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SUBURBAN LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

TUESDAY, JUNE 1, 1965

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION AND CREDIT

OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICITIMURE,
ashington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pusuant to notice, at 2 p.m., in room 1301,
Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D.C., Hon. W. R.
Poage (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Poage, Cooley, Gathings, Stubblefield,

Greigg, Callan
' 
Teague of California, and Dole.

Also present: Christine S. Gallagher, clerk; Hyde H. Murray, as-
sistant clerk; and John J. Heimburger, general counsel.
Mr. POAGE. The subcommittee will please come to order.
The committee has met this afternoon for the purpose of hearing

testimony on those sections of the agricultural bill that relate to
H.R. 7500, a bill introduced by the chairman of this subcommittee to
provide for the establishment, ownership, operation, and regulation
of the retirement of lands adjacent to large cities through the instru-
mentality of a private corporation organized for profit. It is the
belief of the Chair that we can remove some land—possibly on the
order of 4 or 5 million acres of cropland—several years earlier than
it would otherwise be removed and that we can do it without any cost
to the taxpayers of the United States and with a possible profit to the
taxpayers and the investors in the corporation. On that basis I pre-
sented H.R. 7500 which has been discussed in a number of hearings in
the past. There have been estimations of the effect of the bill and
there have been expressions as to how it would be of benefit to our
urban communities as well as how it would benefit agriculture by
adding to the amount of retired land. It seems to the chairman of
the subcommittee that everybody who has any kind of views on this
matter should have an opportunity to be heard and for that purpose
we are holding this meeting this afternoon. We have not been pre-
sented with any list of witnesses. I asked the clerk to notify everyone
who expressed any interest in this bill. I do not know who is present
this afternoon who would like to be heard, but if there is anyone here
who wants to be heard we will be glad to hear you. We will make
the bill a part of the record at this point.

1



2 SUBURBAN LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

(H.R. 7500 by Mr. Poa,ge follows:)

[H.R. 7500, 89th Cong., 1st seas.]

A BILL To provide for the establishment, ownership, operation, and regulation of the
United States Agricultural Land Development Corporation, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—SHORT TITLE, DECLARATION OF POLICY AND DEFINITIONS

SHORT TITLE

SEC. 101. This Act may be cited as the United States Agricultural Land De-
velopment Corporation Act.

DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PURPOSE

SEC. 102. The Congress hereby declares that it is the policy of the United States
to promote the more orderly marketing of agricultural commodities in interstate
commerce by providing for the orderly changes in the use of land adjacent to
large urban centers from agricultural uses to a proper urban use through the

creation of a corporation which will purchase available land located within a six-
mile radius of the limits of urban centers under certain conditions.

DEFINITIONS

SEC. 103. "Urban center" as used in this Act is any municipality or incorpo-
rated or unincorporated city or borough or any county organized as a munici-
pality with a population at any given time of one hundred thousand or more
persons as reflected by the latest United States Census.

SEC. 104. "Farm" as used in this Act is any agricultural operation which de-
votes a primary portion of its land to the cultivation of crops.

TITLE II—CREATION OF THE UNITED 'STATES AGRICULTURAL LAND

DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

SEC. 201. There is hereby authorized to be created a corporation for profit, to
be known ,as the United States Agricultural Land Development Corporation,
which will not be an agency Or establishment of the United States Government.
All corporate property shall be subject to all taxes, including local taxes. The
corporation shall be subject to the provisions of this Act and, to the extent con-
sistent with this Act, to the District of Columbia Business Corporation Act.
The right to repeal, alter or amend this Act at any time is expressly reserved.

PROCESS OF ORGANIZATION

SEC. 202. The President of the United States shall designate incorporators, one
of which shall be the Secretary of Agriculture, who shall arrange for an initial
stock offering and take whatever other actions are necessary to establish the cor-
poration, including the filing of articles of incorporation which shall thereafter
be amended only upon the initiation by or on the approval of the President.

DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS

SEC. 203. (a) The corporation shall have a board of directors of not less than
ten nor more than fourteen, with the Secretary of Agriculture with the power

to vote as a board member, serving as Chairman of the Board but not included
in the total board membership. One-half of the board shall be appointed by the

President, and the other half shall be elected annually by the stcokholders other

than the United States Government.
(b) The Corporation shall have a president, and such other officers as may

be named and appointed by the board, at rates of compensation fixed by the
board and serving at the pleasure of the board. No officer of the Corporation
shall receive any salary from any source other than the corporation during
the period of his employment by the Corporation.
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SEC. 204. (a) The Corporation is authorized to issue $200,000,000 worth of capi-
tal stock, which shall carry voting rights and be eligible for dividends. Fifty
per centum of the shares shall be issued to the Government of the United States,
and 50 per centum shall be offered to the public. There is hereby authorized
to be appropriated $100,000,000 from any unappropriated funds in the United
States Treasury which the United States shall invest in the capital stock of
the Corporation in return for the issuance of 50 per centum of the initial stock
offering. The United States Government shall be issued 50 percentum of any
subsequent stock issue, which it shall purchase for such purpose with funds ap-
propriated from the unappopriated funds in the Treasury of the United States.
The public shares offered under this subsection may be issued to and held by
any person.
(b) The Corporation is authorized to issue, in addition to the stock authorized

by subsection (a) of this section, nonvoting securities, bonds, debentures. and
other certificates of indebtedness as it may determine.

TITLE III

SEC. 301. The Corporation is authorized to buy any farm offered for sale within
an area adjacent to urban areas of not less than one hundred thousand popula-
tion. This land shall be appraised as to its then market value before purchase

• and the Corporation shall make a standing offer to the owner of such appraised
value but in no case more than the appraised value for the land.

,SEC. 302. The Corporation shall purchase no land closer than one mile from• the
outer limits of an urban area nor shall it purchase land more than six miles from
said urban area.

SEC. 303. The Corporation may devote its land to any legal use directed by the
Corporation, except the cultivation of crops determined to be in surplus by the
Secretary of Agriculture. The Corporation shall not transfer acreage allotments,
base acreages or sugar proportionate shares established under Federal law at-
tached to land purchased by it to other land not owned by it nor shall it contract
with the Secretary of Agriculture to divert its owned cropland from agricultural
uses.

SEC. 304. The Corporation shall offer for sale any land, or interest therein, held
by it whenever due to the movement of the limits of an urban area such land
shall fall within an area no more than one mile from the limits of said urban area,
excepting land required for public purposes: Provided, That the Corporation may
sell land for private development in accordance with a designated plan. Such
land, or interest therein, shall be appraised by qualified independent appraisers
employed by the Corporation for such purpose as to its market value at the time
it is offered for sale and such land, or interest therein, shall not be sold at a• price
less than its appraised market value unless it is held for as much as three years
from date of the first offer without finding a buyer. Said cost of appraisal may
at the discretion of the Corporation be charged to the party requesting such ap-
praisal. In that event, said land, or interest therein, may be offered at public
auction, and if held for as long as five years, it shall be so offered. In either event,
such land or interest therein shall when offered be sold to the highest bidder on
such terms as the Board of Directors may have previously prescribed.

SEC. 305. The Corporation shall sell land, or interests therein, to a governmental
organization at any time at cost plus carrying charges if it is shown that such
land, or interest therein, will be dedicated to a public purpose.

SEC. 306. The Corporation is authorized, at any time, to dedicate to a govern-
mental organization any of its lands located in areas designated in section 302,
which have low potentials for development but are valuable for open-space uses,
such as steep slopes, swamps and marshes, wet lands, flood plains, and similar
lands.

SEC. 307. The Corporation shall cooperate with the planning and/or zoning
agencies of the proximate urban areas in order to achieve the best possible urban
use of said land.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Reuben Johnson of the National Farmers Union
is present, I see, and we will be glad to hear from you now, Mr.
Johnson.

