted for by commercial banks, $1.6
billion, or 15 percent, by fire and casualty insurance companies, and
$0.3 billion, or 3 percent, by individuals. In anticipation of a possible
contention that 1967 was an unusual year in view of the dominant
role of commercial banks in the market for municipal securities, table
2 also shows the percent distribution of the investor groups that ac-
counted for the net increase in municipal security holdings during the
5-year period 1963-67. This span includes the credit crunch of 1966,
when commercial banks noticeably reduced their activity as buyers of
municipals.

According to Treasury Department technicians, just about every
commercial bank, fire and casualty insurance company, and nonfinan-
cial corporation that now buys tax-exempt municipal securities is in the
48-percent ° tax brackets, at least with respect to its marginal income.*
Individuals that buy municipal securities may be in tax brackets
ranging from 14 to 70 percent. Table 3 shows the 1962 distribution
of tax-exempt interest income received by individuals according to
income class (and, in effect, tax bracket). Since 1962 with the growth
of personal incomes there are proportionately more individuals in the
higher income classes; and in 1964 there was a substantial reduction in
income tax rates so that tax exemption of interest income has become
less attractive, especially to those in the lower- and middle-income
classes (under $25,000). Inasmuch as there are no more recent tabula-
tions of municipal security investments by individuals, it is assumed
that the distribution shown in column 2 of table 3 provides a reasonable
approximation of the current demand for tax-exempt municipals by
individuals, even though developments since 1962 suggest that probably
a greater proportion of such buyers are now in the $25,000 or more
income class.

Combining the information presented in tables 2 and 8 and assuming
that life insurance companies would account for about 1 percent of
the market,® table 4 presents the prospective demand for tax-exempt

21t is stressed that ‘‘net flows” provide only a rough approximation of gross acquisi-
tions of new-issue municipal securities. *‘Net flows’ represent the net change of holdings
resulting from total security purchases (both new issues and outstanding issues) less
the sum of repayments received plus security sales. From the available statistics there
is no way to ascertain how much of the net change is accounted for by purchases, as
distinguished from repayments or sales. Moreover, when some of the investor groups
register net decreases in holdings and others register net increases in holdings, the re-
sultant total net change in holdings figure is less than the sum of individual net increases.
Rather than calculate proportionate shares on the basis of total net change in holdings,
the aggregate of which exceeds 100 percent, it seems preferable to contrast the individual
net increases to total net increases in order to approximate relative shares of the market
for the investor groups that are adding to their holdings of municipal securities.

2 Without regard to the recently enacted surtax. Since the Federal Reserve analysis was
apparently prepared prior to such enactment, this review also does not take it into account.
Should tke surtax be extended indefinitely, the tax revenues shown in Table 8 would
be 10 percent larger without any corresponding increase in Federal subsidy costs. .

4« The residual nature of municipal security investments by investor groups is detailed
in State and Local Public Facility Needs and Financing, Volume 2, pp. 19-20.

5 Of the $221 million of life insurance company gross acquisitions of municipal securities
in 1967, about one-third could be attributed to purchases in the secondary market (2%
times the size of the new issues municipal securities market), purchases of industrial
development revenue bonds and some short-term notes which are excluded from the supply
of municipals, as noted later in the text.
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municipal securities by investors classified by income tax brackets. Two
demand schedules are presented, one based on the 1967 distribution of
net growth of municipal securities and one based on the 1963-67 dis-
tribution of net growth of municipal securities. Based on the 1967
distribution and assuming that new issue long-term municipal security
sales total $15 billion, it is estimated that about $14.7 billion, or 98
})ercent, would be acquired by investors in tax brackets of 48 percent or
higher, $70 million or 0.45 percent would be acquired by investors in the
33.3 percent tax bracket and $240 million or 1.63 percent would be
acquired by investors in tax brackets of 27.4 percent or lower.

Based on the 1963-67 distribution of net growth of municipal secu-
rities and assuming $15 billion of new issue municipal security sales,
it is estimated that $13.8 billion, or 92 percent would be acquired by in-
vestors in tax brackets of 48 percent or higher, $430 million, or about
8 percent, would be acquired by investors in the 33.3 percent tax bracket
and $750 million, or about 5 percent, would be acquired by taxpayers in
tax brackets of 27.4 percent or lower.

3. SuppLy OF MUNICIPAL SECURITIES

According to the Bond Buyer, municipal bonds sold by State and
local public bodies grew from $7.2 billion in 1960 to $14.3 billion in
1967. In 1967, municipal issues sold at net interest costs ranging from
below 4.0 percent to above 6.0 percent. The actual interest cost for a
particular issue depended upon: (a) the prevailing levels of municipal
interest rates (as reflected by a barometer such as the Bond Buyer
index), (b) the credit worthiness attributed to the issue (as indi-
cated by the bond rating grade, or the absence of a bond rating), (c¢)
the “name” of the issuer (lesser known municipalities usually pay
higher interest rates), (d) the size of the bond 1ssue (smaller issues
frequently have higher interest costs), (e) the maturity distribution
of the bonds (shorter maturities generally carry lower interest rates),
(£) the volume of competing municipal issues recently sold and sched-
uled to be sold, (g) the unsold inventory position of underwriters,
especially of those who might bid for the bonds, (h) the absorption
rate of the market (as reflected by rapidity at which recent issues were
sold to investors), (i) the financial status of prospective investors (in
terms of cash flows, alternative loan and investment opportunities in
taxable securities or loans, income tax brackets, and taxable income
prospect), (j) current events, particularly economic reports, interna-
tional developments, changes in national credit and fiscal policies, (k)
anticipations regarding possible changes in economic forces, credit and
fiscal policies, Future levels of interest rates, and (1) the various
speculations that appear in publications, especially advisory news-
%)etters, that cause worry and apprehension among municipal bond

uyers.

While this list of factors influencing municipal interest rates is not
intended to be exhaustive, it should be sufficient to convey the proposi-
tion that each municipal bond issue is unique. Consequently, for classi-
fication purposes, municipal securities may be regarded as heteroge-
neous, rather than as homogeneous.®

e A market composed of heterogeneous commodities gives rise to what is termed in
economic theory “product differentiation,” a form of monopolistic competition with less
than perfect substitutability resulting in price differentials.
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Not withstanding this lack of homogeneity among individual munici-
pal bond issues, the distribution of their net interest costs tend to
congregate around some average. This is shown in table 5, which
presents the frequency distribution of net interest costs of municipal
bonds (with maturities exceeding 1 year) * sold during December
1967 (the month used in the Federal Reserve illustration).® As will
be noted, in terms of number of bond issues the average net interest
cost was about 4.79 percent whereas in terms of dollar amount of
bonds the average was about 4.66 percent. ) )

By and large, the span of interest rates of slightly above 200 basis
points (2 percent) and the frequency distribution within such span
(as shown in table 5) that was found in December 1967, generally
occurs in other months as well, unless there is an unusually large bond
sale in a particular month.® However, as the general level of interest
rates fluctuate, it causes a corresponding rise or fall in the interest
rates comprising the 2-percent span.

In effect, then, table 5 could be regarded as a supply schedule of
municipal securities, that is, an interest rate distribution of municipal
bond issues coming into the tax-exempt municipal bond market. As
may be observed, in December 1967, in terms of number of bond issues,
about 5 percent had interest costs of 414 or lower, about 35 percent
had interest costs ranging between 414 and 454 percent, 39 percent had
interest costs ranging between 454 and 514 percent and 21 percent
had interest costs exceeding 514 percent. In terms of dollar amounts
of bonds sold, about one-half of 1 percent had interest costs of 414
percent or lower, 62 percent had interest costs ranging between 414
and 454 percent, 21 percent had interest costs ranging between 454
and 514 percent, and 16.5 percent had interest costs exceeding 514
percent.

4. INTEREST RATE ForR FEDERALLY GUARANTEED TAxABLE MUNICIPAL
Boxbs

Inasmuch as federally guaranteed taxable municipal bonds have
not been issued before, one can only conjecture as to the interest rates
at which they can be sold. The experience of federally guaranteed
public housing bonds (the interest income of which is tax exempt)
suggest that their credit quality would be regarded as Aaa. In Decem-
ber 1967 the market yield on Aaa-rated outstanding corporate bonds
was 6.19 percent; and for recently issued Aaa-rated corporate bonds
(FHA series) the yield was about 6.25 percent. In December 1967
the yield on Treasury long-term bonds (maturity of 10 or more years)
was 5.36 percent, the yield on Federal agency 10-year bonds was 6.21

7 Short-term municipals (maturities under 1 year) are discussed later in the text.

8 As will be noted from table 5, of the $1,131 million of bonds sold in December, $295
million were industrial development revenue bonds and $19 million were bonds pur-
chased by Federal credit agencies. They have been excluded from the frequency distribution
calculations because: (1) it is assumed that in light of the 1968 tax legislation few, if
any, industrial-aid bonds will be issued in the future in amounts exceeding $5 million,
and (2) if there were a Federal guarantee program, most of the potential borrowers under
a direct Federal-loan program would probably sell federally guaranteed securities rather
than borrow in the tax exempt market. If one chooses to make the opposite assumptions—
that industrial-ald borrowers and prospective Federal-loan borrowers will instead borrow
in the tax-exempt securities market—the resultant borrowings are likely to take place in
the upper spectrum of tax-exempt interest rates. Such a development would serve to
reinforce the conclusions tbat are developed later in the text.

°In December 1967 there was a public housing bond sale amounting to $138.5 million.
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percent, and the yield on 10-20-year FNMA certificates of participa-
tion was about 6.25 percent.

Most analagous to federally guaranteed taxable municipal bonds
would be the federally guaranteed merchant marine bonds. A study
by Morgan, Stanley & Co. found that the yield differential between
these bonds and Treasury bonds of comparable maturity (about 25
years) for merchant marine bonds sold during 1962-66 ranged between
0.19 to 0.43 percent (see table 6). Extending this study to marine bonds
sold in 1967 found a yield differential of 0.72 percent.

Inasmuch as the yield on Treasury 25-year bonds in December 1967
was about 5.5 percent, it would seem that a federally guaranteed
taxable bond issue could have been sold in that month (after allowing
for a “sweetener”) at an interest rate of about 6.25 percent. Such an
interest rate would be in the range of yields on Federal agency secu-
rities, certificates of participation, and Aaa-rated corporate bonds
described above. But, as evidenced by the experience of public housing
bonds issues, a Federal guarantee does not always result in the same
interest rate on different bond issues sold on the same day. Instead,
the rates may vary by as much as three-eighths of 1 percent. Accord-
ingly, in December 1967, federally guaranteed taxable municipal bonds
might have been sold at interest rates ranging from 6.125 to 6.5 per-
cent, but the yield structure described above suggests that most of the
interest rates would have clustered around 6.25 percent.*®

Assuming that federally guaranteed taxable municipal bonds could
be sold at an average interest rate of 6.25 percent, the net borrowing
cost to municipalities would be 4.17 percent. In December 1967, the
average yield on AAA -rated tax-exempt outstanding municipal bonds
was 4.15 percent. The Federal Government cost would be 2.28 percent
(2.08 percent for the interest reduction subsidy and 0.20 percent for
the loan guarantee premium).

5. INVESTMENT ADJUSTMENTS

If municipalities were to issue taxable securities in lieu of tax-
exempt obligations in order to achieve lower borrowing costs, it does
not necessarily follow that the taxable securities would be purchased
by the same investors who withdraw from the tax-exempt market
because of the smaller supply available. Instead, one might expect that
the federally guaranteed taxable municipal securities would be ac-
quired by investors who place a premium on safety, that is, those who
tend to purchase high grade corporate, Federal agency, and Treasury
obligations. To do so, without any change in their loanable funds,
means that they would have to make corresponding cutbacks in their
acquisitions of other loans and investments.

ontrariwise, investors who cut back on their acquisitions of tax-
exempt municipals because there are less of these securities available
would have to find other loans or investments in which to place their
otherwise idle funds. To some extent they would acquire the loans
and investments, which might have been made by the investors who

10 While the weight of evidence would appear to support an avera§e 6.25 percent interest
rate for federally guaranteed taxable municipal bonds, it is conceivable that such bonds
would require another 14 percent of interest to be sold. Accordingly, table 7 shows the
Federal subsidy costs assuming average interest rates for guaranteed taxable municipal
bonds of 6.25 and 6.375 percent.
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have decided instead to acquire taxable municipal securities. To some
extent they would acquire taxable municipal securities because such
securities are best suited for their investment requirements. There
might even be some other shifting of investment patterns because of
the realinement of interest rates in the capital market.

But, assuming no change in savings flows, loan repayments or re-
tirements and money creation by the banking system, the aggregate
volume of credits supplied by all sources would be the same irrespective
of whether municipal credit needs were met entirely by tax-exempt
securities or by a combination of taxable and tax-exempt securities.
All that would change are the adjustments in the loan and investment
portfolios of the respective investor groups.

Relevant to the Treasury tax-revenue-subsidy cost question would
be the investment adjustments by the investor groups who would ac-
quire less tax-exempt securities because fewer are issued by State and
local government units. It stands to reason that most of these investors
would employ the funds no longer going into tax-exempt securities to
make additional loans and investments, the distribution of which is
similar to the composition of loans and investments that they have been
otherwise making.

By and large, these otherwise idle funds would be invested in debt
instruments, the interest income of which is taxable. Commercial banks
(which, with minor exceptions, can only make loans or purchase debt
securities) would likely employ their otherwise idle funds to make
more business loans, mortgage loans, and consumer loans. Life insur-
ance companies (which in 1967 utilized about 94 percent of available
funds to acquire debt instruments) probably would channel the funds
that might have gone into municipal into additional corporate bond
and mortgage loan acquisitions. Nonfinancial corporations would
likely limit investments of their temporarily unneeded treasury bal-
ances to short-term-debt instruments that have a high degree of
liquidity.

Individuals in the lower tax brackets, becanse they have little need
for tax shelter, would probably place their unused funds either in
taxable bonds or taxable time deposits. On the other hand, individuals
in the higher tax brackets and fire and casualty insurance companies,
to the extent that they curtail purchases of tax-exempt municipals,
would be more inclined to shift into stocks or some other form of in-
vestment which offers tax shelter in addition to acquisitions of taxable
debt instruments.

Underlying the Federal Reserve analysis is the proposition that if
municipalities replace tax-exempt obligations with taxable obligations
so that the volume of tax-exempt securities is less than it might other-
wise be, withdrawals from the tax-exempt market will be by those
marginal investors to whom tax exemption has the least value, that is,
Investors in the lower tax brackets. Alternatively, those in the higher
tax brackets, to whom tax exemption is worth a great deal more, would
endeavor to acquire as many as possible of the reduced supply of tax-
exempt municipal securities. Under the circumstances, any wholesale
shifting from tax-exempt municipals into some other form of invest-
ment which offers tax shelter would seem to be remote, but some shift-
ing of this nature probably would occur.
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Thus, although there would be some shifting from tax-exempt mun-
icipal securities into stock purchases or acquisitions of the other invest-
ments offering tax shelter, most of the funds made idle by a decreased
supply of tax-exempt municipal securities would in all likelihood
instead be invested in taxable debt instruments. Less sophisticated
investors and those concerned with the safety of their investments
would either acquire Treasury bonds or notes, Federal agency secu-
rities, top grade corporate bonds or the new federally guaranteed tax-
able municipal securities. In December 1967 these “prime” investments
had, or might have had, interest rates ranging from 534 to 614 per-
cent. To a minor extent, such investors might also place their funds
in time deposits with taxable yields ranging from 4 to 5.25 percent.

On the other hand, investors seeking yield (i.e., most commercial
banks, life insurance companies, fire and casualty insurance companies,
and individuals in the middle and upper income tax brackets) would
in the main use their otherwise idle funds to acquire lower grade cor-
porate bonds, mortgage loans, and other categories of loans with more
remunerative returns. In December 1967, the average yield on A rated
corporate bonds was 6.58 percent, and for Baa rated bonds the average
vield was 6.93 percent; tEe average yield on life insurance company
commitments for directly placed corporate bonds was 6.98 percent,
the average yield on FHA insured home mortgage loans was 6.81 per-
cent, and for conventional home loans (FHA series) the average yield
was 6.7 percent; and the average yield on life insurance company
commitments for mortgage loans on income-producing properties was
7.13 percent.

On balance, in the context of December 1967 interest rates, a 6.25-
percent average return for all investors withdrawing from tax-ex-
empt securities would seem to be reasonable. However, if commercial
banks and life insurance companies account for most of the with-
drawals from the tax-exempt market, the foregoing data suggest that
the average return would be around 6.5 percent. Both average return
figures are used in table 8, which shows estimated tax revenues.

6. TrEASURY REVENUEs axp Costs

To examine the Federal Reserve contention that the proposed sub-
sidization of taxable State and local government obligations very likely
will not generate enough tax revenues to cover the subsidies, table 7
measures the Treasury costs that may be expected to arise under dif-
ferent assumptions regarding the share of municipal borrowing re-
quirements accounted for by issuances of taxable bonds. Allowing for
a 6.25-percent interest rate on the taxable bonds and a guarantee pre-
mium of 0.2 percent of the outstanding bonds, the table shows the
resultant total Federal costs for different volumes of taxable bonds.
As will be noted, these estimated subsidy costs range from $6.8 mil-
lion for 8300 million of taxable bonds issued to $171.1 million for $7.5
billion of bonds issued. At a 6.375-percent interest rate the total costs
range from $7 million to $174.2 million.

Tax revenues would depend upon the tax brackets of those investors
who were forced out of the tax-exempt market because of a curtailed
supply of tax-exempt securities and upon the presumption that they
would purchase instead taxable securities. On the assumption that the
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first investors to withdraw from the tax-exempt market would be
those in the lowest tax bracket (i.e., life insurance companies with an
average tax bracket of 12 percent), followed by investors in successively
higher tax brackets, table 8 shows the tax revenues that would arise
under various assumptions. These assumptions relate to: (a) the tax
bracket distribution of investors who withdraw from the municipal
securities market (1967 distribution or 1963-67 distribution) and (%)
the average rate of taxable return on substitute investments (6.25
or 6.5 percent). For the 1967 distribution of investors, the estimated
tax revenues range between $3.5 million for $300 million of taxable
bonds issued to $228.2 million for $7.5 billion of bonds issued. For the
1963-67 investor distribution, the estimated tax revenues range between
%2.6 million for $300 million of taxable bonds issued to $215.8 million
for $7.5 billion of bonds issued.

The net Treasury revenues or losses arising from a Federal subsidy
of guaranteed taxable municipal bonds are detailed in table 9. If the
substitution of taxable obligations for tax-exempt obligations accounts
for only 2 percent of total municipal borrowing of $15 billion, then
the Treasury stands to lose about $3.2 million, if the 1967 investor dis-
tribution is assumed, or about $4.2 million, if the 1963—67 investor dis-
tribution is assumed. Alternatively, if taxable obligations account for
50 percent of municipal borrowing requirements, the Treasury would
achieve a net gain of around $50 million, if the 1967 market is assumed
or around $40 million, if the 1963-67 market is assumed.

Assuming the 1967 investor distribution, Treasury tax revenues
would exceed total Federal costs (for interest subsidies and loan
guarantee premiums), if taxable obligations account for at least
4.7-5.2 percent of municipal borrowing requirements.’* Assuming the
1968-67 investor distribution, Treasury tax revenues would exceed
total Federal costs, if taxable obligations account for at least 14.5-
16.3 percent of municipal borrowing requirements.’> Combining the
two sets of findings, “barring any substantial change in the tax struc-
ture or in investor behavior” (a Federal Reserve postulate), Treasury
tax revenues would exceed total costs, if taxable bonds account for at
least 10 percent of municipal borrowing requirements.

The crucial question, then, is the extent to which municipalities
would borrow through issuances of taxable bonds in order to achieve
lower borrowing costs. If one accepts the “rational behavior” assertion
of the Federal Reserve that “State and local government units will
offer taxable obligations until the interest cost burdens of both tax-
ables and tax exempts are equated by the subsidy rate,” a 4.17-percent
net interest cost for taxable bonds should induce municipalities ac-
counting for over 86 percent of the bonds to be issued to employ taxable
bonds in lieu of tax exemption obligations (according to table 5).

But there are likely to be many municipal officials who truly believe
in the sanctity of the tax exemption accorded to the interest income on

11 Agsuming the interest cost on guaranteed taxable municipal obligations at 6.25 percent
and the average return on alternative taxable investments at 6.5 and 6.25 percent, re-
spectively. The nearest break even market share for an interest cost of 6.375 percent and a
6.5 percent average return on alternative taxable investments is 4.9 percent. A comparison
of interest cost at 6.375 percent and average return at 6.25 percent was not made because
it is inconceivable that investors would forego a 6.375 percent return on top quality obliga-
tions in order to acquire other top quality securities with returns of 6.25 percent or less.

12 Same assumptions set forth in footnot: 11. The nearest break-even market share for

an interest cost of 6.8375 percent and a 6.5 percent average return on alternative taxable
investments is 15.3 percent.
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municipal securities; and they can be expected to continue to elect to
sell tax-exempt obligations, even if it means paying a higher interest
cost as compared to the 4.17-percent net cost obtainable for taxable
bonds. On the other hand, there are also likely to be a large number of
municipal officials, especially those facing criticism from irate tax-
payer groups, a hostile press, and a difficult reelection campaign, who
would find 1t advantageous to sell taxable bonds in view of their lower
net interest cost.

The extent to which municipalities turn to taxable obligations in
lieu of tax-exempt securities thus depends not only upon interest cost
minimization considerations, but also upon political and philosoph-
ical considerations, engendered by various pressure groups. Under
the circumstances, there may evolve a “margin of tolerance” wherein
communities would elect “not to rock the boat” by continuing to issue
more costly tax-exempt obligations rather than taxables so long as
the higher interest cost is within a tolerable margin, that is, up to
three-eighths of 1 percent.

But, as shown in table 5, about 21 percent of the tax exempt bond
issues and 16.5 percent of the amount of bonds sold would carry in-
terest costs at least 1 percent higher than the 4.17-percent net cost for
taxable bonds. Another 39 percent of the tax-exempt bond issues ac-
counting for 21 percent of the bonds sold would carry net interest
costs about one-half to a full 1 percent higher than the net interest
cost on taxable bonds. If only three-fourths of the first group and
half of the second group were to employee taxable obligations, the
resultant share of municipal borrowing would be approximately 35
Eercdent of the number of issues and over 22 percent of the amount of

onds.

A market share of 22 percent would, in terms of the 1963-67 in-
vestor distribution (less favorable to the net Treasury revenue thesis
of S. 3170 and H.R. 15991), cause Treasury tax revenues to exceed
total costs by at least $4 million (see table 9). If the 1967 investor
distribution 1s assumed (more favorable to the net Treasury revenue
thesis), a market share of 22 percent for taxable securities would cause
Treasury tax revenues to exceed total costs by at least $16 million.
These findings compare with Mr. Sherrill’s observation that Treasury
losses would occur “no matter what the extent of its use.”

7. InTeErEST RaTE EFFECTS

The preceding analysis of revenue-cost effects arising from the sub-
stitution of taxable securities for tax-exempt securities did not allow
for any interest rate effects of such transfers. Presumably a reduction
in the volume of tax-exempt bond flotations should produce a bidding
up of prices by investors who find tax-exempt securities profitable.
Alternatively, “other things being equal,” an increase in the supply
of taxable securities should produce a general rise in interest rates of
taxtable securities and loans.

If prices of tax-exempt securities were to rise, there would be a cor-
responding decline in the yields of these municipal securities, which
would cause marginal buyers to channel their funds into alternative
investments. Such investment shifts would serve to dampen any sharp

rice rises of tax-exempt municipal securities. Contrariwise, higher
Interest rates for taxable securities and loans would serve to attract
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additional lJoan funds to a point where the supply of, and demand for,
funds are again brought into balance.

Where the volume of securities transferred from one sector of the
capital market to another is significantly large relative to the supply
of new issue flotations and the existing stock of outstanding securities,
the foregoing price and interest rate changes have a reasonable like-
lihood of occurrence. But where their relative importance is small,
such price and interest rate changes are likely to be minimal if at all.

In the tax-exempt municipal securities market, if bids by investors
exceed the new supply coming into the market and thereby cause a
rise in the prices for tax exempts, a sizable number of holders of out-
standing tax-exempt municipals are likely to find it advantageous to
dispose of their holdings in the more favorable market. Thus, while
$3.3 billion accounts for 22 percent of a new issue volume of $15
billion, it accounts for less than 4 percent of the overall tax-exempt
market of new issues plus outstanding bonds. Moreover, holders of out-
standing municipals, such as State and local retirement funds, State
and local governments, and life insurance companies, which may hold
relatively low-interest-rate securities acquired years ago when interest
rates were much lower and which current are no longer interested in
tax-exempt securities, are likely to dispose of such holdings, if there
were to be a sharp improvement in municipal bond prices. These cir-
cumstances suggest that the bidding-up process would likely have a
minimal effect upon municipal interest rates.’s

Similarly, a negligible effect on interest rates for taxable securities
is envisaged, if State and local governments issue taxable obliga-
tions. When compared to the heavy volume of Treasury and Federal
agency debt, corporate and foreign bonds and mortgage loans com-
ing into the market each year and the tremendous amounts outstand-
ing of such loans and securities,’* a sale of $3.3 billion of taxable
municipals ranks relatively small. Furthermore, the absorptive capac-
ity of the taxable-securities market is considerably larger than the
tax-exempt market inasmuch as in includes the ever-increasing re-
sources of savings and loan associations, mutual savings banks, non-
insured pension funds, State and local retirement funds, State and
local governments, and life insurance companies.

CoxcrLuping COMMENTS

After allowing for a number of conservative assumptions?® (less

18 Allowing for an increase in public housing and urban renewal financing to reflect the
administration’s 10-vear housing program. in addition to the municipal bond sales growth
projected in the JEC study “Public Facility Needs and Financing”, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development projected an expansion of new municipal security issues
from $15.8 billion in 1967 to $26.8 billion in 1978. (See hearings before Senate Banking
and Cnrrency Committee on 1968 Housing and Urban Development legislation, pt. 2,
p. 1378.) In view of the narrow market for tax-exempt securities, such an expansion
could cause a rise in tax-exempt interest rates relative to taxable interest rates in order
to make tax exempts attractive to investors in the lower tax brackets whose purchases would
be needed if the expanding supply of tax exempts is to be marketed successfully.

4 According to the Office of Business Economics at the end of 1967 the combined out-
standing @ebt of the U.S. Government, Federal financial agencies, corporations (long-term
onlivl)) and other mertgage debt totaled $969 billion (Survey of Current Business, May 1968,
p. .

3% Such assumptions as (a) breaking down the projected demand for municipal securities
in accordance with the investor group distribution calculated for 1963—67, rather than for
1967 only (the latest year), (b) using a 1962 income distribution of municipal security
holdings by individuals, with no allowance for the subsequent rise in personal incomes and
the reduction of income tax rates, (¢) giving full weight to public housing bonds (the in-
terest rates of which are considerably below the average), even though there are usually
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favorable to the Treasury net revenue thesis), the foregoing study
nevertheless finds that (a) the Treasury would achieve a net revenue
@ain if taxable obligations account for at least 16.3 percent of State
and local government borrowing and (b) there is a good probability
that taxable securities would account for at least 22 percent of State
and local government borrowing. Using assumptions more favorable
to the Treasury net revenue thesis, the minimum or “break even” market
share for taxable securities drops to 4.7 percent and the probable share
rises substantially above 22 percent.

Fundamental to these conclusions are two basic expectations—first,
that investors in tax brackets of 48 percent or more will continue to ac-
count for over 90 percent of the demand for tax-exempt municipal se-
curities and second, that a significant portion (at least 16.5 percent) of
tax-exempt municipal securities issued will continue to be sold at net
interest costs of at least 1 percent higher than the interest rates ob-
tainable by Aaa rated municipal bonds. While available data fully
support there expectations, it is, of course, possible that they may not
materialize.

Suppose they do not materialize and that municipalities accounting
for only 5 percent of total municipal borrowing shift from tax exempt
to taxable financing. Suppose, further, that withdrawal of $750 million
of securities from a $15 billion market leads to aggressive bidding for
the remaining $14,250 million, with the resulting higher prices reduc-
ing municipal interest rates by an average of 1 percent. Assuming a
market demand reflecting the 1963-67 net increases of municipal
security holdings and a minimal return on alternative investments,
such a situation would result in a Treasury net loss of $8.2 million.

A reduction of municipal interest rates by 1 percent for $14,250
million of bond sales would produce interest cost savings to State and
local government borrowers of $142.5 million, or 17.4 times the Treas-
ury net loss of $8.2 million. Compared to the various Federal grant-in-
aid programs to State and local governments for public facilities where
the Federal grant accounts for up to 90 percent of cost, a Federal
assistance program where the leverage effect is 17.4 times the Federal
Government cost is undoubtedly one of the most economical means of
Federal assistance to help the fiscally impoverished municipalities,
be they cities, counties, or special districts. Moreover, such interest
cost savings could be used by such municipalities for any public service
without any Federal strings attached.

The prime objective of S. 8170 and H.R. 15991 is to achieve lower
borrowing costs for State and local government units. While the
available data clearly support the view that this objective can be
accomplished with a net revenue gain to the Federal Treasury, occur-
rence of a net revenue loss would not be objectionable so long as it
helps to bring about municipal interest cost savings many times
greater.

But in view of the tremendous growth in State and local govern-
ment borrowing projected for the coming decade, the resources of the

only four sales a year, (d) excluding industrial aid bonds (which had interest rates appre-
ciably higher than the average), (e) estimating the interest rate required for a guaranteed
taxable municipal security on the basis of a 25-year term bond, even though most municipal
bonds are amortized over 20 years or less, and (f) disregarding the existing surtax which
would increase tax revenues by 10 percent above the amount shown in table 8 with no
corresponding increase in Federal subsidy costs.
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tax-exempt municipal securities market will be severely strained unless
they are augmented by investors in the lower tax brackets. To attract
such investors would require an upward adjustment of tax-exempt-
Interest rates relative to taxable interest rates, reducing further the
interest cost savings to municipalities on account of tax exemption.

Faced with such a prospect, municipalities can be expected to turn
increasingly to guaranteed taxable bond financing because of the
lower net interest costs attainable. Under such circumstances, the
share of municipal borrowing accounted for by taxable bonds is likely
to exceed by far the minimum shares above which the Treasury
achieves a net revenue gain.

TABLE 1.—HOLDINGS OF MUNICIPAL SECURITIES BY SIGNIFICANT INVESTOR GROUPS AT END OF DECEMBER 1967

[Dollars in millions]

1967 year-end holdings

Municipal securities

1967 net
Total assets Amount Percent assets change
INVESTOR GROUP

1. Commercial banks_.____ ... .______......___... 13$367,736 $50, 124 13.6 $9,013
2. Mutual savings banks_____._._.________. o 66, 366 219 .3 —~32)
3. Savings and loan associations._.._____. 143, 602 74 .1 —3)
4. Life insurance companies._._.._.___.___ .- 177,201 2,973 1.7 (—141)

5. Fire and casualty insurance companies - 44,470 114,300 32.2 1,640
6. Non-insured pension funds______.___ - 71,820 e
7. State and local retirement funds____ - 241, 500 22,300 5.8 (—200)
8. State and local governments_._____ - 268, 000 21,800 2.6 (—200)
9. Non-financial corporations. . _...__.____ - 390,700 22,840 3.1 (—500)
10. Credit unions._ .. ... . . .. ... | 2 b
Subtotal . .l 1,084,108 74,630 el

OTHER SIGNIFICANT HOLDERS

11. Federal credit agencies. ..... ..o ool 3,790 (. 120

12. Personal trust funds 215,000 . .......... 1,000
13. Individuals and others 225,000 ... ..__. (—700)

14, Total outstanding.__._..__ 1119,000 ... _._. 10, 000

F e e et e e e 118,500 ... .. 9, 500

1Total Inans and investraents.
2 Approximate.
i Cash, government securities, other short-term investments.

SQURCES

Line 1. FDIC Report of Call No. 82 (Dec. 30, 1967);

Line 2. National Association of Mutual Savings Banks ‘‘Fact Book'’ (May 1968).

Line 3. Federal Home Loan Bank Board, semiannual survey.

Line 4. Life Insurance Association of America, “Tally Sheets.”

Line 5. Estimated by SEC, based on quarterly survey and Best's “Fire and Casualty Aggregates and Averages.’’

Line 6. SEC, based on monthly survey. . .

Line 7-8, Estimated by Department of Housing and Urban Development by reference to fiscal year statistics compiled
by Bureau of the Census.

Line 9. SEC.

Line 10. Bureau of Federal Credit Unions, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Line 11. Compiled by Department of Housing and Urban Development on basis of Federal agency reports.

Line 12. Estimated by Department of Housing and Urban Development on basis of survey conducted by Comptroller of
Currency, surveys and estimates by trust division of American Bankers Association.

Line 13. Residual: Line 14 less sum of lines 1-12. X

Line 14. Estimated by Department of Housing and Urban Development, by reference to June 30 total municipal debt
outstanding, as reported by Office of Business Economics, converted into Dec. 31 figures on basis of long-term (over 1 year)
municipal bonds sold, as compiled monthly by the Bond Buyer.
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TABLE 2.—RECENT DEMAND FOR TAX EXEMPT MUNICIPAL SECURITIES, PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY INVESTOR
GROUP

[Dollar amounts in billions)

Net increase in holdings of municipals

During 1967 During 1963-67 Tax

bracket

Investor group Amount Percent Amount Per cent (percent)

1. Commercial banks___.__.........._.......... $9,013 82 $25,329 67 48
2. Fire and casualty insurance companies. 1,640 15 4,580 12 48
3. Nonfinancial corporations. . ... oo iicicaeammcmaanana 730 2 48
4. Individuals. .o ool 300 3 7,400 19 14-62
5 Total net increase. ..o o oooiooooooo... 10,953 100 38,039 100 ..._......

Sources:
Line 1—Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation *“Report of Cail.”
Line 2—Best’s ““Fire and Casualty Aggregates and Averages,’* as modified by the Securities and Exchange Commission,
Line 3—Securities and Exchange Commission, based on surveys of nonfnancual ‘corporations.
Line 4—Residual: Derived by subtracting aggregate of annual net ch of h of pal securities of identi-
fiable institutional groups from estimated total net change of holdmgs for all honers
Tax bracket percentages: Office of Tax Analysis, Treasury Department.

TABLE 3.—DISTRIBUTION OF “INDIVIDUAL'" DEMAND FOR TAX EXEMPT MUNICIPAL SECURITIES BY INCOME

CLASS
Percent of  Relative proportion of market
1962 tax based on net increase in
exempt holdings (percent)
interest
Tax bracket  received by 1967 1963-67
Income class (percent) “‘individuals”
(¢} @ @) O]
$3,000___.__....._. - 15.0 4 0.12 0.76
$3,000 to $5,000 - 16,7 oo e cmmm s
$5,000 to $7,500. - 18,0 1 .03 .19
$7,500 to $10, 000.._. 18.0 8 .24 1.52
$10,000 to $15,000 - 21.5 11 .03 .19
$15.000 to $25.000.---07 - 27.4 7 21 1.33
$25,000 to $50,000_..._ - 33.3 15 .45 2.85
$50,000 to $100,000-_-- 49.7 42 1.26 7.98
$100,000 and OVer_ ... i iciiicaiaenaan 62.0 22 .66 4.18
13 100 3.00 19.00

Sources: Col. 1; Office of Tax Analysis, Treasury Department. Col. 2; Federal Reserve Board, unpubllshed data from con-
sumer survey; made pubtic in the heanngs before the House Ways and Means Committee on' “‘President's 1967 Tax Pro-
Ygsals (l:ug 14-15, 21-25), p. 195. col. 3; col. 2 percentages applied to 3 percent; col. 4; col. 2 percentages applied to

percen
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TABLE 4.—PROSPECTIVE DEMAND FOR MUNICIPAL SECURITIES BY INVESTORS CLASSIFIED BY
INCOME TAX BRACKET

{Dollar amounts in millions)

Prospective demand schedule

Proportion of market (percent) based on $15 billion
based on distribution for— municipal bond sales

1967 distribu-  1963-67 dis-

Tax bracket (percent) 1967 1963-67 tion tribution

6] @ [€)) O]

11.00 11,00 $150 $150

.76 18 114

27 1.71 41 257

03 .19 4 28

21 1.33 31 199

5 2.85 68 428

96. 00 80. 00 14,400 12,000

1.26 7.98 189 1,197

66 4.18 99 627

100. 00 100. 00 15, 000 15, 000

1 Percent attributed to life insurance company purchases; deducted from 48 percent tax bracket.

Sources:
Cols. (1) and (2): Combination of tables 2 and 3.
Col. (3): Col. (1) applied to $15 billion,
Col. (4): Col. (2) applied to $15 billion.

TABLE 5.—NET INTEREST COST OF MUNICIPAL BONDS 1 SOLD IN DECEMBER 1967 2

[Dollars in thousands)]

Number of bond issues Amount of bonds

Interest rate (percent) Volume Percent Volume Percent
3. 5 1.9 $935 0.1
4. 7 2.6 3,706 .4
4. 16 6.0 108, 169 13.2
4. 21 7.9 133,964 16.4
4, 35 13.1 182,987 22.4
4, 22 8.3 83,101 10.1
4. 31 11.7 , 506 1.8
4, 23 8.6 38,996 4.8
4. 43 16.1 26,472 3.2
5. 8 3.0 8,810 L1
5. 11 4.1 12,048 1.5
5. 6 2.3 7,706 .9
5. 13 4.9 25,952 3.2
5. 6 2.3 15,236 1.9
5. 9 3.4 31,517 3.9
5. 2 .8 4, 500 .5
5. 8 3.0 37,605 4.6

Subtotal____. 266 100.0 818,210 100.0
Industrial aid bonds__. - 294,670 . .
Federal Government loans 18,544 _

Grand total._.__________ 1,131,424

Subtotal, average interest ra:

1 Excludes securities maturing in less than 1 year.
2 Undated bond sales attributed to December, if description of sale indicates it was probably sold in December.