•



4 SUBURBAN LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA-
TIVE, THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
our interest in the program to provide for an orderly transition
in the use of land around large cities dates back a number of years.
I recall that around this committee there has been discussion of a
proposal such as you have introduced, H.R. 7500 on a number of
occasions.
We, in the National Farmers Union, because of our longtime

interest in the program, and along the lines spelled out in your bill
were one of the early supporters, acknowledging our support in the
Farmers Union News Letter of some short time after the introduction
of the bill which you presented to the Congress on April 14, 1965.
I would like to say that we view this as a very worthwhile pro-

gram, especially to officials responsible for planning at the local gov-
ernmental level, both in city governments as well as county govern-
ments.
The farmers in many cases have not been treated fairly in the sale

of their lands. And under this program at least they have another
alternative in selling their lands that they may have around the cities
of 100,000 or more in population, I believe, as the bill calls for.
I hope that your bill does not escape the attention of the city

representatives in Congress who, also, share the frustrating problems
of long-range planniner

''' 
and land utilization in the areas that they

represent. &'And in the future our cities are going to continue to
expand. Modern transportation systems will provide the opportunity
for people to live farther away from the heart of cities. We have
already sepn this development right here in the Nation's Capital.
I would like to heartily endorse the proposal in principle, and to

present it as a benefit to taking farmland out of production, but,
probably more importantly to enable the city and county govern-
ments in these areas which would be affected under this bill to plan
a long pull program for the development of park areas and other
nonprofit uses, including schoolgrounds and various other purposes
that represent nonproeuse.
As I understand the terms of the bill they would provide these

local governmental officials with the first call on the land held by
the Corporation.
Mr. PoAGE. That is right. The bill provides that the Corporation

would be required to sell it to the city should the land be needed for
a public use and to sell it at the actual cost for the land plus carrying
costs. That means that if this Corporation had acquired a farm
that seemed to be needed for a park, for a school building, or for
any other municipal need, that rather than having to pay a profit for
the property the city would have the opportunity to acquire title
from the Corporation simply by paying the original acquisition price
plus such taxes and interest as the corporation had incurred over the
years. I think it would result in a rather substantial saving to the
cities in securing a good deal of the land that they need and at the
same time it would result in no loss to the affected Corporation,
because the Corporation would be made whole for its costs, where the
municipality would take the land for public purposes.
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Mr. JoHNsoN. I understand that it provides, too, for one-half
 of

the board of directors to be appointed by the President.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct.
Mr. JOHNSON. And that the other half of the board of direct

ors

would be elected by nongovernmental stockholders.
Mr. POAGE. It provides that, too. One-half of the stock shall be

sold to private investors, and one-half of the stocks shall be sold 
to

the Government. The U.S. Government will have one-half of the

board of directors, and it has a specific provision in the bill that the

Secretary of Agriculture shall be chairman of the board of directors.

Mr. JOHNSON. As I have said, Mr. Chairman, we hope that the

merits of this bill in terms of the long-range planning aspect will not

escape the attention of some of the city Members of the Congress who

share with their city officials some of the frustrations of making the

best use of the land in terms of open areas that would be needed.
I would again say that I think the bill has some merit in taking

agricultural land out of production, but, again, I want to say this in

terms of the worthiness of the bill you have introduced. I have

checked recently with a number of the board of directors of the Na-

tional Farmers Union, and I find that they like your prescribed limits

within which the areas of land would be purchased. I can say to you
that this might come under further review of the committee. As long

as the land is adjacent to a city area and is potentially a part of a city,
we feel that the program would be effective.
Mr. POAGE. Thank you, Mr. Johnson. I appreciate those comments.