Source: The Weekly Bond Buyer mun|c|pa| bond sales section (December 1967, January—February 1968) and specia
tabulation by Investment Bankers A




91

TABLE 6.—YIELDS OF U.S. GOVERNMENT INSURED MERCHANT MARINE BONDS COMPARED TO YIELDS ON
COMPARABLE U.S. TREASURY BONDS, SELECTED ISSUES, 1962-67

Yields on comparable
Treasury bonds on

offering date Yield

——— differ-

Offering . Yield i Yield ential
date Borrower Maturity (percent) Maturity (percent) (percent)

Dec. 8,1962 Grace Line, Inc. ... . oceovoeeannaenn Defggn_,ber 4,20 May1985._ ... 3.97 .23
Dec. 21,1962 Gulf & SOuth American Steamship Dec;argber 4,20 May1985..._. 3.96 .24
Dec. 21,1962 Gu(l;f &' South American Steamship De{:ember 4.25 May 1985.._. 3.96 .29
Dec. 27,1963 U.S. Lunes [+ NS No;/ggréber 4.375 May 1985._._. 4.19 .19
r. 23,1966 States Steamship Co._______________.. March 1993... 5.10 August1992__ 4.67 .43
Feb 3 1967 Grace Linednc. .. oueeeemmom oo Fe%ggry 5.10  Awvgust 1992__ 4.49 .61
Sept. 19,1967 American Mail Line, Ltd______.__.___ March 1993... 6.00 August1992__ 5.16 .84

Sources: Bonds issued in 1962-66: Morgan Stanley & Co., special study. Bonds issued in 1967: newspaper advertisements
and Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, inc.

TABLE 7.—FEDERAL COSTS ARISING FROM SUBSIDY OF GUARANTEED TAXABLE MUNICIPAL BONDS

[Dollars in thousands, except bond amounts]

Taxable bonds 1 6.25-percent cost 6.375-percen:
€os
Total One-third Guarantee Total (Total
Share of market Amount interest interest premium Federal Federa)
(in percent) (millions) costs 2 subsidy3 (0.2 percent)¢ costs & costs)¢
) @ 3) (6] ) ®) m
$300 $18,750 $6, 244 $600 $6, 844 $5, 969
750 46, 875 15,609 1, 500 17,109 17,422
1,500 93,750 31,219 , 000 34,219 34,843
2,250 140, 625 46, 828 4, 500 51, 328 52, 265
, 00! 187, 5 62,438 6,000 68, 438 8
4,500 281, 25 93,656 9,000 102, 656 104, 529
6,000 375,000 124,875 12,000 136, 875 139,373
7,500 468, 750 156 094 15, 000 171,094 174,216

1 Assume total municipal borrowing of $15 billion.
26.25 percent times col. 2.

3 33.3 percent of col. 3.

40.2 percent of col. 2.

5 Cols. 4 plus 5.

¢ Result of calculations based on 6.375 percent cost.

TABLE 8.—TAX REVENUES ARISING FROM GUARANTEED TAXABLE MUNICIPAL BONDS

[Dollar amounts in thousands, except bond amounts}

Taxable bonds 1967 investor distribution 1863-67 investor distribution
Amount  6.25-percent  6.50-percent  6.25-percent  6.50-percent
Share of market (percent) {millions) return return return return

(6] @ @ @ ) ®)

K PRI $300 $3, 506 $3, 646 $2,599 $2,703
750 16, 896 17,572 8,911 9, 267
1,500 39, 396 40,972 27,497 28,597
. 2,250 61,896 64,372 49,997 51,997
. B 84 87,772 72,497 75,397
. 4,500 129,396 134,572 117,497 122,197
R 6, 000 174, 396 181,372 162, 497 168,997
.................................. 7,500 219,33 228,172 207 497 215,797

Calculations:
(a) Distribution of bond amount (col. (2)) according to tax bracket distribution shown in table 4 (in ascending order).
(b) For each subamount of bonds, multiply by gercent return (6.25 or 6.50 percent);
(c) Multiply resuitant return by respective tax bracket.
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TABLE 9.—NET REVENUES OR LOSSES ARISING FROM FEDERAL SUBSIDY OF GUARANTEED
TAXABLE MUNICIPAL BONDS

{DoMar in thousands)

1967 investor distribution 1963-67 investor distribution
6.25-percent cost 6.25-percent cost
compared to— 6.375-percent compared to— 6.375-percent
cost compared cos d
Share of market  6.25-percent  6.50-percent  to 6.50-per-  6.25-percent  6.50-percent to S.S(f-per-
(percent) return return cent return return return cent return
(6] @ 3) (O] ) (6) Q)
$3,338)  (—$3,198) ($3,323)  (—$4,245) (-%$4,141) (- $4 266)
((—213) 463 150 (-8, 198; (—~17,842) 155)
, 177 6,753 6,129 (—6 122 (- —5,622) —6 246)
10, 568 13,044 12,107 (-1,331) 669 —268)
15,958 19,334 18, 086 4,039 6,959 5,711
26,740 31,916 30,043 14, 841 19, 541 17 668
37,521 44,497 41,999 25,622 32,122 29 624
48 302 57,078 53, 956 36,403 44,703 41 581
Tax revenues (table 8) minus subsidy costs (table 7)

u
“
“
t
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TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, D.C., December 31, 1968.

Dear SENATOR PROXMIRE: Secretary Fowler has asked me to reply to your
letter of October 25, 1968 in which you request an estimate of the Federal income
tax receipts from the interest on taxable municipal bonds which might be issued
under the provisions of S. 3170.

As you know, the Treasury Department prepared an analysis for the Joint
Kconomic Committee in 1966 in which it was estimated that the Treasury revenue
from the interest on taxable bonds issued to finance municipal projects which
would otherwise be financed with tax-exempt bonds would be 42 percent of the
interest paid on the taxable bonds. That analysis was based on the assumption
that the interest on all new municipal borrowings would be subject to Federal
income taxation. 8. 3170 presents a somewhat Qifferent analytical problem in
that it requires an estimate of increased Treasury revenue from taxable muniei-
pal bonds under circumstances in which States and localities would have the
option of issuing tax-exempt bonds or issuing taxable bonds with a Federal guar-
antee and interest rate subsidy. On the basis of our preliminary analysis, how-
ever, it appears that the current impact on Treasury revenues would not be sub-
stantially different under either approach.

We would agree with the thrust of your staff analysis that the increased Treas-
ury revenues from substituting taxable for tax-exempt bonds will arise from the
increased taxes paid by those high bracket investors who would have purchased
the tax-exempt bonds but, because of the reduced supply of tax-exempts, are
required instead to expand their holdings of taxable instruments.

As your staff analysis indicates, the principal purchasers of tax-exempt secu-
rities are commercial banks, and the reduced volume of tax-exempt securities
resulting from S. 3170 would tend to result in increased commerecial bank invest-
ment in business loans and other taxable loans and securities eligible for com-
mercial bank investment.

Holdings of State and local securities by insured commercial banks increased
from $17 billion in 1960 to $50 billion in 1967. Almost completely as the result of
this increase in holdings of tax-exempt securities and the decrease in the top cor-
porate tax rate from 52 percent to 48 percent, the effective rate of Federal income
tax paid by insured commerecial banks declined from over 38 percent in 1960 to
less than 24 percent in 1967. On the basis of our preliminary analysis these banks
would have paid approximately $2 billion in Federal income taxes in 1967, rather
than the $1 billion actually paid, were it not for their holdings of tax-exempt
obligations.
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The dominant role of commercial banks in the municipal bond market appears
to be the major determinant of interest rates on tux-exempt obligations. Since
commercial banks are primarily in the business of making loans-—they are not
significant investors in corporate bonds—they apparently seek a rate on tax-
exempt bonds which is approximately equal to the after tax return available on
loans,

Thus, because of the tax exemption, municipal bonds are attractive only to
high tax bracket investors, such as commercial banks, and, thus, State and local
borrowers are forced to compete with demands for bank loans at significantly
higher levels of interest rates than prevail on corporate bonds. The dependence
on bank investors is also a fundamental consequence of the fact that tax-exempt
seeurities are issued by a wide variety of local governmental units. These appear
to be the essential obstacles to reducing the level of interest rates paid by States
and localities on tax-exempt borrowings.

The argument that the increased Treasury revenues from S. 3170 would be
relatively small initially or over the long run is apparently based on the
assumption that low tax bracket investors, such as State and local retirement
funds and life insurance companies, would be prompted to switch from tax-
exempts to taxable securities. As your technical analysis indicates these invest-
ors have for a number of years been net disinvestors in municipals. The legal,
institutional, and other reasons for past investment in tax-exempt bonds by
these low bracket investors would presumably not be affected by S. 3170. Conse-
quently, the revenue estimate should clearly not be based on assumptions with
respect to the tax brackets of investors who purchase the new taxable municipals
generated by S. 3170.

Thus, we believe that the revenue estimate made in 1966 is applicable to the
present problem. The Treasury would gain in revenue more under your proposal
than the cost of the interest subsidy.

Sincerely yours,
WrLLiaM F. HELLMUTH, Jr.,
Deputy Assistant Secretary.

~ Chairman Parmyrax. Anything else before we conclude these hear-
ings for the present? Without objection we will stand at recess subject
to the call of the Chair.

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.)
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APPENDIX 1

The materials contained in appendix I, are responses to questions
submitted by Chairman Patman and the subcommittee staff to the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, January 18, 1969.
Hon. WrRicHT PATMAN,
Chairman, Subcommittec on Economic Progress,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeaRr MR. CirAIRMAN : I am pleased to enclose for your consideration replies
to the questions posed to me as a result of your Subcommittee’s hearings in early
December on *‘Public Facility Requirements Over the Next Decade.”

The materials submitted herewith, together with those submitted for the Sub-
committee’s record on December 3, should assist in updating the excellent study,
“State and Loecal Public Facility Needs and Financing,” published in 1966 by the
Joint Economic Committee.

It is our feeling that the answer to Health Question No. 3. regarding organ
transplants, is simply not available anyplace on an authoritative basis. I am
advised that the science and art of organ transplantation is in an evolving state,
and information concerning availability of facilities and particularly of the
costs involved in such operations has not been identified.

Also enclosed is text to update Chapter 28 of the 1906 study, on “Medical and
Other Health Schools.” This will replace the Chapter 28 draft supplied for the
Subcommittee record on December 3.

With all good wishes, I remain,

Sincerely,
WiLBGR J. COHEN, Sceretary.

A. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON HEALTH FACILITIES

Question 1.—What is being done to increase the number of medieal schools
and expand the facilities for the training of doctors?

Ansiwcer. The need for increase in the capacity and output of medical schools,
and for financial assistance for such increase, by the Federal Government has
been recognized by the Congress in:

The Health Professions Educational Assistance Act of 1963

Health Professions Educational Assistance Act Amendments of 1965

Health Manpower Act of 1968

Under these authorities construction aid has helped to establish 12 new medical
schools and to increase the enrollment of existing schools; basic improvement
grants to all medical schools have strengthened and assisted in expansion, and
loans and scholarships have made it possible for many young people from low-
income families to enter medical school.

The Health Manpower Act of 1968 will continue and increase assistance for
construction, school operation, and student assistance.

The funding levels proposed and recommended by the Department for the
vears 1970-73, should make possible an increase of more than 30 percent in
admissions to medical schools (1975 over 1968).

Question 2. Do we have enough training schools for dentists, nurses, and the
other specialized fields of health? What should be done to alleviate the short-
ages?

Answer. [DENTISTRY] There are not enough schools of dentistry at the present
time. The Health Professions legislation (listed above) provides assistance to
dental schools, including construction aid, operating assistance, and loans and
scholarships for students. Accomplishments under the legislation include the con-
struction of 5 new dental schools, and increased enrollment in many existing
schools.

(95)
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The Health Manpower Act of 1968 if continued and funded at the levels recom-
mended by the Department, should increase admissions to dental schools by more
than 30 percent in 1975 as compared to 1968.

[NursinGg] To meet the critical needs for nurses both the Nurse Training Act
of 1964 and the Health Manpower Act of 1968 provides assistance for school
construction, aid to schools, and loans and opportunity grants for students. Over
700 schools of nursing have participated in one or more provisions of the Nurse
Training Act. Construction grants awarded to 93 schools will permit the accom-
modation of approximately 12,200 additional students.

The Health Manpower Act of 1968, if continued and funded at recommended
levels, should increase admissions to schools of nursing by more than 30 percent
in 1975 as compared to 1968.

[ArLiep HeALTH PROFESSIONS] The needs for expansion of training facilities
for allied health manpower are receiving increasing attention. The Department
has provided limited program-related assistance for such workers for some time.
More general support was first provided under the Allied Health Professions
Personnel Training Act. .

There has been less than 2 full years of experience under this legislation. The
greatest effort has been in the area of curriculum support, with grants to 230
junior colleges. colleges, and universities in support of programs for the prepara-
tion of allied health personnel. Construction provisions of this legislation were
first funded in 1968, at a level of $2 million. In 1969, $3 million is available.

New legislative proposals in this area are expected to be proposed to the 91st
Congress.

Question 3. We read almost daily of some new medical advance such as heart
transplants, transplants of other vital organs, kidney machines and other mar-
vels of medical science. How widespread are these facilities? What would it cost
to make such lifesaving techniques available to all Americans, instead of the
fortunate few?

Answer. (See letter from Secretary Cohen, previous page.)

Question 4. What needs to be done to modernize the hospital plant of the inner-
core of the Nation’s cities?

Answer. The pressing need at this time is a substantial increase in the amount
of capital funds available for the replacement or remodeling of outmoded and
inefficient hospital facilities. The State Hill-Burton Agencies now estimate that
out of a total of approximately 795.000 existing general hospital bedx. nearly
263,000 are in need of modernization. In addition it is estimated that another
175,000 such beds will become obsolete during the next ten years.

The estimated cost of modernizing those acute care hospitals already in need i~
$8 billion dollars at present prices. The need over the next ten years will rai~e
the cost to $13 billion. To the extent that such modernization is delayed these
costs will increase at an average of 4-5 percent annually due to increased con-
struction costs.

An expanded health facilities modernization program including grants, direct
loans, and loan guarantees with interest subsidization is urgently needed to help
deal with this problem. This need was reflected in the Senate action in the last
Congress which was subsequently modified in the Senate-House conference. It is
anticipated that early hearings will be held in the incoming Congress covering
all of these alternative approaches to easing the current pressure on the Nation's
facilities.

Question 5. Can you in some way qualify the lack of hospital facilities in the
Nations rural areas?

Ansicer. While future population growth in some rural areas will undoubtedly
require the construction of some additional acute general bed capacity in rural
areas, the needs of these areas for additional capacity have been largely met dur-
ing the 22 years of the Hill-Burton program. There will, however, be an in-
creasing need for the modernization of rural facilities inasmuch as some of these
have now been in existence for many years and because advances in technique
in the delivery of health care services often require construction changes to in-
crease the efficiency of existing facilities. Organized ambulatory care facilities
in rural hospitals (except emergency services) are practically non-existent. The
needs for long-term or extended care facilities in rural areas have not been met.

Question 6. Where do private hospitals get their capital funds that they do
not raise from donation drive endowments?

Answer. Private hospitals generally obtain capital funds (other than donations
and endowments) from lending institutions, Federal grants (nonprofit insti-
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tutions only), funded depreciation. plus some State or local government grants.
A study reported by Blue Cross Association in 1967 showed that voluntary
nonprofit hospitals having recent construction obtained their funds thusly: Hill-
Burton. 19.2 percent; long-term borrowing, 21.0 percent; bonded indebtedness
by taxing agency, 8.2 percent ; hospital reserves, 11.1 percent; and contributions
plus “other”, 45.5 percent.

For voluntary nonprofit general hospital construction projects aided by Iill-
Rurton during fiscal years 1964-66, the applicant’s resource came from: cash
and securities (some endowments and previous donations), 31.1 percent; mort-
gage loan, 29.2 percent; bonds, 2.8 percent; pledges and gifts, 13.8 percent;
and other (e.g. unsecured loans, tax levies, sale of real estate), 23.1 percent.

It should be emphasized that endowment income is not a major source of
hospital funding. A select few private hospitals, mostly on the BEast Coast,
enjoy endowments, but this is not true in most parts of the country.

Qucstion 7. Hospital charges have risen rapidly during the past few years.
Does this mean that hospitals are becoming self-sustaining?

Ansiwer. On the contrary. Increased charges by hospitals have been in response
to already increased costs and have lagged behind costs rather than anticipating
them. According to the American Hospital Association, patient revenue for all
registered community hospitals in 1967 amounted to $8.6 billion, equal to only
98 percent of total expense. Even for a few hospitals where patient revenue
may equal or exceed total expense for a given year, the depreciation allowance
included in total expense generally covers only original cost rather than current
replacement cost. Because their charges have lagged behind costs and also due
to such problems as slow reimbursement by third party payers, hospitals have
increasingly had to resort to borrowing and public subsidies. Furthermore,
reluctance to pass along some costs to patients has been one factor in causing
some hospitals to discontinue hospital schools of nursing.

Hospitals must still cover bad debts and “charity” work through charges to
paying patients, although the magnitude of this problem is being reduced as
health insurance is improved in guality of coverage and as medicare and medi-
citid are applied.

Question 8. Is it your judgment that hospital charges could not support revenue
bond issues, secured solely by hospital user charges?

Answer. In most instances, no. First, for the reasons discussed in the answer
to question 7. The second reason is that revenue bonds secured solely by hospital
user charges are feasible only when a hospital can manage to fund depreciation
to the level required by the debt servicing. It is generally agreed by hospital
finance experts that most hospitals, the funding of depreciation is not practical.

To even qualify for revenue bond issues, hospitals would have to show exper-
ience for an extended period of revenue generation above exXpenses. This most
hospitals have not been able to do.

Question 9. Can you describe the recent development of neighborhood centers
for health services? How many are there of such centers and how many more
do you think are needed?

Answer. The grants to provide comprehensive health services for the poor,
funded through the Division of Comprehensive Health Planning, Community
Health Service, HSMHA, are placing special emphasis on achieving maximum
coordination and utilization of existing Federal, State, and community resources,
both public and private, to provide the three components common to the health
needs of the communities: professional and subprofessional staffing, training
of subprofessionals or health aides, and establishment of facilities.

The projects are also designed to assure the active participation of the residents
of the areas served; provide or coordinate education, training, and employment
opportunities for low-income areas residents; and encourage the participation of
private medical, dental, pharmaceutical, and other health service providers.

At the preseent time, the Division of Comprehensive Health Planning is
funding 11 grants to provide comprehensive health services for the poor, two
of these are jointly funded with OEQ. It is hoped that funds will be available
for approximately 6 more in the next 6 months.

OEO has awarded 48 grants for these kinds of services. It has been esti-
mated that by 1973 there will be a need for 620 centers to serve the total projected
concentrated low-income population. There is no assurance that funds will be
available for all of these ceuters, however.
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B. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

Qucstion 1. In reading the newspapers regarding the educational crisis in some
of the Nation’s largest cities one is struck by the reports that many of the school
buildings now being used are 50 years or older, What would you propose be done
with these outdated facilities?

Answer. The presumption is made that because a school building is 50 years
or older it is an outdated facility. This does not take into consideration the
possible modernization programs which may have been carried out over a period
of years. Bach facility regardless of age should be evaluated as to its structural
and eduecational condition. This evaluation must be carried out by educators,
architects and engineers.

Experience has shown that in some instances older buildings can be success-
fully remodeled and modernized at a fraction of the cost of new structures. In
other instances, facilities constructed to accommodate educational programs
offered in former years are not adaptable to changes that will provide the types
of learning spaces and the flexibility of space that is required for contemporary
educational programs.

A rule-of-thumb formula that is generally accepted by school facility planners
for purposes of determining the economic feasibility of renovating and remodel-
ing old school buildings is that if the cost of remodeling and upgrading the old
structure is 50 percent of the cost of providing new facilities, then the old struec-
ture should be abandoned. This formula, however, is but a part of the total
evaluation. Some other factors requiring careful study and evaluation in order
to determine the feasibility of remodeling old school facilities are :

1. Community patterns, aspirations, and goals

2. Esthetics—harmonious setting

3. Structural soundness—safety

4. Site adequacy

(a) Location with respect to population served
(b) Site
(¢) Exposure—noise, traffic, air pollution, ete.
(d) Accessibility
. Pupil capacity (when remodeled)
. Probable educational adequacy
. Estimated useful life of remodeled structure
. Future needs (space, flexibility, program. enrollment. etc.)

Valid decisions about what to do about old school buildings can be made only
if these factors and elements are carefully weighed and then equated to long
range goals for education in the community.

Question 2. Can you describe some of the newer techniques employed by edu-
cators to accelerate and intensify the learning process of children such as educa-
tional TV, teaching machines, audio aids for language training? Are these
facilities available in rural schools and in schools located in urban poverty areas
or are they just available in the wealthy suburban schools?

Answer. It has become quite apparent that hardware (television, teaching
machines, etc.) has been developed to a much greater degree because of com-
mercial interest than has the software technology. Consequently, there is a great
deal of evidence in various forms, that hardware alone or with standard software,
will not improve the learning process. UUndoubtedly, one of the greatest needs of
the nation is that of developing new curriculums, instructional systems, etc.,
which are designed to accomplish particular educational purposes and may be
utilized with hardware that is currently available. There are many small pieces
of software now available. But because of the massive amounts of funds that
would need to be available in relation to that which is available through Federal
R&D dollars, our knowhow is not being utilized to develop and test complete
instructional systems that would bring ahout substantial learning in elementary
and secondary schools.

In addition, there are two other major problems which inhibit the spread of
the new educational technology. Both problems center around money. that is,
money which can be utilized to properly disseminate what is already known and
developed. Also, much additional funding is needed in order to substantially
up-grade those institutions which train teachers. Most institutions that train
teachers (Liberal arts and state institutions), do not adequately train the pros-
pective teachers to utilize either the new curricula or hardware,

[Vl Rer i
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Information responding directly to the questions posed is given below, along
with illustrative examples of the uses being made of newer technology.

I. NEWER TECHNIQUES EMPLOYED TO ACCELERATE THE LEARNING OF CHILDREN

A. Softwarc-Oriented Techniques

1. Learning by Discovery.—This technique leads the student into discovering
the basic principles for himself through inductive reasoning. The teacher provides
guidance but does not give the information itself to the student. Examples of
this technique’'s utilization are:

(a) A Development project, “Development of a Comprehensive Curriculum
Model for Social Studies, Grades 1-8, Inclusive of D’rocedures for Imple-
mentation and Dissemination” at San Francisco State College, which is
using learning by discovery to lead students inductively through detailed
learning experiences step-by-step and in a cumulative sequence.

(b) The Madison Project, a large-scale development effort, in mathematies
being conducted jointly by Syracuse University and Webster College. This
project, which has been active for a number of years and continues into the
future, is developing curricula which show mathematics as a process rather
than facts and create actual classroom experiences for school children
instead of relying on textbooks or guidelines.

2, Individually Prescribed Instruction (IPI)—~—This is a technique which
provides for assessment of each student’s progress in a particular subject matter
so that appropriate decisions can be made in keeping with his achievement, cap-
abilities, and interests. Such a technique could be controlled by computer (com-
puter-managed instruction), but usually is not. This technique is being used,
for example, in the following settings :

(@) The Pittsburgh Learning R&D Center, under the direction of Robert
Glaser, has been working with IPI under test conditions at the Oakland
School in Pittsburgh.

() Research for Better Schools, Inc., the Regional Educational Labora-
tory in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, is in the process of field testing, moni-
toring and further developing the IPI system developed by Glaser. In
connection with this work approximately 100 schools are using IPI. RBS is
also involved in training teachers and administrators in IPI methods and
is developing a prototype automated learning-management system for IPI.

B. Hardware-Oriented Techniques

1. Computer-Assisted Instruction (CAI).—This technique involves direct stu-
dent participation with a computer system. Instructional materials are stored
in the computer system. This technique takes a great deal of hardware hut at
present lacks adequate software. Two examples of CAI are:

(a) The Stanford University CAI Project which has been testing CAL
in a disadvantaged area of Palo Alto, California, and in rural areas of
Kentucky and Mississippi.

(b) The New York City School system which operates approximately
1,000 terminals,

2. Controlled Environment.—This technique, which was developed by O. K.
Moore, has the student sitting in a sound-proof carrel and receiving his informa-
tion and directions through earphones, from T.V. sets, and through printed
material from a computer. This technique has been used successfully in teaching
preschool children to read (the Talking Typewriter). However, it is in very
limited use. At most there are several hundred machines in use. Each machine
costs $40,000.

3. Teaching Machines.—The teaching machine also provides for active partici-
pation by the student and for immediate reinforcement after each response. There
are several different types of teaching machines. These are:

(a) Programed textbooks;

(b) Simple manually operated teaching machines;

(¢) Electrically-operated teaching machines employing 35 mm projection
techniques ;

(d) Electrically operated machines which employ a variety of media
such as film, filmstrip, synchronized tape recorders, or written text, allowing
a variety of presentations and responses.
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Evidence indicates that this technique is as good as traditional methods of
teaching but not better. Teaching machines are widely available but little used
due to a lack of adequate software.

4. Educationa 1Television—This technique is widely available to urban and
rural areas and has several different types of uses. Some examples are :

(a) Cooperative Educational Television systems

(1) The Eastern Educational Network which involves coopera-
tion between 20 areas where Educational Television stations are
are located. This Network which ranges south from Maine to
‘Washington, D.C., and west to Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, provides
a system through which affiliated stations exchange educational
programs.

(2) The National Center for School and College Television
at Indiana University, which provides national distribution for
for instructional programs.

(3) The Great Plains ITV at the University of Nebraska
which is a distribution center successful enough to become self-
supporting and expand from a regional to a national base

(4) Low-power (2,500 megaherz cycle) T.V. which is for re-
stricted use in school systems which do not have easy access to
ETV stations. The school system obtains a license to operate point
to point telecasts to schools within the one system. There are
approximately fifty such systems in operation, a number of which
are to be found in rural area.

(b) The Television for Preschool Children program being developed by
National Educational Television, Inc., with support being provided by the
Office of Education, the Office of Economic Opportunity, the Ford Founda-
tion, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York. One-hundred thirty hour-
long shows involving films, cartoons, ete., which entertain while teaching will
be broadcast over several commercial stations as well as over 100 educa-
tional television channels in the development and field testing stage. This
project is being designed to prepare the deprived child, in his own home, for
the school experience. The materials will also be available on a continuing
basis for millions of children in Head Start and other preschool programs
sponsored by local, State or Federal agencies.

Evidence indicates that educational television is as good as traditional
methods of teaching but no better. It is better than poorly qualified teachers.

II. AVAILABILITY OF FACILITIES TO URBAN AND RURAL AREAS

All of the previously discussed educational techniques are available to all types
of school districts. However, since most of the new procedures are quite costly,
only a limited number of students are presently using them.
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Both because of the higher concentration of students which reduces per pupil
cost and because of the greater available resources there is a tendency for these
newer techniques to be more widely used in urban and suburban areas. Educa-
tional television is the most widely used of the newer techniques for both urban
and rural school districts.

Many of the newer techniques are used, at least on an experimental basis in
ghetto schools, but no grouping of school districts—rural, suburban, urban, or
ghetto—ean be considered as utilizing fully these newer approaches to teaching.

Question 3. The Nation’s colleges and universities are now experiencing the
effects of the post war rise in the birth rate. What are the educational institutions
doing in terms of additional facilities to meet the tremendous increase in
enrollments?

Answer. In 1959 the opening fall enrollment for institutions of higher education
was 2,658,000 (full-time equivalent)—a 60 percent increase from 1946. The open-
ing fall enroliment in 1969 was 5,830,000—over twice the 1959 enrollment. In
1959, there was 404,400,000 gross square feet of space available or an average
of 152 square feet per full-time equivalent student. In the period from 1959
through 1969, institutions will have added 326,979,000 gross square feet (in addi-
tion to replacement of temporary and condemned buildings). However, the 1969
level of 731,379,000 square feet provides only an average of 126 square feet per
student. Obviously, in spite of phenomenal efforts by institutions of higher edu-
cation, the need for additional facilities has not been met. In order to bring the
space level to standards accepted as minimal, another 179,421,000 square feet
should be available this year. At current costs, such a building program would
approximate $5.6 billion. Projections indicate that this gap will not be closed in
the next decade. Rather, without significant additional assistance, it will be for-
tunate if the gap does not widen.

Question }. As may be recalled, the materials prepared by your department
in describing the national needs and prospective capital outlays over the next
decade for various educational categories were relatively sparse. Could you
submit now detailed figures on such needs and capital outlays for the years 1968
through 1975 for such categories as public elementary and secondary school
facilities, non-public elementary and secondary school facilities, vocational school
facilities and academic facilities for higher education.

Answer, The latest available projections of public educational facilities needs
cover a five year period, 1968 through 1972. We have not projected needs beyond
this period in anticipation of a more meaningful national data base being avail-
able one or two years after the 1970 Census. Projections of non-public elemen-
tary, secondary and vocational school facilities are not available. Neither have
we projected the dollar values of educational facilities needs because of the wide
variations in construction cost in different geographic areas. Such variations
tend to impair the usefulness of projected capital outlays. Moreover, the chang-
ing proportions of higher education facilities in terms of science buildings, li-
braries, lecture halls, etc., further complicate projections of needed capital
outlays.
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TABLE 1.—FACILITIES AVAILABLE AND FACILITIES NEEDED FOR CURRENT BACKLOG, 1967-68

Total Urban Suburban Rural
Total Elementary Secondary Total Elementary Secondary Total  Elementary  Secondary Tofal  Elementary  Secondary
1. BASE YEAR—FACILITIES AVAIL-
ABLE (CLASSROOMS)

Total.__. P 1,709,000 1,085,000 624, 000 564, 000 358,100 205, 800 547,000 347,300 199, 700 598, 000 379,700 218,300
Disadvantaged. . ... ... 264, 000 167,600 96, 400 87,100 55,300 31,800 84,500 53,700 30, 800 92, 400 58,700 33,700
Handicapped____ . ... o.o..o.o.o.__ 219, 000 139,100 79,900 72,300 45,900 26, 400 70,100 44, 500 25,600 76,400 48,700 28,000
Vocational .. ..o .o..o.... 49,000 _____._..... 49, 000 16,200 ... 16, 200 15,700 ... _._.__. 15,700 17,200 ... ....... 17,200
General. . ... il 1,177,000 778,300 398,700 388,400 256, 900 131, 500 376,700 249,100 127,600 412,000 272,300 139, 400
Il. FACILITIES NEEDED TO ELIMINATE -

CURRENT BACKLOG

Total oo 519, 300 177,100 242,200 161, 200 74,700 86,600 138, 800 70, 800 68, 000 219,300 131, 600 87,700
To achieve median 27/27 98, 300 58, 800 39, 500 40,700 21,400 19, 300 28,300 18,100 10, 200 29, 300 18, 300 10,000
To eliminate makeshift. 40,000 27,000 13, 000 14, 300 9,700 4,700 12, 800 8,600 , 12,900 8,700 ,

To improve program 252 187, 000 61,300 125,700 70,100 19, 400 50,700 61,100 19, 600 41, 500 5, 800 22,300 33,500
To repiace 4 or more defec 194, 000 130, 000 64, 000 36,100 24,200 11,900 36,600 24,500 12,100 121,300 81,300 40,000
i1l. BACKLOG

Total ol 277,100 242,200 161, 200 74,700 86,600 138,800 70, 800 68, 000 219,300 131,600 87,700
Disadvantaged 44,300 41,200 26,700 12,000 14,700 22,900 11,300 11,600 36, 000 21,100 14,900
Handicapped._. 58, 200 41,200 30, 400 15,700 14,700 26,400 14,900 11,600 42, 500 27,600 14,900
Vocational ... ... ..eoeeiceeaoooo.. 21,800 L ___... .. 21,800 7,800 ... 7,800 6,100 ._.__..._... 6,100 7,900 (... __.. 7,900
General. . oo iecaeaiaaeas 174,600 138, 000 96,300 47,000 49, 400 83,400 44,600 38,700 132,900 82,900 50, 000

Note: Detail may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE 2.—STUDENT STATIONS NEEDED TO OVERCOME UNSATISFACTORY FACILITIES AND ACCOMMODATE GROWTH BY LEVEL, REGION, AND TYPE, 1967-68 TO 1972-73

{In thousands]

Urban Suburban Rural
Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec-
Year Total school mentary  ondary  Total school mentary  ondary Total school mentary  ondary Total school mentary ondary
Totaleooooocaeaeo . 1,457 426 378 653 166 958 152 378 428 178 59
Disadvantaged. _...... 302 151 56 95 24 172 54 56 62 51 9
Handicapped. ......... 138 35 38 65 16 93 12 38 43 16 6
Vocational.... P 52 eeemermmem—anann 52 13 34 e eeeccaan 34 5 5
General..o.ocoocoenen 965 240 284 441 13 659 86 284 289 106 39
1969-70
(112 . 1,307 395 298 614 169 860 150 298 a12 136 103 ... 33
Disadvantaged......_. 320 189 43 88 24 173 70 43 60 54 4
Handicapped.......... 91 30 tomaann. 61 17 82 11 30 41 11 3
Vocational. ........... 78 eeeaa-- 30 48 13 33 e eeeaan 33 2 2
General._._.o.oc.o... 818 176 225 a7 115 572 69 225 278 69 24
1970-71 -
Total. ... 1,284 422 259 603 187 846 171 259 416 99
Disadvantaged.......... 369 244 38 87 27 195 97 38 60 60
Handicapped.......... 116 30 25 61 19 80 13 25 42 6
Vocational. . 48 o eieemeenoaae 48 15 k& S K
751 148 196 407 126 538 61 196 281 33
1,227 447 145 635 223 746 189 145
409 295 21 93 33 202 121 21
108 30 15 63 22 69 13 15
|3 I, 51 18 K X T,
659 122 109 428 150 442 55 109
1972-73
Total_._.___ 1,404 475 143 786 376 766 213 143 410 86
Disadvantaged 483 350 20 113 54 229 150 20 59 70
Handicapped.. 123 30 14 79 38 69 14 14 41 5
Vocational. [ 63 30 33 e 33 i emeiemeccecameann
General. . 735 95 109 531 254 435 49 109 217 11

Note: Detail may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE 3.—CLASSROOMS NEEDED TO OVERCOME UNSATISFACTORY FACILITIES AND ACCOMMODATE GROWTH BY LEVEL, REGION, AND TYPE, 1968-69 T0 1972-73

Total Urban Suburban Rural
Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec-
Year Total school mentary ondary  Total school mentary  ondary Total school mentary  ondary Total school mentary ondary
1968-69
Total.ooooooee.. 76,950 20,650 18,000 38,300 17,230 7,530 __ 9,700 50,440 7,380 18,000 25,100 9,280
Disadvantiged_____.__ 16, 650 7,550 2,800 6, 300 4,350 2,750 .. 1,600 9,600 2,700 2,800 4,100 2,700
Handicapped 3,500 3,800 6,500 2,900 1,300 1,600 9,300 1,200 3,800 4,300 1,600
Vocational. . . 500 Lo eieiienaaooa 3,500 900 900 2,300 ... , 300 300
General...._..._..... 9,600 11,400 22,000 5,600 29,240 3,440 11,400 14,400 4,680
1969-70
Total oo 69,790 19,450 14,200 36,100 7,360 14,200 24,200 7,000
Disadvantaged........ 17, 550 9, 450 2,200 5,900 3,500 2,200 4,000 2,800
Handicapped... . 12,100 3,000 3,000 6,100 1,100 3,000 4,100 1,100
Vocational. .. e 3,200 ... 3,200 900 ________....._..... 900 2,200 ... ... .......__. 2,200 100
General._.____.____.... 36,940 7,040 9,000 20,900 2,760 9,000 13,900 3,000
1970-71
Total ooeeoeeoe 68,640 21,120 12,120 35,400 18,510 7,610 c________ 11,000 45,110 8,590 12,120 24,400 4,920
Disadvantaged... ...... 19,900 12,200 1,900 5,300 6,150 4,350 ... ... 1,800 10,750 4,850 1,500 4,000 3,000
Handicapped. .. . 11,600 3,000 2,500 6,100 3,000 1,900 , 000 1,300 2,500 4,200 600
Vocational. .. eee 3,200 o eeeenn 3,200 1,000 2,200 Lol 2,200 oo,
General.___.......... 33,948 5,920 7,720 20,300 ,300 24,160 2,440 7,720 14,000 1,320
1971-72
Totaloenee e 66,830 22,630 6,900 37,300 40,650 9,550 6,900 24,200 4,780 4,780 o,
Disadvantaged_._..... 21,950 14,750 1,000 6,200 11, 050 6,050 1,000 4,000 3,300
Handicapped_...._.._. 10,800 3,000 1,500 6, 300 6,900 1,300 1, 500 4,100 600
Vocatlonal. .. _...__._. , 400 ... 3,400 2,200 oo ___._... 2,200 (...
General_._.._..._.... 30,680 4,880 4,400 21,400 20,500 2,200 4,400 13,900 880
1972-73
Total ... ........ 77,200 24,300 6,800 46,100 41,660 10,869 6,800 24,000 4,440 4,480 ...
Disadvantaged........ 26,000 17,500 1,000 7,500 12,400 7,500 1,000 3,900 3,500
Handicapped....._.... 12, 300 , 000 1,400 7,900 6,900 1, 400 1,400 4,100 500
Vocational_____._____. ,200 .. 4,200 2,200 .. .. b 200 L
General.__..__. ... 34,700 3,800 4,400 26,500 20,160 1,960 4,400 13,800 440

Note: Detail may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE 4.—NUMBER OF SQUARE FEET NEEDED TO OVERCOME UNSATISFACTORY FACILITIES AND ACCOMMODATE GROWTH BY LEVEL, REGION, AND TYPE, 1967-68 TO 1973-73
[In thousands})

Total Urban Suburban Rural

Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec- Pre- Ele- Sec-
Year Total schoo! mentary  ondary Total school mentary  ondary Total school mentary  ondary Total school mentary ondary
423,800 514,200 302,700 ......___. 115,000 187,700 252,400 .......... 108,800 143,600 382,900 ....._._.. 200, 000 182,900
22,700 65,300 25,900 ,300 ... 16,600 74,620 9,120 22,700 42,800 13,040 7,140 _.__..____ 5,900

17,900 61,400 25,420 ,520 el 16,900 68,100 9, 000 17,900 41,200 , 480 6,180 .
15,500 60,300 27,820 9,120 .._....._. 18,700 67,360 10,260 15500 41,600 5,940 5,940 ...

8,700 63,500 32,140 9,840 .......... 22,300 61,240 11,340 8,700 41,200 5,640 5,640
8,600 78,600 48,160 10,560 _...___._. 37,600 62,380 12,780 8,600 41,000 5,160 [0 11|

Note: Detail may not add due to rounding.