I, too, thought that the emphasis would be placed on this aspect of the

bill, on the part of people who want to retire land, that they would like

to see as much of the land retired as possible. Of course, we could

retire more land by putting more money on this program. We could

make these limits broader. We could include smaller cities. We

would then take more land out. Obviously, that would be true, but it

would involve more money and it would involve a more ambitious

program.
I know that some who say that we ought not to hold up a good

thing because it runs into a lot of money. I have always been one
of those who thought that we ought to put the horse before the cart. I

envision that this program will be increased and that it will be enlarged

and that if it attains my high expectations that the Congress will want

to expand it. There is always opportunity to do that. I felt that we

should start on a rather small scale, rather than on a larger and more
ambitious type of program. That is the reason that we have the
limits which we have in the bill, in trying to confine it to cities of
100,000 or over. Of course, if you had cities of 10,000 you would take
in many times more land.
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I think that the provision that makes

this applicable to cities of 100,000 and over is very appropriate as a
provision.
I would like to say, also. I do not think there are many among our

city friends in Congress who feel that this would in any way enhance
an industry which may be moving out of one area into some other
area, but in order to clear up any misunderstanding that may exist
about. this, I would like to ask you whether or not you feel that this

51-694-65----2



6 SUBURBAN LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

bill in any way would speed up the movement of industry out of its
traditional areas into new areas ?
Mr. POAGE. I cannot see how it would in any wise influence the

movement of any industry, one way or the other, because this corpora-
tion is going to sell this land to the highest bidder. It is not going
to be giving land away to anybody except for municipal purposes.
There is no way whereby this corporation could be giving anybody
anything to secure a tract for a so-called runaway industry from one
of the older industrial areas into one of these areas.
I know the complaint that has been made about communities or

States encouraging industry to move into their cities or States. Of
course, this does not stop that practice, but neither does it give the
land away. There are States right now and there are cities right now
that will give a site to any industry that will come there.
Mr. JOHNSON. That means that it will not only find the land, but

that it will donate the land.
Mr. POAGE. That is correct. I have cities in my district right now

that if an industry wants to come there they will give them a site.
That is true pretty well all over the country. There are many cities
that will do that. This does not provide any means whereby they
would be given the land, because the corporation is not empowered
to give anybody a site. The corporation has land that it has paid
for and on which it must make a profit. This is a profitmaking cor-
poration. This is not a charitable institution. This is not a non-
profit institution. This is a profitmaking corporation, and it is not
giving anything to anybody. We thought that it could not be done
that way, and that is the reason we put this provision in here that they
would not make a profit off of the cities for municipal uses. The pro-
vision that they must sell the land at the actual cost where it is needed
for municipa,1 public purposes does not apply to private uses. This
bill does not say that they can give it to the city to put some private
business on—it is only for public purposes. So, as I see it under this
bill, there is no way whereby anybody could get a free industrial site
or get some special advantage. If the industry wants to buy one of
the sites it can buy it, but they would have to pay the appraised value
of the land at the time of the buying. That does not give them
any advantage they do not have today. So it seems to me that any
fear that this bill might encourage the movement of industry is
entirely unwarranted.
Mr. JOHNSON. That is my view, Mr. Chairman. I do not think

that it really affects this problem either one way or another. It
neither encourages nor does it deter it.
Mr. POAGE. It does not prevent any city that wants to give a site

from doing so. They are doing it now.
Mr. JOHNSON. Right.
Mr. POAGE. It does not prohibit it. I do not think that we have any

authority to prohibit it. In taking land out of cultivation rather
than imposing a burden on the taxpayers, we would provide some
small profit for the United States of America and for some American
citizens who want to retire their land and those who want to engage
in this kind of business, and that is a pretty good thing when you can
make a profit for the Government and give your citizens an oppor-
tunity to get into a profitmaking industry.
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Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I think all of us are aware that some
of the biggest fortunes being made in the country today are being
made in speculating on land around these large cities. I do not see
anything wrong in having a program like this to provide that the
Government would be able to accrue some of these profits.
There is one other point that I would like to state here and, that is,