<01
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TABLE 5—PUBLIC 2-YEAR COLLEGES AND TECHNICAL INSTITUTES, PROJECTED TOTAL ENROLLMENTS, SQUARE
FEET AVAILABLE AND NEEDED

{In thousands]

Estimated
Student Enroliment Area Total gross gross area
Year enrollment? increment increment?  area needs 2 available 3

) @ 1©)] @) ®) ®)
196768, e 1,092 oo 42,788 131,040 88,252
106869 .. i 1,176 84 10, 080 141,120 97,208
1969-70 . i 1,224 48 5.760 146, 880 105, 587
1970-7 o iaeeee 1,290 66 7,920 154,800 114,195
197072 e 1,357 67 8,040 162, 840 121,077
197273 e e eem 1,429 72 8,640 171,480 127,994

1 FTE degree credit plus 2-year terminal students, tables 6 and 9, *‘Projections of Educational Statistics to 1976-77."

2 Based on conservative instructional facility planning standard of 120 square feet per junior college student.

3 Based on gross available area per DCF (interim assessment) for fiscal year 1967—muitiplied by ratio of junior college
enrollment (sec. (a)) to total FTE enroliment per DCF (interim assessment)—corrected by 80 percent to show ratio of area
available to junior college students relative to all other siudents (viz 120 to 150), adjusted by 15 percent to allow for facilities
unsatisfactory and not suited for rehabilitation.

Note: Detail may not add due to rounding.

TABLE 6.—PUBLIC 2-YEAR COLLEGES AND TECHNICAL INSTITUTES, GROSS SQUARE FEET NEEDS DISTRIBUTED
BY ASSUMED PROPORTIONS ASSIGNABLE TO RURAL, SUBURBAN, AND URBAN AREAS FOR ACADEMIC YEARS
1968-73

[Assumes 15 percent of area gap rural area; 40-percent suburban; 45-percent urban)

Additional gross square feet needed (thousands)

Year Total 1 Rural Suburban Urban
(O] @ [©)) (O] ®)
42,788 6,418 17,115 19, 255

10, 080 1,512 4,0 4,

5,760 2,304 y
7,920 1,188 3,168 3,564
8,040 1,206 3,216 3,618

8,640 1,296 3,456 y

1 Values taken from table 5, col. 4.
Note: Detail may not add due to rounding.

TasLe 7.—Higher educational facilities needed in gross square feet—Graduate
and undergraduate, 1968-72 (excludes 2-year institutions)

1968 .. __ 49,200, 000
1969 _.__ - - _— 45, 600, 000
1970 e mm e mm e e 15, 450, 000
1971 _— 30, 150, 000
1972 38, 700, 000

Question 5. What role, if any, should the TFederal Government play in helping
to pay for the needed capital plant for public and private, elementary and second-
ary institutions?

Answer. We are unable to provide an answer to this question at this time.
While proposals in this area have been considered for some time, no proposal
to date has resolved the two major problems which must be handled if any such
proposal is to be equitable and have any real chance of acceptance. These two
problems, aside from the greatest current problem, namely, the large sums of
money which would be involved, are as follows:

Any proposal to be viable would have to consider private as well as public
support, a fact recognized in the question. This raises a constitutional question of
separation of church and State which is not easily solved. Present Federal pro-
grams have used the approach of providing direct benefits or services to the
student rather than the institution and this procedure would appear to be sup-
portable constitutionally. The construction of a building, however, would seem
to be much too tangible a benefit to the institution on short and long range terms



107

to fall under the “child benefit” or “public trust” theories. Interest subsidies,
because of the large amounts involved, would probably fall in the same category.

A second problem concerns the development of an equitable distribution form-
ula. A good construction proposal should not reward those districts which,
though fiscally able, have put off construction until a Federal program is created.
On the other hand, we cannot pick up the cost of all past construction, In other
words, good measures of effort are needed. A related problem would be whether
Federal funds should be used only for new construction or for debt service as
well. These somewhat technical problems are not insoluble, but we do need better
data on effort if we are to find a truly equitable solution.

Until the budgetary, constitutional, and technical problems are resolved, the
Department is not in a position to issue proposals for Congressional consideration.

Question 6. To the best of your knowledge, are school districts and other local
governments experiencing any difficulties in borrowing in the tax exempt munici-
pal securities market?

Answer. Generally, the less affluent districts are experiencing difficulties in
borrowing at reasonable interest rates. The cost of borrowing at any given point
in time is related to the bond rating of the school district or municipality and to
general financial market conditions. Some school districts are unable to borrow
funds for the construction of educational facilities because of strict debt limita-
tions imposed by some States. Thus, high interest cost coupled with debt limita-
tions serve to prevent necessary growth and upgrading of the educational facili-
ties plant of numerous jurisdictions.

At present, many school districts and other local public bodies are having
problems in borrowing in the tax exempt municipal securities market. That is
due to many factors:

1. The fears of inflation have lessened the attractiveness of all long-term and
medium term bonds. Pension funds, trusts, and wealthy individuals who would
normally keep large holdings of municipal bonds are reducing somewhat their
holdings of municipals, and placing more of their monies in equities.

2. The danger of a change in the price of gold has also tended to make bonds
less attractive investments, since they are payable in X number of years in a
stated number of dollars. Certain stocks, on the other hand, would rise if the
value of the dollar is lowered, and the holders of such stocks would be pro-
tected from such a happening. Many investors realize the necessity of preparing
for such a contingency.

3. As tax exempt bond interest rates have continued to rise in Wall Street,
along with interest costs of other fixed-rate obligations, the prices of tax exempt
bonds have been steadily drifting downwards, sometimes with little, if any,
support.

4. In this serious bond market situation, which has now prevailed and worsened,
over a period of several years, with variations in degree of seriousness during
that period, the school district or the local government with marginal credit is
naturally the hardest hit, and is apt to find little or no market for its oligations.
However, many large public bodies whose credit is good, have also had problems
in marketing long-term bonds, and have gone heavily into the sale of their short-
term notes to the commercial banks. The banks have continued to be willing to
take the short-term obligations of the public bodies with good credit, since they
are tax exempt, and carry exceedingly high interest rates in the present market.
The commercial banks have been particularly desirous of accumulating short-
term tax exempt notes in this period when their earnings are high. The banks,
howgver, are now extremely leary of middle-term municipal bonds which they
previously accumulated in volume, since they took large losses on their municipal
bond portfolios in 1967, and probably have similar losses to show on their bond
inventory for 1968.

As_a general rule, most school district bonds and local government bonds do
well in normal markets, and are easily absorbed by the financial community. We
pave f9und that very few school districts were unable to market their bonds
in earlier periods, though many such districts did not secure the prices for their
bonds that their financial statements warranted. However, in the last two or
three years. t_he entire municipal bond market has been faced with a series of
unending crisis situations, and most investment bankers think it will be difficult
for Wall Street to absorb the supply of municipal bonds which must come to
market in the next few years.
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Question 7. What would you propose be done to reduce the borrowing costs for
educational facilities? Would a combination of a Federal guaranty of debt serv-
ice plus interest reduction payments equal to one third of the interest cost on
school bonds, where the interest income is taxable, be helpful to lower the bor-
rowing costs for the smaller school districts?

Answer. One means of reducing borrowing cost, particularly to the less afflu-
ent districts and municipalities, is the establishment of State school building au-
thorities. This technique also represents one solution to the strict debt limitation
problem imposed by some States because the authority would finance the
construction of educational facilities and then lease them to the district. Such
authorities issue revenue bonds which would be redeemed from lease rentals ob-
tained from the school districts. Title to the school building passes to the district
when the bonds are redeemed.

It is interesting to note that at least one study indicated that interests costs of
building authority bonds are higher than the average interest cost of bonds sold
by individual school districts carrying the full faith and credit of the local gov-
ernments. Thus, interest cost reductions could be realized if building authorities
would be authorized to issue general obligation bonds, but if this were done the
building authorities’ obligations would no longer be exempt from debt limitations.

A Federal guarantee of school building authority obligations would achieve
more than the State full faith and credit and result in lower interest rates.

A Federal guaranty of debt service would help to lower the borrowing costs for
the smaller school districts. Interest reduction payments equal to one-third of the
interest cost on school bonds would also help them immensely. However, if Fed-
eral assistance in the form of interest reduction payments, plus a Federal guar-
anty, would be coupled with the removal of the tax exemption from the feder-
ally guaranteed school district bonds, it is likely that the net result would not
be helpful to school districts.

Marginal school district bond issues are now sold to a very small and narrow
group of investors who are in the market for tax exempt municipal bonds. It is
likely that these same investors would not be attracted to school district bonds,
federally guaranteed, issued without the tax exemption. Investors purchasing
school district bonds are buying them because they want their money invested in
tax exempt obligations of public bodies. Those investors are endeavoring to re-
duce their Federal tax payments; they will not be willing to invest the same
monies in taxable government guaranteed school district bonds as a substitute
for non-guaranteed tax exempt obligations. A whole new market would have to
be developed for a new type of municipal bond which is a Federal Government
guaranteed obligation but does not carry tax exemption.

The present market for Federal guaranteed (non-municipal) obligations is a
different, but also a limited market. The principal investors in government guar-
anteed participations and similar type obligations are commercial banks and
other financial institutions. They purchase large blocks of readily marketable
top quality government guaranteed participation certificates, etc., which can be
obtained in blocks of $1 million, $5 million, $10 million, and up, are all of a like
kind and quality, and are quoted and traded daily in an enormous annual turn-
over of such securities. Little school district bond issues of $50,000 to $1,000,000
in size, and each carrying 10 to 30 different maturities, would not be much in
demand by these large institutions. It would be too troublesome for them to pur-
chase small odd-sized blocks of bonds of varying maturities of unknown-name
school districts. The investor prejudice against little known places and small
bond issues of odd amounts is well-known to investment bankers, ‘So also is the
problem of small, obscure school districts bringing their bonds to market. The
problems are complex, and the interjection of the Federal guaranty will not cure
them.

The principal unfavorable factor that will underlie the creation of such a new
type of local government obligation is that it will make the school district bond
less attractive to investors than the present tax exempt school district bond. This
would restrict the marketability of such bonds, and anything that restricts the
marketability of school district bonds, which have always been less attractive to
many investors than large issues of general market municipals (which are traded
everyday, and for which immediate quotations are available), should not be
encouraged.

The high borrowing costs of marginal credit school districts could also be re-
duced if a Federal corporation were created to purchase their bonds, or if an
existing Federal department, such as the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, were authorized to purchase $100 to $300 million annually of bonds of
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such marginal school districts. Such a measure would improve the attractiveness
of school district obligations generally since Federal commitments for loans to
the marginal districts would serve to reduce the pressure on the market; or, in
Wall Street terminology, the “load balance”, in favor of the school bond dealers
would be improved. The school district bond market would be freed from a large
portion of the annual volume of financing that it must now absorb. Technical
market statistics swould be then more favorable to the remainder of the annual
volume of school bonds which would come to market.

Question 8. Do private schools and colleges raise money in the capital market
through borrowing? Can you furnish to the Committee a tabulation of such
borrowing during the past decade? What is the outlook for such financing ?

Answer. Private institutions of higher education face considerable difficulty
in raising money in the capital market through borrowing. Prime sources of funds
are tuition, annual giving, and the Federal Government. While borrowing from
the Federal Government under the College Housing Program and the Higher
Education Facilities Act has done much to establish a viable market for bonds
and notes of private institutions, a number of factors have thwarted any real
success. The most obvious factor is the competition for extremely limited funds
with public tax-free issues. Not only is the total financing limited, but the
market conditions tend to make private borrowings of a short term and to
require extreme security (e.g., mortgage on an entire campus and pledge of
tuition income).

Private secondary schools are able to raise monies by direct borrowing from
the banks in their local and regional centers, and from insurance companies,
but only those schools with good to high credit ratings are so fortunate. Many
private schools have the utmost difficulty in finding funds to finance the con-
struction of housing and academic facilities. These schools, taken as a group,
have little or no access to the bord markets. An exception to this is those private
schools which are sponsored by an order or a religious institution with very
good credit and a strong financial statement. Such institutions are able to raise
funds for their long term needs through the religious order or entity which is
responsible for their existence. The religious entity sells its own bonds through
an investment banking house which specializes in such obligations.

Many private colleges raise construction funds and also operating capital
through loans from their local commercial banks, and also from banks in their
regional urban center. Some private colleges are able to place mortgages on their
properties with major insurance companies, but in the main private colleges are
unable to sell their own bond issues in the bond market. However, the new state
authorities which have recently been created in the northeastern and the middle
atlantic states, and in Ohio, sell their own bonds, which are tax exempt, and
make the proceeds available to the particular private college which is then being
financed. These are construction bond issues. They make it possible for the private
college to obtain a long-term loan at a favorable interest rate. The tax-free au-
thority’s bond issue is backed by the credit of the private college; and it also
offers as security a mortgage on buildings constructed with the proceeds, plus
rental leases on the structures which leases run between the authority and the
college.

The attached article in American BEducation for October, 1968, discusses these
new state authorities for the private colleges and names all of them.

The outlook for this kind of financing for the private college in those states
where such authorities have been created is favorable. However, this financing
is available only for the well-known college with good financial standing.

Such State authorities will not be helpful to the private college with marginal
credit, or good to fair credit, since only the credit of the college, and its mortgages
and leases, are behind the tax exempt bond issues which the state authority
sells for the private college.

A tabulation of such financing by private schools and colleges over the past
decade cannot be furnished the committee, since such figures are not now
available.

STATES AID PRIVATE COLLEGE BUILDING

More than one harassed, private-college budget planner has been known to
sigh when departing a long, involved meeting, “Oh, for the good old days when
things were cheap and a dollar was worth something.” But even his colonial
counterparts had to scrounge for construction money.

The University of Pennsylvania is a good example. From the earliest days
Benjamin Franklin and his fellow trustees were forced to run lotteries to raise
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funds: The 1750 treasurer’s accounts are burdened with payments for bricks,
lumber, plaster, and such homey items of that day as “drink for the brick-layers”
and “provisions at raising of the belfry.” Although enterprising fund raisers went
as far afield as Scotland and the West Indies to solicit contributions, in 1762 the
university’s expenses were running 700 pounds more than income.

The 228year-old institution has relied primarily on gifts and government
grants in spending well over $151 million on construction. Even with its huge
expenditure for construction over the centuries, the University of Pennsylvania
had never done any large-scale financing on the bond market. Tax-free bond
issues were not available to private universities. For the first time this July, $56
million of such tax-free bonds were issued on behalf of the University of Pennsyl-
vania; this was possible because of the creation of the Pennsylvania Higher
Education Facilities Authority.

While authorities in several States have been issuing bonds to finance con-
struction for public institutions of higher learning for many years, little had been
done until recently to aid private colleges and universities in similar ventures.

In 1965 Connecticut passed the first bill to form the Connecticut Health and
Educational Facilities Authority, enabling the sale of a tax-free authority bond
issue backed by the credit of a private institution. The advantages are long-term
loans at lower interest rates. The authority’s bonds are sold to investors—insur-
ance companies, pension trusts, and individuals. As security it offers a mortgage
on buildings constructed with proceeds, plus rental leases on the structures to the
institution.

By July of this year three such private-college authority ventures were under-
way—the one in Pennsylvania, and one each in Connecticut and Rhode Island—
and the Ohio authority was becoming operative.

Connecticut’s first issue was $4.1 million for the University of Hartford, a
privately endowed, nonsectarian college. In the private bond market the univer-
sity would probably have been forced to borrow at very high interest rates for a
short term. Using the authority’s credit and power to issue tax-exempt bonds,
the bonds were sold at interest rates of 4.9 percent, 5.75 percent, and six percent.
Through a lease arrangement the university operates the project, built by the
authority on land deeded by the school, with eventual reversion rights. Originally
created to finance college construction, the act was broadened in 1967 to include
hospital assistance.

The Rhode Island Educational Building Corporation sold $13 million of higher
education facility bonds in March 1968 for Brown University. Proceeds, payable
from rentals to be received under a lease arrangement with the school, will pay
for construction of an office building and other facilities. The bonds looked so good
to major investors that they were sold at five percent and 5.25 percent interest
rates—excellent in the present bond market.

The Penn issue was the first for the Pennsylvania authority. The high credit
of the university and the fact that its alumni include leading executives of many
important financial institutions in the Commonwealth made such a sizable initial
marketing feasible. The project includes the addition of 5,100 housing units ; these
will more than double overall housing capacity and increase graduate and profes-
sional housing fivefold.

Four authorities~—New Jersey, Massachusetts, Vermont, and one in New
York—have the power to finance both private and public colleges. The New Jer-
sey and Massachusetts authorities have just been established and are not yet
operating ; the Vermont Educational Building Financing Agency was created in
1966 but apparently has not yet sold any bonds.

The New York State Dormitory Authority has issued more than $725 million of
bonds since its establishment in 1944. Originally created to provide dormitories
for the teachers colleges, a 1955 law extended financing to private schools. The
authority can provide dormitories and related facilities for lease to the State
University of New York and can also provide academic and research facilities
and housing for the private colleges. As of August 1, 1968, it had $403 million of
notes and bonds outstanding for the private schools, $304 million for the State
University.

In the area of public colleges seven State authorities are financing public-
college construction. These States include Alabama, Georgia, Illinois, New York,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Wisconsin.

Under title 11T of the Higher Education Act of 1963, as amended. the Office of
Education assists these authorities by loans and grants committed directly to the
school involved. New York University. the New School for Social Research, and
Ithaca College are examples of private colleges for which the Commissioner of
Education has recently purchased bonds from the New York State Dormitory
Authority for academic facilities; bonds are also sold on Wall Street.



APPENDIX I1I

The material appearing in this appendix was supplied by Assistant
Secretary Mackey of the office of the Secretary of Transportation,
responding to questions from Chairman Patman.

Question 1.—*At one time we were led to believe that the National Highway
System would be completed by 1972. What accounts for the extension of the com-
pletion date? Are there any additions? Can you furnish to the Committee the
revised estimate costs by calendar year and the indicated sources of financing for
the years 1969-197517”

Response.—The original estimated completion date for the 41,000-mile National
System of Interstate and Defense highways was established in the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956, the basic legislation under which we are still operating.
However, over the last dozen years our concepts of the purposes and functions of
the Interstate system have changed. Changes in law or practice have resulted in
better and safer design provisions, which are tied into more reliable traffic esti-
mates. Individual routes and projects today incorporate additional features which
reflect our increased awareness of and attention to the requirements of specific
site conditions and local goals and plans. These features, coupled with significant
increases in construction, right-of-way and engineering costs over the same
period, have been reflected in our periodic estimates of the cost of completing the
Interstate system. The most recent of these estimates, submitted to Congress in
January of this year, identified total system costs of $56.5 billion, including a
Federal share amounting to $50.64 billion. As you know, the Interstate program
is financed on a pay-as-you-build basis, using revenues accruing to the Highway
Trust Fund. A comparison of the rising cost of completing the system and antici-
pated Trust Fund receipts indicated that the previous 1972 target date for com-
pleting the system was not achievable.

The Federal-aid Highway Act of 1968 provided for a 1,500-mile expansion
the Interstate system. A list of the routes which have been added to the system
as a result of this provision is appended, including an estimate of the cost of that
addition.

Also enclosed is a table showing the most recent estimate of funds required
to complete the Interstate system, as well as a brief analysis of the causes for
the increased cost of the system since the 1958 estimate. An updated estimate will
be submitted in 1970, as required by law. Annual Interstate authorizations
through Fiscal Year 1974 were contained in the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1968,
although the program is at present financed only through the first quarter of Fis-
cal Year 1973. Under current legislation the Highway Trust Fund expires on
September 30, 1972,

Question 2—“During previous hearings on municipal facilities reference was
made to bond defaults of which the two largest are the West Virginia Turnpike
and the Calumet Skway in Illinois. What, if anything, could your Department
do to correct these two defaults? Could they have been averted ?”

Response.—The present plan for correcting the default of the West Virginia
Turnpike is as follows:

A. The Turnpike is to go into voluntary bankruptey.

B. The State Road Commission will issue special obligation bonds to be
exchanged for the present turnpike bonds. The present bondholders, based
on the consent of the holders of two-thirds of the outstanding bonds, will re-
linquish all claims on unpaid interest.

C. Upon the issuance of the special obligation bonds, the collection of tolls
would cease and the road would be maintained by the Road Commission.

D. The $133 million worth of bonds issued by the Road Commission will
not be full faith bonds, but will be backed by some $96.3 million in Federal
securities purchased from Federal National Mortgage Association with $81
million of Federal funds and $15.3 million of State funds.

(111)
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E. Since the Turnpike is on the Interstate System and only a two-lane
highway, the State would then proceed to add the necessary lanes to bring it
to Interstate standards.

There appears to be no way that the default of the West Virginia Turnpike
bonds could have been averted other than not constructing the road. The con-
struction of the road as a toll facility followed a favorable feasibility report of
projected earnings based on estimates of future traffic which have never been
realized.

‘With respect to the Calumet Skyway default, there has been no agreement for
Departmental participation in any corrective proposal.

Here again, it is difficult to say how the default could have been avoided. Actual
traffic volumes have been in the vicinity of one-half of the previous estimates,
perhaps reflecting the relative ease with which the Calumet Skyway can be by-
passed by motorists familiar with alternate routes serving Chicago from the
south and east.



1,500-MILE INCREMENT—RECOMMENDED ROUTES BY STATES, DEC. 14, 1968

Length
subtotal Total cost
State Route (miles) (millions)
Alabama Hunstville, spur from 1-65______ ... . . .. ... ... $22.9
Arizona, Phoenix, Papago Freaway, phase 1. woomeomoeonr o oooolo 79.8
California San Diego to Colton (San Bernardino-Riverside). ... ... . "
Los Angeles, extend 1-605to 1-210____________ .77t 251.4
San Francisco, spur to International Airport._.__.._ ... -
Colorado. ool Denver, belt, southwest quadrant__._.__.___________ 10T 89.3
Denver, extend 1-80S to |-70. _______ ... __ .. _ Tt :
Connecticut. ... .. ... . Hartford, extend belt 1-291 to 1-84________ . _TTTTTTTTTC 158.0
Connecticut portion of Hartford-Providence route_ ... . ... . ’
FIOR. oo coem e St. Petersburg to Miami...._.___._._..__ . _7TTTTTTTTTTTITT 210.0
Georgia_ . ..._..__...........__.... -~ Columbus, spur from i-85_._. . ______. ... ____lTTTTTTTTTTT 32.6
OIS .o .. Springfield via Decatur to Champaign_.._ ... ... ... 56.0
Indana. ... ... L1110 .. Evansville, spur from 1-64_._____ 7 T T TTTTTTTTTTTTNT 2.0
owa. ol 1-80 via Cedar Rapids to Waterloo_____._________ T 7177777 126.9
lowa portion of Sioux City-South Sioux City spur___.. - __ "~ )
Kansas. . Kansas portion of Kansas City westbelt.._.._ ... """ 52,1
Louisiana. . . - New Orleans, south belt._.. 0. . _____ 2 . 77"~ """"0mtTUT 220.0
Massachuse -- Providence belt, northeast quadrant__________ .~ " 777777777 47.4
Providence belt, southeast quadrant (to Rhode Island State line). ’
Michigan. . - Marshall via Lansing to Flint__.______________ . " 104.4
Minnesota_ Radial to 1-494 in Minneapolis_ ... 29.0
Missouri... - Missouri portion of Kansas City westbelt ... ... .. " 54.0
Kansas City north belt to Kansas City International Airport
Nebraska......... Nebraska portion of Sioux City-South Sioux City spur..___.. 7.8
New Yark____ Binghamton to Schenectady_ ... ___._.... ... . ... 210.0
North Carolina__.._._.___ .. - North Carolina portion of Charlotte-Columbia route_ ...~ 8L6
Durham via Raleigh to Smithfield
Da{ton, extension of 1-675 belt 1.3
Oklahoma City, belt southwest quadra 14.9
Portland connector..____...__..____. T 0TTTT" 1.0
Rhode Island portion of Hartford-Providence route............. 168.8
Providence belt, southeast quadrant to Massachusetts State fine
South Carolina portion of Charlotte-Columbia route. _...._.___. 65.0
Fort Worth belt, northwest quadrant 65.1
_ Amarillo to Lubbock. ...______.
Virginia_ ... ... Norfolk, west belt (exte 120.0
Washington Tri-Cities spur. __.____ 2.
Wisconsin,. ... _ClITITTTITTT Milwaukee to Green Bay____.. 92.5

eIl
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1968 INTERSTATE SYSTEM COST ESTIMATE

Millions of
increases due to dollars

1. Additions and improvements:

Miteage adjustments and additions_ . ..o oooioool 1,085
Additional interchanges and separation structures.. . 950
Additional 1anes . - .o imiaeaienaen 675
Heavier pavement_ _ ... oo ooo.__ 1,245
Landscape features_ ..o .o oo o 555
Safety fRatires - o e 1,530

SUBOYAl - - o e iememmeimmmmecmeeecescacmcemaacecassanns $6,080

2. Price increases:
RIgNES-Of-WaY - oo e
Preliminary engineering
CONSEIUCHON - - - - o e e e eemmmmmmmememsecceammecececanameoma

Subtotal. - . o e i e cmmmmmemm e e acccecacao e
3. Research and administration

1965 eStMate . - o ot iecmcmeccccecmeamcseecesmesemesesmaceceececeocec—memenases
1968 @StimMate . o e e e cmcmaccccmece-cccecesmmrmmmemememmammemeeceememamcmmecmesemmn=

RELATIONSHIP OF 1955, 1958, 1961, 1965, AND 1968 INTERSTATE SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES

Estimated costs (bMlions)

Federal State
Total share share
Original estimate. o oo o idimaeie e $27.6 $25.0 $2.6

1958 estimate:
Increased traffic. - o nevoccceecacceemmmmmmemeemco e mcaean 1.3 1.2 .1
Increased local needs 3.8 3.4 .4
Price increases..... 4.1 3.6 .5
Miscellaneous. - - - - ceae o e cccemmimceenmmemecceen- .8 7 .1
Subtotal. oo emeceeiiees 37.6 33.9 3.7

1961 estimate:
Added 1,452 miles 1o system _ __ oo iaiieaiecicaan 1.6 L5 .1
Estimated cost, 1,000 miles_ oo oo cvomc oo e 1.1 1.0 .1
CONtiNEeNCIBS . - oo o oo oo eammmmeemmceicecmeoenn . .6 .1
Planning and research. . ... oo ermamcmeecmaieeeceeea .6 .5 .1
Administration. .. iacmcmemcicens 4 .4 0
Unit price reduction. .o oo -1.0 -.9 -1
Subtotal. e e eiccicmsmmmam—asemamcecen- 41.0 37.0 4.0

1965 estimate:
Mileage adjustments_ i .94 81 .13
Increased traffic. - o oo meocoi oo meimccaiiecean 68 .58 10
Design year Change. oo omo e e .34 .28 .05
Higher standards. ..o 44 .38 .06
PriCe IMCreases - . u o ceceecacccceecommmcmenmmmme—ancaceen 2,00 171 29
Miscellaneous. . - _ e emeeemmaemeemececsemmmmemeem— 1.20 1.03 .17
Research and administration_ - ceoooa e .20 .20 .00
Subtotal. .o 46.8 42.0 4.8

1968 estimate:
Mileage adjustments. ..o eeeae 1.08 .95 .13
Higher standards._. 1.25 1.11 14
Increased traffic. . 1.66 1.47 19
Landscape features. .. 56 .50 06
Safety features___ 1,53 1,35 .18
PriCe INCreases. - - - occooccccnmmcasemmmmmemeanee 3.15 2.79 .36
Research and administration .47 .47 00
Total o oo eeeeccccaceccecceecmmavesesensaamascecmvan 56.5 50. 64 5. 86

Question 3.—“We understand that much of future highway construction will
take place within the boundaries of cities. How does this affect clearance and
construction costs?”’

Response.—The costs of providing adequate highway facilities in urban areas
are much greater than rural highway costs, especially in terms of added design
features, higher unit right-of-way costs and scarcity of certain construction ma-
terials. The actual magnitude of urban-rural cost differences varies widely. The
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1970 and 1972 National Highway Needs Reports will provide estimates of urban
and rural area costs.

Question j.—'With inauguration of airplanes seating 345 passengers or more
scheduled for 1970, will the Nation's airports be able to accommodate these larger
planes and their heavier passenger load ?’

Responsc.—The Nation’s airlines are of the view that the airports can be made
ready to accommodate the Boeing 747. Pan American takes deliveries beginning
late in 1969, to be followed by TWA in early 1970 and United initiating service in
May 1970. The airlines are entering critical stages in determining types of ground
handling equipment for giant jets. Several airlines have contracted for advanced
design boarding devices to accommodate the B-747 at airports in high density
traffic cities such as Los Angeles, San Francisco, and New York. Boeing has dis-
seminated design information necessary for the airline and airport managements
evaluation of existing facilities and for design of more advanced supporting
equipment and ground facilities. Existing parking aprons will accommodate the
B-747, either at existing gates or at more remote locations. Unloading devices and
servicing equipment exist which will handle passengers, cargo and servicing but
not necessarily in the most expeditious manner. Advanced boarding devices and
servicing equipment mated to the B-747 is what is being undertaken at this time.
Such devices will operate directly from new terminals now being planned for con-
struction or at retrofit terminals at either the front or rear doors. Estimates of
deplaning time are about seven minutes for the more sophisticated designs, which
is comparable to the time for unloading the B~707 from one exit.

Question 5—“What do such eplargements mean in terms of capital require-
ments for airports, landing equipment, terminal buildings and hangars?”

Response.—Increased capital requirements for new airports and approach and
landing equipment due strictly to the introduction of the B-747 should not be
great. In fact, the introduction of large capacity subsonic aireraft should ease
landing area congestion by absorption of passenger and cargo demand with lower
or at least decreasing growth rate of operations. Capital requirements for air-
craft servicing equipment will be staggering. Typical estimates for advanced
design passenger handling systems are as follows:

Boarding bridge over wing: approximately $300,000 each.
People pod lounges: approximately $200,000 each.
Mobile escalators: $70,000~100,000 each.

Mobile elevator units : $30,000-50,000 each.

Mobile stair units: $20,000-30,000 each.

Requirements for additions to terminals vary greatly from minimal develop-
ments of a single existing gate using one to three of the above-listed facilities
to construction of expanded wing terminal facilities to accommodate up to 5
each B-747. Estimates of total capital requirements have not been tabulated.
Ground servicing equipment for these new aireraft will require considerable in-
vestment. One airline estimates that each B-747 will be surrounded by approxi-
mately 76 separate units, costing a total of $776,000. The airlines are planning
to construct new hangar facilities at their major maintenance bases also. A typical
estimate for a hangar to house up to 4 airplanes is $10 million and one of the big
four air carriers plans to build at seven different large-hub airports. Estimates
of total capital requirements have not been tabulated.

Question 6.—''What is your current assessment of intercity rail passenger
transportation? Is it practical to think of intercity passenger trains as a substi-
tute or supplement for airplane travel for short trips of under 300 miles?”

Response.—Present intercity service does not fulfill the needs or desires of the
travelling public, as reflected by the rapid decline in traffic. The physical plant
(stations and passenger equipment) is essentially unattractive and technologi-
cally obsolete and little emphasis has been placed by management on merchandis-
ing and promotion.

It may well be practical to consider the train as a supplement to air carriers
in some 200-300 mile markets. Where air congestion is especially heavy, rail
may prove a substitute for air travel and could relieve some highway congestion.
This would be particularly true in densely populated corridors.

In those cases where other rail systems outside the United States have insti-
tuted modernized and properly merchanidsed short-to-medinm-haul services, the
results, measured in passengers carried, have been good to excellent. The finan-
cial verdict is not conclusive, but indications are that some measure of public
financial support would be necessary since deficits still exist.
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Question 7.—*“What, if anything, is being done to modernize railroad passenger
stations? Can you trace for the Committee developments during the past eight
years and prospects for the years 1969-1975 in terms of capacity changes and
capital costs?”

Response.—Few, if any, new railroad stations have been built in the past
decade except when supported by public funds. For example, Milwaukee, Wis-
consin ; Savannah, Georgia ; Charlotte, North Carolina ; Syracuse, New York have
new stations built because highway programs necessitated elimination of exist-
ing facilities. Penn Station was modernized because of a real estate project.

Tt can be expected that any future activity to modernize stations in the future
will also result from external factors not related to passenger service. There are
no prospects of capital investment by railroads in such long-term projects as
stations when no investment is being made in locomotives and cars.

It should be noted that, because of changes in urban development, most exist-
ing railroad stations are poorly located. Except for the largest metropolitan areas
station modernization means new stations in new locations.

Question 8—“Would traffic congestion in larger cities during rush hours be
reduced, if there were offstreet bus terminals to serve long distance and
suburban buses? What would be the capital cost for such bus terminals for cities
with populations over 50,0007

Response.—Viewed strictly in terms of the resulting effective increase in
street capacity at peak hours, the provision of off-street terminals for inter-city
and suburban buses would have only minor and localized impact. It should be
noted that such terminals would have no impact whatever on the impedances
to traffic flows that are generated by intra-city buses picking up and discharging
passengers in the curb lane. Investment in downtown terminals for suburban
express buses could be justified in relation to peak hour congestion problems,
however, as integral parts of high-quality transit systems expressly designed to
induce greater transit usage among suburban commuters. It should be noted,
however, that such an increase in transit usage need not necessarily result in
reduced congestion on the street-and-highway network, simply because the in-
crease in highway capacity generated by the switch of significant numbers of
commuters from auto to transit may well be taken up by other users. What
could result, however, would be a higher level of service for commuters. This
result would not, of course, be attributable to a terminal per se but rather to
an entire system of which a terminal would be only one component.

As yet, no very good way has been developed to provide an estimate of the
cost of such terminals in cities over 50,000. A “terminal” can be anything from
a simple shelter with a single curbside loading area to an extremely elaborate
structure. What would actually be required in any particular situation would
depend on the number of routes served by the terminal and the peak-hour fre-
quency of service on those routes. Thus, the investment in the structure could
run anywhere from a few hundred thousand dollars or less, to several million
dollars.

Question 9.—“What is being done to modernize the Nation’s marine port facili-
ties? Can you give us a picture of developments since 1960 and prospects for the
years 1969-1975 in terms of capacity and capital costs?”

Response—The largest portion of port improvement has come from the non-
Federal sector, with the exception of Federally-financed channel improvements
by the Corps of Engineers. Major port improvements within the past two years
(1966-1968) have been primarily related to container ports and terminals. The
terminal facilities are either renovated break-bulk piers or new facilities. Con-
tainerization has also been influential in encouraging port management to adopt
modern management techniques dependent on computer technology. The increase
in managerial sophistication has required a general up-grading of port adminis-
tration staff.

With the steady trends towards large deadweight, deep-draft bulk carriers ex-
tensive studies on the design and development of offshore cargo handling facilities
have been implemented. One such facility is located at the entrance to Delaware
Bay.

With regard to developments since 1960, Chapter 15 of Volume 1 of the Decem-
ber 1966 report of your Subcommitiee on the subject of State and Local Public
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Facility Needs and Financing deals with this matter at some length. The 1968
Port Development Expenditure Survey of the Maritime Administration and the
American Association of Port Authorities presents a more current review. Essen-
tially, the major developments since 1960 center on two facets of marine trans-
portation, containerized cargo and bulk petrolenm shipments. In both of these
areas the growth has been rapid, each requiring large capital investments. Dur-
ing the two decades following World War II (1946-1965) approximately $1.8
billion were inveslted in U.S. coastal ports with an average annual rate of
$121,468,000. Total expenditures in Great Lakes ports during the same period
were $250,728,00 with an average annual rate of $11,994,000.

Concerning the prospects of port capacity and capital costs for 1969-1975,
your Committee’s December 1966 report at p. 339 presents a forecast of number
and capital requirements for port terminal facilities to 1975. By that year there
is expected to be a 309 increase in port terminal costs from $112.0 million in
1966 to $145.8 million in 1975, a 3% average annual growth rate. These forecasts
can be considered as reflecting the present investment trend in container and
offshore terminals, since their planning would have been started prior to the
preparation of the forecast. What is needed today is a questionnaire survey of
all ports to up-date our knowledge of port capacity and capital investment. We
would be pleased to undertake such an effort in cooperation with the American
Association of Port Authorities if the Committee so desires.

The Federal Government has been active in other areas to promote port devel-
opment. For example, on June 26, 1968, the Department of the Army submitted
to Congress proposed legislation to authorize a Nationwide study of deep-draft
ports and the preparation of harbor plans. Under this legislation, the Department
of Transportation would be authorized to carry out a Nationwide study of deep-
draft ports in the United States, its territories and possessions and the relation-
ship of such ports to the development and improvement of coordinated trans-
portation for the Nation, and the Secretary of the Army would be authorized to
prepare plans for improving and expanding the Nation’s deep-draft harbors.

Clearly, this proposal represents a much-needed effort on the part of the
Federal government as is more fully described in the June 1968 study of the
Corps of Engineers, Harbor and Port Devclopment: A Problem and an Oppor-
tunity. For its part, the Department of Transportation recognizes its responsi-
bility to develop and propose sound standards, criteria, and concepts for
rational Federal transportation investment. Ports and harbors, which are so
obviously a fundamental part of an integrated and balanced national and
international transportation system, constitute a major area deserving of in-
depth consideration and analysis in such a context. We believe the Department
of Transportation is perhaps the only agency in the Federal government capable
of undertaking this effort. We would welcome the full cooperation of all con-

cerned, including, in particular, that of the port authorities, in this important
area.

Question 10.—“Can you summarize the outlook for urban mass transit in terms
of number of municipal systems passenger capacity and capital costs, recent
and prospective for the years 1969-1975?"

Response—In 1966 there were 1,134 public and private transit companies
operating in urban areas. There were 57,690 miles of transit routes, including 843
miles of rapid transit systems in New York, Chicago, Boston, Philadelphia, and
Cleveland. The following facts show the trends that have taken place i1,1 the
mass transit industry between 1935 and 1965 :

[In millions)
1935 1945 1955 1865
Total passengers carried. .. 12,226 2
Revenue passengers carried 9,782 Xg: ggg 13' ?gg g' gg
Operating revenue. ____. 3681 $1,380 $1.426 1,44
Net revenue (pretax) $146 $313 $149 "§7

24-065—89——9
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In relative terms, of course, the decline has been even greater. During this
same period, the following has been the trend in automobile transportation:

[Miltions]

1935 1945 1955 1965

Automobile registrations. ... .. ool 23 26 52 75
Vehicle-miles traveled ___ ... oeeoooceeeaoa. 208, 000 200, 000 500, 000 709, 000

One estimate of future mass transit requirements and capital costs was made
by the Urban Planning Division of the Bureau of Public Roads. The level of
service to be provided was measured in terms of “car-miles” to be operated in
the target year, 1977. It was felt that this measure was a suitable common
denominator among the various forms of mass transportation (bus, rapid rail,
and commuter rail) to show the magnitude of the total public transportation
system that should be provided in urban areas. Estimates were made on the
basis of actual and extrapolated data obtained from urban transportation studies
throughout the nation. The following table summarizes those estimates:

ESTIMATES OF CAR MILES OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

[Millions]
Number of .