that no farmer, as I understand the provisions of this bill, is required to
sell to this corporation. There is no element of eminent domain. It
is purely voluntarily on the part of the seller as to whether or not
he would be willing to sell to this corporation on the basis of the
appraisal made of this land, is that correct?
Mr. POAGE. That is absolutely correct. The corporation is a private

corporation with no power of eminent domain whatsoever. There is
no compulsion on the part of anybody to sell to the corporation.
There is merely the opportunity to sell if they want to do so. They
can even get an appraisal of their land and if they do not like the
appraisal that the corporation has presented them with, they do not
have to sell. They can try to peddle the land to somebody else at a
higher price, and then they can go back to the corporation if they
want to do so.
Mr. JOHNSON. It provides, though, just another alternative for a

farmer and in a sense is a service to him, because of the fact that he
can get an appraisal out of this quasi-governmental body as to the
value of his land and in that way it may actually save him from taking
a loss on th sale of the land.
Mr. POAGE. It will clearly give him that opportunity and I favor

that.
Mr. JOHNSON. We hope that the subcommittee, or the committee,

whichever is sitting here today—I am not sure—I guess it is the
subcommittee
Mr. POAGE. This is the Subcommittee on Conservation and Credit.
Mr. JOHNSON (continuing). Will approve this bill. And we

would like to urge that it be made a part of the 1965 farm bill.
Mr. POAGE. Thank you, Mr. Johnson.
Are there any questions of Mr. Johnson?
Mr. TEAGUE of California. If I may go off the record?
Mr. POAGE. Yes.
(Discussion off the record.)
Mr. POAGE. On the record.
Mr. JOHNSON. I would like to say this, if I may. I think that

Congressman Poage is the major architect of this bill. I think that
he deserves credit for it. As to what you would call the proposal I
really do not think that it makes a great deal of difference.
Mr. POAGE. Thank you.
Who else would like to be heard? Mr. Lynn?

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. LYNN, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN

FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

Mr. LYNN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we
come with more questions than we do with answers in regard to this
legislation. We were hoping that the administration would be the
first witness, so that we could see what they had to say.
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Mr. POAGE. So did I, but I do not see any signs of the adminis-
tration.
Mr. LYNN. We would like to see the report on the bill.
If we understand correctly, this is to replace the title that was

in the omnibus farm bill headed "Cropland Adjustment" or "Cropland
Retirement."
Mr. POAGE. Not necessarily, Mr. Lynn. This is entirely a separate

piece of legislation which was introduced without regard to any other
legislation, but it would be my hope, at least, that the subcommittee
would place it in the general bill along with whatever else they might
see fit to place in the bill. I do not think that this is necessarily
an excuse for everything else. It would stand by itself, it would
stand with any other program that you might put it with.
Mr. LYNN. We would hope that the committee would still give

consideration to our cropland retirement bill.
Mr. POAGE. You are talking about longtime retirement?
Mr. LYNN. This is right.
Mr. POAGE. Of feed grains and wheat?
Mr. LYNN. This is right, and other cropland.
Mr. POAGE. I am sure that the committee is ailing consideration

to that. I do not think that either one excludes the other.
Mr. LYNN. But we would hope that the consideration of H.R. 7500

would be separate from the farm bill, because this has many more
implications than just agriculture. We do not have a position spe-
cifically on H.R. 7500. Our board will be in session next week. We
hope to discuss this at that time but after a brief review we have
many misgivings about the U.S. Agricultural Land Development
Corp. We wonder if from an agricultural standpoint as it relates to
dealing with surplus whether it will amount to a great deal. It has
been my observation that around the larger towns and the cities they
are producing by-and-large crops that are not in surplus, but that they
are devoted to vegetables and fruits and dairy farms, et cetera. And
our surplu§es are in cotton and wheat and feed grains. It seems to me
that this would not do very much to get at surplus problems.
So let me say that we have many questions about this legislation