Population group urbanized Bus Rapid rail Commuter rail

estimate for areas

1977 (thousands) (estimates) 1968 1977 1968 1977 1968 1977
1,000-plus_. .ol 27 465
500 to 1,000 _. R 33 174
250 to 500..._. 39 208
100 to 250... 88 180
50 to 100..____ 75 192

Total oo 262 1,219 1,854 558 1,002 103 103

The total cost for construction and equipment to provide the level of service
for mass transit described above for 1977 was estimated to be about $18 billion.
The total cost was distributed as follows: $13.4 billion for rail rapid transit,
$2.9 billion for buses, and $1.7 billion for improvements to existing commuter
rail systems.

An earlier estimate of mass transit needs was made in your Subcommittee’s
December 1966 report. This estimate totaled about $10 billion, including $8.7
billion for rail and $1.8 billion for bus facilities.

The basic difference between the two estimates may be described as follows:
The Bureau of Public Roads’ study is more recent in time and somewhat more
comprehensive in scope. Its estimates were made in 1968 while the Subcommittee’s
were made in 1966 based on 1964 data. The BPR study assumed that by 1977
there will be 27 urban areas with rail rapid transit, whereas the Subcommittee
report saw rail transit needs only for 11 urban areas. The BPR study looked to
more comprehensive and more expensive bus systems while it would appear that
the 1966 report probably underestimated the bus figures relative to actual needs.

Question 11.—“What is happening to offstreet parking facilities for automo-
biles? Have they made any dent in city traffic congestion? Can you trace recent
construction activity and prospective capital outlays for the years 1969-1975?"

Response.—In general, we believe that the number of offstreet parking spaces
is increasing, as more cities impose restrictions on curb parking to increase
highway capacity and improve safety. Trends in the number of such spaces
available cannot be accurately estimated because of the large number of tem-
porary offstreet lots and the relatively unregulated nature of privately-owned
parking operations.

Two recent, only partially successful attempts to identify trends in offstreet
parking supply are:

1. “Decades of Building in Critical Areas of American Cities,” Lloyd M.
Braff, International Downtown Executives Association, 1964.

2. Parking in the United States—*“A Survey of Local Government Action,”
International Municipal Parking Congress, prepared for the National League
of Cities.
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With regard to the fringe area parking facility program authorized by the
Federal-aid Highway Act of 1968, we cannot accurately evaluate its probable
costs and effectiveness until we have had experiences with specific projects.

Question 12.—"“To what extent are transportation facilities being financed by
borrowing in the tax exempt municipal securities market?”

Response. It is our understanding that the majority of funds required by
municipalities (state, city, county and townships) beyond funds supplied through
Federal-aid programs are financed through the sale of long-term tax exempt
securities. The following is a brief summary of the extent that selected trans-
portation facilities are being financed through issuance of such securities:

Urban Mass Transit.—Program grants of approximately $500 million have
been made to the end of 1968 matched by at least $250 million in municipal
participation. Of the municipal participation, about $200 million have been
financed through issuance of tax exempt bonds.

Highways.—Total long-term debt for highway purposes outstanding at
the end of 1968 was $17.4 billion. This is expected to be increased by $800
million in 1969, with the total outstanding debt reaching $18.2 billion at the
end of 1069. Highway obligations of the States will account for $13.3 billion
of this total with the remaining $4.9 million being obligations of cities, coun-
ties, and township governments. We understand that this total long-term
debt is in tax-exempt securities.

Airports.—Outstanding long-term debt obligations of about $625 million
have been issued by 26 municipalities for airport construction and moderniza-
tion, all of which is represented by tax-exempt securities.

Water facilities.—Approximately 55 percent of capital expenditures for
port facilities are financed through issuance of municipal tax-exempt securi-
ties. The remainder of such capital requiremnets are raised through port
revenues, taxes, and other borrowings.

Question 13.—“Have there been any delays or postponements occasioned by
rising interest rates?”

Response—There have been delays because of rising interest rates. A few
recent examples include :

A. West Virginia.—Recently the State attempted to market a $20 million
bond issue (part of the $200 million authorization enacted in 1964) with an
interest ceiling of 414 percent. No bid for purchase was received for this
issue. The bonds were rated by Moody’s as “A”, which were drawing in excess
of 414 percent at that time. The maximum interest rate is set by the legisla-
ture each time a new issue is to be sold. The Governor has stated that he has
no alternative but to ask the legislature to raise the interest rate ceiling.

B. Oklahoma.—The 1968 State legislature enacted a bill to raise the per-
misible interest rate from five to six percent on future Oklahoma toll road
bonds. Authority to issue toll road bonds was approved prior to 1968, but the
bonds could not be marketed at the five percent ceiling. Governor Bartlett
contended that the interest rate must be raised if any future toll road bonds
are to be sold.

C. Florida—The 1968 Florida legislature approved a bill that increases
the authorized interest rate on bonds issued by the Tampa-Hillsborough
County Expressway Authority to six percent. The Authority is now accepting
bids for $46 million in bonds.

In another case the Florida Turnpike Authority desired to issue bonds to
finance a toll road from Orlando to Cape Kennedy. The Turnpike Authority
is limited to five percent on its bonds and experts say in today’s market,
bonds at or below five percent will not sell. However, the Florida Road De-
partment will pick up the project since its ceiling is six percent. The bonds
are secured with project tolls and gas tax revenues and are to be marketed
shortly.

Quéstion 15—“Highways are largely financed by either excise taxes on gaso-
line or by tolls, both of which may be characterized as user charges. Can similar
types of user charges be developed to help finance the capital requirements for
airports, marine port facilities, train and bus terminals and urban mass transit?”

Response.—The status of future possibilities of user charges for the capital
costs of these transportation facilities are set forth below:

Airports.—The Department of Transportation proposed legislation during
the second session of the 90th Congress to increase airway user charges so
that the users of the airway system would pay a greater and fairer share of
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the costs. Other Department legislative proposals (H.R. 17418 and S. 3645)
also included provisions relating to airport development which would have
encouraged greater user financing of such development, Unfortunately, the
Congress took no final action on the latter proposals and the former were not.
introduced. We continue to believe that both are sound in concept.

Marine Port Facilities.—Marine port facilities are generally financed by
State and local governmental bodies, although some port facilities-——such as
terminal buildings—are sometimes financed by private enterprise, e.g., ship-
ping companies. The charges paid to the State and local governmental bodies
for the use of the port facilities such as piers, may be used to finance, in
part, the capital cost of these facilities. Higher charges by the State and local
bodies might be possible in order to finance a larger share of the capital cost
by the users.

Inter-city Train and Bus Facilities.—These facilities are normally financed
by the railroad and bus companies, and the costs are therefore normally
passed on to the user in the form of fares and to a limited extent through
leases to concessionaires,

Urban Mass Transportetion.—Since 1964, limited amounts of Federal
grants have been available to help finance some capital costs of urban mass
transportation systems. In some localities State and local governments also
help finance the capital costs of mass transportation systems, particularly
expensive rapid rail transit systems. However, mass transit is completely
self-financed in many cases, particularly bus systems in medium-size cities.
Even in cities with rapid rail Systems, user revenues may support some
capital costs. The Department is exploring additional possibilities for hav-
ing beneficiaries of mass transportation help finance the capital costs of the
systems to a greater extent.

Question 15.—“Have you ever conducted any studies on comparative costs for
different categories of public transportation? If so, what were the findings ?”

Response—The Department of Transportation completed in October 1968 a
staff study entitled “Urban Commutation Alternatives.” This study relied on
existing data, particularly traffic and construction data, from the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads and some data from the demonstration projects completed under the
Mass Transportation Acts of 1964. Two tentative findings seem to be indicated :
First, that the quality of transit service is a greater consideration than the level
of the fare when comparing its appeal to the use of private automobile for com-
mutation; second, that a well designed transit system could have notable im-
pact on overall highway costs in a metropolitan area and that these savings in the
outlay of public funds could be measured systematically. The savings would
come from increased capacity of existing highways made possible by the use
of transit vehicles,

The Department has also conducted a study entitled “An Evaluation of Free
Transit Service” under contract with the Charles River Associates. Thig study
found generally that availability of free transit would not materially affect
the scope of economic development or the use of transit by commuters. Again
this finding supports the notion that the level of service is the strategic consider-
ation in transit-private automobile comparisons. A third study underway is at-
tempting to measure the impact of rapid transit as a means of airport access.
This is a “before and after” study of Cleveland Airport. This study has not yet
been completed.
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PROJECT SUMMARY
AN EVALUATION OF FREE TRANSIT SERVICE
Contract No. T8-088 (Neg.)

Contractor, Charles River Associates

Purpose of the Study.—This study will examine the economic, social, tech-
nological, and financial factors in an evaluation of free transit in metropolitan
areas as a policy alternative. The study will include consideration of such diverse
factors as: the influence of cost of transportation and quality of service as an in-
centive to its use, implicit income transfers, changes in transportation cost in
money, time and service, congestion, transportation investment, transportation
facilities, air pollution, land use, financial instruments, and effect of various
levels of subsidy.

Methodology.—The study is based on economic analysis for its findings. It
relies heavily on the use of 2 new and improved method for predicting traffic
volumes over a variety of urban transportation systems. In this method, vol-
umes are a function of both travel times and money costs of competing sys-
tems. Findings are based on a case study of the Boston area, and on an exten-
sion of case study results to the national level.

Summary of Findings.—Because of the limited scope of the contract, the study
does not take into account long range benefits which may or may not accrue from
the use of free transit. The study does provide estimates of short run shifts in
the demand for urban passenger transportation by various modes. It finds that
the short run cost of free transit to the public would be about $2 billion per year.
It analyzes the impact of free transit in terms of such issues as accessibility of
jobs to inner city residents, revitalizing the downtown and reducing highway
congestion, air pollution and parking proplems. It discusses administrative and
income redistributional considerations and it identifies research needs.

Status of the Project.—Completed August 1968. The report is available through
the Clearinghouse for Federal Scientific and Technical Information, Springfield,
Virginia 22151. Report No. PB 179, 845, 172 pages: hard copy $3.00; microfiche
$0.65.

PROJECT SUMMARY

CLEVELAND AIRPORT/MEDIAN TRAVEL CORRIDOR ACCESS STUDY

Contractor : Regional Planning Commission, Cleveland, Ohio

Purpose of the Study.—Recognizing the extension of the Cleveland Transit
System’s rapid rail to Hopkins Airport as a unique opportunity to study modal
choice as a function of various trip, tripmaker and transportation system char-
acteristics, this study was undertaken. The results of this study will be used by
the Federal Government and urban planning agencies in forecasting modal split
resulting, from alternative transportation system modifications in metropolitan
areas. The information gained in this study will also be used in determining the
feasibility of rapid rail systems for airport access.

Methodology.—Data is being collected before and after the opening of the
rapid rail in order to measure the change in mode choice patterns fox: aceess
to Hopkins airport resulting from the introduction of the rapid rail service. The
before data is being collected during the week of September 8-14, 1968, and the
after data is tentatively scheduled to be collected about one year later. The tar-
get population being studied include air passengers, airport visitors and airport
employees. Modal choice of models will be developed to analyze the use of the
rapid rail as a function of time, cost and availability of other modes. L

Status of the Project.—Contract was awarded in February 1968 and prelimi-
nary results of the before phase should be available about December 1968.



APPENDIX III

(Questions subsequently submitted by Representative Moorhead to
the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Depart-
ment’s responses follow :)

Question 1. Would you say that the Nation’s urban water and sewer facility
needs are being met by the current volume of construction of such facilities? How
effective is the grant program for basic water and sewer facilities in helping to
accelerate this type of construction?

Answer. Currently, volumes of construction for water and sewer facilities are
falling short of the nation’s urban needs. Recent studies show that the national
rate of construction must be doubled if the nation’s needs are to be met. In meet-
ing this needed increase, the Water and Sewer Facilities Grant program is play-
ing an effective role. Since the enactment of the Program, contract awards for
collector sewers have almost doubled (989 increase during the past two calendar
years). ‘A significant but not so spectacular increase has also occurred in contract
awards for water facilities (a 459 increase during the same time period). Con-
struction under the Program has accounted for approximately 10 to 15 percent of
the undertakings during the two-year period. Our Water and Sewer Program is
particularly effective in meeting the needs of the smaller low income com-
munities that cannot afford to proceed with the badly needed facilities if
limited solely to their own resources.

Question 2. We are all troubled by the malicious mischief committed by young-
sters with nothing to do on the streets of our larger cities. To what extent
can the open space and neighborhood center financial assistance programs,
administered by your department, be used to help alleviate this problem of idle
time?

Answer. Local housing authorities have sought to provide job training and
employment opportunities for project youth through serving as work sites under
the Neighborhood Youth Corps and cooperating with such agencies as Job
Corps, VISTA, CAMPS, ete.

During the summer months, local authorities have been encouraged to pro-
vide recreation and employment opportunities for the youth of their projects.
Programs for younger children involved recreation, arts and crafts, ete. Older
children were involved in providing programs for the younger children and in
jobs with the Authority itself in regular office and maintenance work or through
the modernization program.

The most recent survey of programs operating in public housing was made
for the calendar year 1965. At that time the ten top programs operating in public
housing were : social activities, 1700 programs; athletic programs, 1546; Boy
Scouts, 1822; Family Service Programs, 1309 ; arts and crafts, 1262 ; supervised
playground activities, 1224 ; visiting nurses programs, 1203; child service pro-
grams, 1076; Golden Age Clubs, 997; and immunization services, 980. The
majority of these programs are aimed at the youth of the project. Recent infor-
mation indicates that this trend is continuing.

The Neighborhood Facilities Program offers opportunities for useful activity
for youth in three areas: (a) in the construction of the centers, youth may be
employed as apprentices to contractors; (b) in the operation of the centers.
youth may be employed as aides in the areas of health, day care, recreation.
outreach, community organization, ete.; and (c) in the use of centers, youth
may participate in recreation programs, vocational counseling, job training,
etc. Over 80 percent of the Neighborhood Facilities projects will offer recreation
programs for youth, including swimming pools, game rooms, social halls, basket-
ball courts, and limited playgrounds. Approximately 80 percent serve tenants
of public housing; some are built in conjunction with public housing projects.
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The Open Space Land Program and the Urban Beautification and Improve-
ment Program are providing substantial assistance for the renovation and
development of basic recreation and park facilities in the Nation’s inner city
neighborhoods. This includes the development of vest-pocket parks as well as
upgrading the larger central city park areas. Priority consideration has been
given to projects located in low-income, high density areas of central cities which
are extremely deficient in recreation and open space facilities.

Through the use of the provisions of the above program, & city can develop
a piece of property it already owns, acquire and develop vacant land, or demolish
a dilapidated building to create a park. In addition to providing the “bricks
and mortar” for park construction, the Department has encouraged cities to
employ neighborhood youths in the construction activity. This encouragement has
helped unemployed youths learn the skills of masonry and landscaping to
obtain permanent jobs.

Question 3. Aside from the Model Cities Program what is the Federal Govern-
ment doing to achieve bebter coordination at the local government level in the
physical location, and timing of construction, of such essential public facilities
as water and sewer projects, school buildings, libraries, hospitals and urban
mass transit, as related to residential and commercial structures?

Answer. The Federal Government is ensuring better coordination among public
facilities projects and residential and commercial development through four
basic approaches: L. planning assistance grants; II. planning requirements; IIIL
studies and demonstration projects; and IV, interagency cooperation.

1. Comprehensive planning.—HUD’s Urban Planning Assistance Program (Sec-
tion 701) supports comprehensive planning in States, metropolitan areas, coun-
ties, and small cities. Each planning program is aimed at interrelating the
various public facilities and services needs throughout the governmental juris-
diction based on anticipated residential and commercial development. The com-
prehensive plan, representing the needs in each area, is often the basic instru-
ment for integrating these needs. This statement is the basis for other means of
coordination :

(a) Capital improvements programing—HUD strongly emphasizes the
use of capital budgeting as a vehicle for a detailed look at the costs, location,
and timing for public projects, and their relationship to anticipated develop-
ment and the fiscal capacity of the government.

(b) Technical advisory committeces~—In response to HUD guidelines,
most metropolitan planning agencies have established technical advisory
committees representing officials of various public facilities programs to
coordinate their individual project efforts and make an input into the com-
prehensive planning process. In addition. within the larger cities, Commu-
nity Renewal Planning studies determine the multiple public service and
facilities needs required for urban renewal and the revitalization of resi-
dential and commercial areas.

II. Planning requirements:

(a) Approximately 25 Federal grant assistance programs for various
public projects including HUD’s Open Space and Water and Sewer Program,
have requirements that assisted projects be consistent with comprehensive
planning—that they be related to other projects and anticipated develop-
ment.

(b) Section 20} reviews.—Approximately 36 Federal grant assistance
programs require that designated planning agencies in metropolitan areas
review requests for grant assistance and comment on their compatibility
with comprehensive planning—that they be related to other projects and to
anticipated development. This has served as a tool for bringing about cooper-
ative relationships between planning and project-building agencies in the
early stages of public development projects.

II1. Studies and demonstration projects :

(a) Housing studies under 701.—To help meet the national objectives
contained in the 1968 Housing Act for the construction of 26 million new
dwelling units by 1978. the Urban Planning Assistance Program is requiring
that all assisted agencies address housing problems in their areas with par-
]t:‘icu]:}r attention to the public facilities and services needed to accompany

ousing.

(b) New communities.—As planning for new communities proceeds nnder
Title IV of the 1968 Act, the Urban Planning Assistance Program will sup-
port studies and action programs geared to providing necessary transporta-
tion,ts waste treatment, and water supply services for these new develop-
ments.
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(¢) Transit programs.—Under the Sections 6 and 9 of the Urban Mass
Transit Assistance Programs, grants have been made to communities to
link the residential location of job opportunities through improved transit
facilities, services, and routing. Cities such as Honolulu; Worchester, Mass. ;
Newark; Syracuse; Phoenix; QOakland; and Denver have benefitted from
these efforts.

IV. Interagency cooperation :

(a) PARCC.—The interagency Planning Assistance and Requirements
Coordinating Committee (PARCC) has been established to coordinate the
various Federal planning assistance and planning requirements programs
in order to allow for a closer link at the local level of comprehensive and
functional planning with the building of local service facilities.

(b) Oakland Task Force—Five Iederal agencies (HUD, HEW, OEO,
Labor, and Commerce), under the aegis of the Federal Executive Board,
jointly sponsored an in-depth study of Oakland in order to determine how
to improve Federal delivery systems for Oakland. This is in prelude to
designing better links between the Federal and local efforts for coordinating
the physical and human development efforts of that city.

Question 4. Can you give the Committee your current assessment of whether
there are likely to be enough college dormitory and dining hall spaces to meet
the rapidly increasing enrollments at our colleges and universities?

Answer. A 1966 study sponsored by the American Council on Education esti-
mated that between 142,000 and 160,000 new dormitory spaces would be required
to accommodate increased enrollments alone in each of the years 1966-76. When
the requirements for married student housing, for housing-related service
facilities, for the relief of current overcrowding, and for rehabilitation were
considered, the capital outlay for all college housing construction was estimated
between $1.1 billion and $1.6 billion. Subsequent studies for the years 1966-68
by the Office of Education and by the College and University Business Magazine
continue to support these estimates.

At the same time, increasing construction costs and higher market interest
rates have eroded the institutions’ ability to obtain the financing necessary for
housing expansion. These same factors, coupled with a 3314 percent reduction
in the funds available annually for College Housing loans in FY 1968 and FY
1969, have resulted in fewer student spaces being financed by the College Housing
Program in recent years.

While the size of the housing backlog is not known definitively, there is ample
evidence that rising costs have caused the postponement of urgently needed
housing construction. Faced with rapidly rising tuition costs, fewer students can
afford housing financed at high interest rates. With the College Housing Program
funded at the current level of $200 to $300 million per year. the private capital
market must provide the difference. The ability of the market to respond with
three-quarters of a billion dollars annually for college housing construction is
open to doubt.

Question 5: Public facilities constitute the necessary infrastructure that makes
possible a satisfactory rate of growth in our cities of residential structures
and urban renewal. In broad terms can you describe the Nation’s housing needs
in terms of Federally assisted and unassisted housing, public and private
housing, and the related volume of urban renewal?

In the 10-year program which the President submitted to the Congress earlier
this year aund which was adopted by the Congress in the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968, the housing requirements of the country are projected
as 26 million standard units to be created through new construction or the
rehabilitation of substandard units to bring them up to standard—including
6 million I'ederally-assisted units. The 6 million Federally-assisted units would
consist of about 1.5 million public housing units and 4.5 million low- and
moderate-income private units enjoying various forms of subsidy.

The related volume of urban renewal really cannot be ascertained since there
will be many other programs than simply urban renewal which will be related to
the housing production goal-—such as the Model Cities program, the New Com-
munities program, the use of Federal surplus lands, and water and sewer
facilities that will open up new suburban land for development. The varying
proportions and influences of these programs will determine in part how much
reliance has to be placed on urban renewal to achieve the housing goal. In
any event, the urban renewal requirements for providing sites for assisted
housing units in older deteriorated portions of the Nation’s cities are well in
excess of funds that have been authorized thusfar.



APPENDIX IV

(The questions submitted by Chairman Patman to Secretary Udall,
referred to in text (page 74), and Secretary Udall’s answers follow :)

Question 1. As Chairman of the Water Resources Councii, can you describe
recent developments, and the prospective outlook for, river basin projects,
whether or not they are Federally aided,

Answer. As you know, the Water Resources Council is primarily concerned with
planning and coordination of Federal, State, local and nongovernmental water
and related land resource developments. This includes the development of coordi-
nated, comprehensive, and joint plans to meet each river basin’s water and
related land resources needs. These needs are predicated upon balanced eco-
nomic growth, environmental quality, and the well-being of the people. In this
context, future river basin projects are expected to be multiple-purpose in scope
and conceived as parts of larger plans.

As shown in the Council’s first National Assessment, just published, the need
for river basin projects to provide water for domestic, industrial, and power
purposes is growing continually. In addition, the Nation’s awareness of the
quality of its environment indicates continued interest in river basin projects
for water quality, outdoor recreation, and fish and wildlife habitat. On the other
hand, projects for agricultural water and related land use, and for navigation,
are not pressing from a National viewpoint because of economically competitive
alternatives; nevertheless, there will be continued need for projects of these
types to meet the needs for specific regions.

Question 2. In broad terms can you trace the volume of annual capital outlays
for river basin projects for the years since 1960 and future years through 1975?

Answer. The Water Resources Council does not have overall figures on his-
torical or projected capital investments in river basin projects between 1960 and
1975. The Council’s first National Assessment contains some partial estimates for
particular water uses or control functions. In its next Assessment, the Council
hopes to present better information on this subject. The Council’s regional frame-
work studies are attempting to provide regional data on future investment re-
quirements for water and related land resources development. At present, these
studies are under way in 11 of the 20 major water resource regions of the Nation.
The first such study is scheduled to be completed this year and the entire program
is scheduled to be finished in 1973, given adequate funding.

Question 3. I understand that your Department recently issued a comprehensive
study on the Nation’s waste treatment facility needs, would you summarize
its findings?

Answer. FWPCA’s first study of national requirements and costs (The Cost
of Clean Water, Vol. I, Summary Report) * indicates that it will require approxi-
mately $26 to $29 billion over the next five years to meet the State water quality
standards set under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. This total cost esti-
mate requires considerable qualification. First, only a fraction of the stream
standards had been approved when the study was made and we, therefore, had
to assume treatment levels which the eventual standards would require. Second.
we did not have at that time up-to-date inventories of existing municipal treat-
ment facilities and still have no inventory of existing industrial waste treatment
and cooling facilities. Finally, the $26 to $29 billion figure does not include
the cost of controlling stormwater overflows from combined sewers, the cost of
land, or the potentially tremendous costs which could be required to control
the pollutional effect of such diverse sources as sedimentation and erosion of land,
nutrient enrichment of lakes and streams, mine drainage, and others.

s«The Cost of Clean Water”, vol. I, Summary Report, Jan. 10, 1968, U.S. Department
of Interior, Federal Water Pollution Administration. Copy retained in files of Subcom-
mittee on Economic Progress, Joint Economic Committee.
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Briefly, the required total 1969-1973 cash outlays shown by this first study in-
clude about $8.7 billion for building municipal treatment plants and about $6.7
billion for constructing sanitary sewers. It also includes estimated outlays rang-
ing from $2.9 to $5.1 billion for industrial treatment and cooling equipment
likely to involve expenditures at a level somewhere below $2.0 billion. The cost
of operating and maintaining these facilities is expected to range from $5.8 bil-
lion to $6.2 billion—hence, a total estimate ranging from $26 billion to $29 bil-
lion. These cost estimates, although the most comprehensive available to date
are highly tentative. FWPCA will revise and refine the as new information be-
comes available. An updated version of the study will be forthcoming in January
1969.

Question 4. How successful have the nation’s municipalities been in separating
storm sewer systems from sanitary sewers? What are the prospects for further
efforts in this area?

Answer. Municipalities have not greatly accelerated efforts to separate storm
sewers from sanitary sewers. The high cost of sewer separation is a major deter-
rent to implementation of such action at the local level. The report “Problems
of Combined Sewer Facilities and Overflows, 1967” * prepared by the American
Public Works Association, indicates that national costs of separation, including
necessary plumbing changes on private property, would cost approximately $48
billion. The Association also estimated that utilization of alternative correc-
tive measures may result in a reduction in cost to about $15 billion.

Examples of estimated separation costs for specific metropolitan areas are:
Chicago—3$3.3 billion; Cleveland—3$278 million; Boston—$550 million and San
Francisco—$1.4 billion.

Congressional recognition of the magnitude of the problem resulted in the
enactment of the Water Quality Act of 1965 and the Clean Water Restoration
Act of 1966 which amended the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to au-
thorize demonstration grant and contract programs in several technical areas.
Section 6(a) (1) authorizes the Secretary *. .. to make grants to any State,
municipality, or intermunicipal or interstate agency for the purpose of (1)
assisting in the development of any project which will demonstrate a new or
improved method of controlling the discharge into any waters of untreated
or inadequately treated sewage or other wastes from sewers which carry storm
water or both storm water and sewage cr other wastes . . . .”

The Federal Water Pollution Control Administration, as a part of its research
and development programs, has implemented a grant and contract program to
carry out the provisions of Section 6(a) (1) which was started early in 1966.
Up to the present time (December 12, 1968), sixty-one grant and contract proj-
ects have been initiated to find, develop, and demonstrate control and/or treat-
ment methods which may be used by municipalities as alternatives to sewer sepa-
ration. Twenty-four of the projects are demonstration grants to municipalities
involving $45.2 million in total project costs and supported with $15.8 million
in Federal grants. Total estimated costs for the sixty-one projects amount to
$53.4 million. Total grant and contract support is $24.0 million.

Construction has been completed or is nearing completion on several major
municipal projects, which are now entering the evaluation phase. Evaluation
for each project will continue for a one-year period in most instances to gain
enough operating experience and data to support conclusions relating to the
applicability of the method demonstrated. The first grant evaluations will be
available beginning about July 1969.

While it is too early to pass judgment or reach conclusions on any alternative
control or treatment method, there are indications that methods will be available
within the next few years that can be applied by municipalities to correct com-
bined sewer overflow problems at a cost less than that of sewer separation.

Question 5. Can the types of water and sewer facilities that receive Federal
aid under programs administered by your department be financed on a self sus-
taining basis? That is. are they amenable to user charges in sufficient amounts to
support long-term bond issue financing.

Answer. An unqualified answer cannot be given to this question; however,
limited and somewhat old data indicate that the charge method is a feasible
means of finance and offers excellent prospects for more widespread application.

*“Problems of Combined Sewer Facllities and Overflows 1967", U.S. Department of the
Interior, Federal Water Pollution Control Administration. Copy in subcommittee files.
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Although user charges are in relatively common use, it is relevant to look at
the extent to which they are used to finance sewerage works presently, as com-
pared to costs which must be borne by general sources of revenue. There are
indications that service charges are utilized primarily to cover operation and
maintenance costs of the system, and that other means of financing capital ex-
penditures are utilized, although these other methods cannot currently be
quantified. City Government Finances in 1964-65, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
indicates the following for the 48 largest cities:

1960 POPULATION

Over 500,000 to 300,000 to

Total 1,000,000 1,000,000 500,000

Revenues 110.3 40.0 43.7 26.2
Total expenditures._ 344.6 128.3 121.6 94.8
Other than capital outlay____ 144, 4 36.0 46.4 321

Similar figures on state and local finances from Government Finances, U.S.
Bureau of the Census indicates:
State and local per capita revenues from sewerage:

106465 o ——m—mmmmm———m———mmmm—— e m oo $2. 68
196566 e mm e ——c——mmmm—m—mm—m—mmmm—mm— e ———— == - 2.92

State and local per capita expenditures on sewerage for 1964-65 were $8.09,
of which $5.71 was for capital outlay and $2.38 for other; in 1965-66 it was $8.71,
of which $6.13 was for capital outlay and $2.57 for other expenses.

It should be noted that all of the revenues designated as sewerage revenues in
these reports do not necessarily derive from user charges but may arise from
special assessment and other sources.

More specific data yields the following results:

Analysis of eight systems in Pennsylvania for one year indicates that all were
operating at a surplus ranging from about 509 over total expenses to about
0.6% including annual state operation and maintenance subsidies of from $10,000
to $642. All facilities were financed with revenue bonds. Massachusetts communi-
ties having user charges cover operation and maintenance costs only, using gen-
eral taxes to cover capital costs except for laterals which are financed through
gpecial assessments.

A 1953 American Public Works Association Study undertook a detailed analysis
of the costs and revenues of 28 cities employing user charges. Charges were ade-
guate to finance all costs in about 70 percent of the cases. The remaining cities
could finance about 60 to 90 percent of total costs through revenues. A survey of
other reporting cities indicated the use of electric utility revenues to finance
sewage works; tobacco tax revenues and water utility revenues were also used.
In one case, excess revenues from the sewerage system were used to finance
schools.

In a 1961 survey by the Municipal Finance Officers Association, respondents
were asked the extent to which the jurisdiction considered to be self-supporting,
with the following response:

! Number Percent

Percent self-supporting of units of units

100 or more 116 74
75t099____ 16 10
50to74.__. 17 10
24t049.___ R 3 2
Under 25 _...... 6 4
Total reporting oo oo e o e acactieimeeeocemeeccccaseseeameananoeoe 158 100

The report further points out that looking at the entire 337 local governments
responding to the questionnaire, it appears that only 120, or 14, definitely re-
ported that they were fully self-supporting for all sewer services. The author of
the report indicated that he has reason to doubt that a full accounting would
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support even this level of self-financing when the costs of storm water operations
are considered. Approximately 339 of 207 governmental units reporting on debt
said all outstanding sewer debt was self-supporting and about 289, reported none
of the debt to be self-supporting the remainder either having no debt or being
partially self-supporting.

Current charges in St. Louis are $9.00 per year per single family residence
plus 16 cents per $100 of assessed valuation, the former being utilized to pay
opefation and maintenance and certain pay-as-you-go costs of system expansion
and the latter ad valorum tax to retire a $70 million general obligation issue.
It is estimated that to put the system on a completely pay-as-you-go basis would
require charges of $5 per month for residential consumers with a corresponding
charge for industry based on size and need. This amount would pay operation
and maintenance on the present system, treatment plant operation and leave a
balance of $25 million for new facilities, primarily those associated with their
storm water program.

Thus, although a complete analysis is not possible with existing data, it appears
that total costs are not now being covered in the aggregate or in a relatively
large percentage of systems; where revenue bond financing is practiced it appears
that charges more closely approximate actual total costs. However, the extent
to which all costs including debt liguidation are self-supporting is sufficient to
show that the charge system is a feasible method of finance and offers excellent
prospects for expansion.

Current practice in the best cases base costs upon the total cost of debt service,
operating, and maintenance costs and regular capital expenditures for expansion
of service minus grants received from Federal and other sources. Thus, no matter
what modification of charges might be necessary to finance the systems completely
from a local point of view, almost all systems will need to revise rates upwards
if the Federal and other grants are not deducted from total cost in establishing
rates. The extent of upward adjustment is not predictable and will vary consider-
ably among systems.

Current data on the types of governmental units providing sewerage service
are not available nor are charge, revenue, and expenditure data. It is not known
for example how charges levied against municipalities which are provided service
through multi-municipal authorities are passed on to the user of the service;
how revenue bond financing impacts the level of charge and self-supporting fea-
tures of the system; nor can the level of charge necessary to put the system on a
self-supporting basis be determined presently.

While the user charge, however, is an effective means of financing offering
considerable promise for expanded use, its potential for being the sole financing
source for waste facilities must be considered in relation to the massive demands
for expenditures for all purposes which confront municipal governments. Ability
to finance can only be considered in this larger context.

The FWPCA is currently sponsoring a comprehensive survey of user charges
and the revenue relationships being undertaken by the International City Man-
agers Association to provide more up to date information in this area. The results
and hopefully some firmer conclusions will be possible during the first half of 1969.
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Question 6. Your department prepared a very interesting chapter on State and
Y¥ederal outdoor recreation facilities. Can you assess for the Committee how well
we are doing in meeting the projected needs and capital outlays for outdoor
recreation?

Answer. Please see attached table.

REVISED ESTIMATED ANNUAL EXPENDITURES FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION ON FEDERAL AND STATE LANDS
1966-69 1

[tn millions of dolars]

1966 1967 1968 1969

Federal:
Land and water conservation fund 2. 38.3 35.9 48.8 97.7
Other, appropriations, taxes (O] ®) 4655.5 1641.4
Total, Federal .o e 704.3 739.1

State:

Land and water conservation fund 2 82.3 56.5 61.5 45.0
Other, appropriations, taxes 327.0 347.0 367.0 387.0
Total, State__......__.... 409.3 403.5 428.5 432.0
Total, Federal and State._ . . ..ot et aeeeeen 1,132.8 L171.1

! For comparison with estimates shown in table 3, p. 531—“'State and Local Public Facility Needs and Financing’’
vol. 1, D ber 1966, Joint Ec ic Commitiee Report.

3 Funds available for obligation. i

3 Data comparable to 1968 and 1969 not available.

4 Appropriations, as compiled by B.O.R.

Question 7. Has the rising trend of interest rates in the tax exempt municipal
securities market caused any reduction in borrowing by State and local govern-
ments for needed water and sewer facilities, river basin projects and State out-
door recreation facilities? Explain.

Answer. 1t is difficult to assess with any degree of reliability, the direct impact
of interest rates on particular classes of investments. As factors such as interest
rates change, bond financing patterns reflect many adjustments in local govern-
ments’ current financing picture.

The most recent study of the impact of Federal Reserve monetary policy, which
has a decided impact upon borrowing rates was reported in “Monetary Restraint
and Borrowing and Capital Spending by Large State and Local Governments in
1966,” (Federal Reserve Bulletin July, 1968). It concluded that:

“Most of the governments surveyed were able to proceed with their spending
plans by falling back on liquid asset holdings or by borrowing short-term or be-
cause they routinely borrowed well in advance of actual cash needs. But 1966 fol-
lowed several years of relatively placid conditions in the capital markets, which
afforded State and local governments ample opportunities to build cushions of
liquidity. The financial flexibility displayed in 1966, which insulated most spend-
ing from interruptions in borrowing plans, might well be lessened over a sustained
period of credit restraint.”

In terms of interest rate impacts, specifically, the report indicated several ways
in which governments might adjust:

(1) increasing tax rates;

(2) shift from long-term to short-term borrowing;

(3) reduce current expenditures, capital outlays or new outlay commit-
ments or draw down liquid assets;

(4) seek and obtain intergovernmental loans;

(5) those borrowing in advance could delay borrowing to a date imme-
diately prior to cash disbursements.
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The data obtained from their survey (987 respondents) indicates that about
59% had intended to borrow but did not for all reasons. In terms of postpone-
ments in utilities investments, about 529 of utilities issues abandoned in 1966
were attributed to high interest rates or 11% of total planned borrowing for all
purposes was abandoned in the utilities field in toto. High interest rates appeared
dominant in causing borrowing abandonments. Thus, the report states, . . . the
probable duration of these interruptions to borrowing plans is of special interest.”
Based on auxiliary data sources, the study implies that most (849%) of “aban-
doned” issues were actually postponed until such time or with the expectation
that more favorable bonding conditions would develop. And a great majority of
governments experiencing a reduction or abandonment in borrowing went ahead
with capital outlays in 1966 despite financial difficulties primarily by substituting
short-term for long-term borrowing and by drawing upon liquid assets.

FWPCA data related specifically to sewage treatment plant bond issues and
contract awards indicated no significant change related to higher interest rates
although such figures for sewer construction were not (as has been the case
for several years) at the level which appears to be an adequate investment rate.
Thus, slack may be taken up in sewer borrowing in order to finance Federally
supported treatment plants; however, this is merely speculation. In fact, water
and sewer bond sales for 1967 were $242 million over 1966, the highest over year
increase recorded despite increases in the interest rate.

On balance, it appears that gross borrowing by State and local government
units was reduced by monetary policy (rising interest rates) but the impact on
capital spending was small during 1966 because of alternative financing means.
In particular expenditures and bonding in the sewage treatment areas have not
been noticeably reduced. However, continued credit tightness may have a cumu-
lative impact on the observed financial flexibility. In any case, other factors be-
sides interest rates affect the rate of borrowing such as the need for compliance
with water quality standards, increasing stringency of State regulatory agencies
and general public support as well as needed investment in all areas of public
goods and services and relative priorities placed upon these by the local
community.

In summary, there are no noticeable effects on sewage treatment borrowing
and expenditures. The net decrease for all purposes may be due to shifts or de-
ferments from other capital investment areas and the impact may be more pro-
nounced in the future with a continuance of high interest rates.

FWPCA data relate only to water and sewer bond sales so we are unable to
comment explicitly on river basin projects and State outdoor recreation facilities.
It would be expected, however, that the general patterns developed in the Federal
Reserve Bank Study would apply in these areas.

O