and doubt if it is necessary—I know this is not the time to ask ques-
tions but we have many.
Mr. POAGE. Yes;  this is the appropriate time to do it, because, prob-

ably, there will not be any other time to do it.
Mr. LYNN. But we would hope that you would adopt our cropland

retirement program. This legislation should be considered separately.
May I ask, sir, what would be the situation with regard to operating

capital for the maintenance of this land? As I see it, there is no
provision in here for this. Would it be up to the board—where would
they get that money until they had made a sale?
Mr. POAGE. The board will have, presumably, $200 million from

the sale of stock, $100 million from the U.S. Government, and $100
million otherwise. That is the capital that will be available for any
lawful purpose for this corporation.
Mr. LYNN. That it could be used, for example, for reforestation, in

this area?



SUBURBAN LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 9

Mr. POAGE. Although I would feel that it would not be used for
that, it might be. I can conceive that it might be for that. Reforesta-
tion would be a perfectly legitimate purpose, however.
Mr. LYNN. I was thinking in terms of the beautiful parks, like

Rock Creek Park.
Let me just say, Mr. Chairman, that we cannot support the bill in

its present form. It is not a substitute for a true land retirement
program. However we would like to take this up with our policy-
making people and if we have an opportunity we will file additional
information that relates specifically to this question.
Mr. POAGE. Thank you. We will be glad to have you do so.
Are there any questions?
We next have Mr. O'Rourke.
Mr. O'ROURKE. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Patrick Healy, executive direc-

tor of the National League of Cities and the National Association of
Counties, will testify on our behalf.
Mr. POAGE. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Healy.

STATEMENT OF PATRICK HEALY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL
LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
COUNTIES; ACCOMPANIED BY I. KINNEY O'ROURKE, GENERAL
COUNSEL

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subconunittee on
Conservation and Credit, I am Patrick Healy, executive director of
the National League of Cities (formerly the American Mimicipal
Association) , an organization representing over 13,000 cities and
towns of all sizes throughout the United States. I appear here today
on behalf of the National League of Cities and the National AsSocia-
tion of Counties to comment on H.R. 7500, by Congressman Powye,
which provides for the establishment, ownership, and operation of the
U.S. Agricultural Land Development Corporation.
The interest of the many large and small cities we represent and

the interest of the Nation's counties in this legislation is quite apparent,
since its purpose is to promote more orderly changes in the use of agri-
cultural land adjacent to large urban centers. Municipal and county
officials are concerned about this transition because the Nation is only
at the threshold of it. Millions of people have moved to the city from
rural areas during the past 30 years, until almost 70 percent of our
population now lives in urban areas. Millions more will move to the
city to live and work during the next 10 years, and the urban popula-
tion of tomorrow will be mushroomed by millions more as a result of
the population explosion. We expect over 80 percent of the people in
the United States to, be, living in urban areas by 1980. Many of then
people will live in areas which have not been subjected to urban de-
velopment as yet. As a result, H.R. 7500, providing for the creation
of a, corporation owned in part by the Federal Government, and. 41
part by private interests which will buy and hold land for sale to
promote orderly urban development, has captured our interest.
The National League of Cities and the National Association of

Counties applaud Congressman Poage for drafting this legislation and
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congratulate you as members of this sdbcommittee, for conducting
hearmgs on it. 

you,
of the mayors and county officials of this country

have been concerned with what NLC and NACO have jointly termed
substandard urban expansion, defined as urban growth characterized
by a lack of comprehensive planning and minimal public facilities.
Such urban growth typically occurs in rural areas which are close but
not adjacent to urban areas. Almost all of this substandard urban
expansion is now occurring in the approximately 220 standard metro-
politan statistical areas, as defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
although it has occurred and will continue to occur adjacent to many
of our country's smaller, rural cities and towns.
The causes of substandard urban expansion would take pages to

relate and document fully, but the following list provides an
indication:

First, States have generally failed to provide for logical urban
growth by allowing the formation of single purpose units a local, gov-
ernment with power to provide municipal services, such as water and
sanitation, without requiring the installation of facilities in con-
formity with areawide plans and standards.

Second, similarly, the States have failed to allow municipalities to

6xpand their boundaries to serve growth areas. Broad annexation

powers would allow municipalities to prevent substandard urban ex-

pansion before it occurs by enabling them to install the facilities and

provide the services to areas of new growth.
Third, the Federal Government, in an effort to bring the qualities of

city life to rural areas, has provided financing for water systems which
are adequate to serve isolated farmhouses, at which, inevitably, end

up serving more extensive residential developments inadequately.

Efforts will be made during this Congress to broaden this authority to

enable the.Department of Agriculture to finance more small water sys-

tems and for begin financing small sewage systems.
Fourth, finally, many municipalities and counties fail to recognize

the need for sound and orderly urban growth, thereby allowing sub-

standard urban development to arise at their doorsteps.
Such municipalities and counties should plan for their growth by

adopting a master plan, zoning resolutions, building codes, and the

like all of which would help insure the sound and orderly develop-

ment of the whole community.
Members of this subcommittee, municipal and county officials are

concerned that new development adjacent and close urban areas, large

and small, is not taking place according to the highest standards of

municipal service. It follows that when below standard public facil-

ities are installed to serve the fringe areas, a municipality or county

will eventually have to reinstall the same facilities according to higher

standards at greatly increased costs—as compared to what high stand-

ard facilities would have cost when the initial development took place.

For this reason
' 

both the National League of Cities and the National

Association of Counties appointed committees 2 years ago to study

this matter and to propose solutions which would require developers

to build housing which is adequately served by water and sewer facil-

ities, is properly planned and zoned, and is developed in such a way

that the residents of the area will enjoy efficient and high-quality

urban services.
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These committees joined to form the Joint Task Force on Sub-
standard Urban Expansion, and this task force formulated a policy
to govern the action of NLC and NACO in combating this low-quality
urban growth. The policy was unanimously adopted by the repre-
sentatives of the 13,000 members of the National League of Cities at
our last annual congress of cities, held in July 1964, in Miami Beach,
Fla. Similarly, this policy was adopted by the National Association
of Counties at their 1964 annual convention. The policy appears on
pages 4 and 5.
I will not take the time to read the whole of this policy statement.

I might point to the 'definition of substandard urban expansion set
forth therein in the second paragraph.
This substandard urban expansion is characterized by: a lack of compre-

hensive planning; minimal public facilities such as the dangerous use of private
water such as septic tanks even in metropolitan situations; minimal, if any,
services in such fields as fire and police protection; marginal and overloaded
schools; inadequate building regulations; insufficient zoning and land use con-
trol; lack of sufficient recreational or cultural facilities; street construction at
minimal rural-road standards where city-street standards are need, and with
no provision for systematic drainage; and, in general, by an almost total dis-
regard for all those requirements of public facilities and services essential to the
urban way of life.

There is a whole lot more than you may like to study at your leisure,
but with your permission I will skip over to 22-3:
Certain Federal programs encourage undesirable sprawl by financing partial

public facilities and urban house which (1) do not take into account population
trends; (2) are not required to meet adequate standards: (3) require or permit
the creation of special districts that bypass general governments; or (4) arenot part of a plan that takes into account how the particular program will affectthe overall growth of the area.

You will note that this policy calls for action at Federal, State, and
local levels of government. H.R. 7500 is a step being taken in the
right direction on the part of this Congress. It constitutes a recogni-
tion that the problem of orderly changes in the use of land from agri-
cultural to urban does exist as a result of the growth or urban areas.
It indicates that such land should be planned for proper uses, andit allows land to be withheld from development until such develop-ment is proper and in the best interest of logical growth in urban areas.
It provides for the installation of public facilities by allowing the
Agricultural Land Development Corporation to sell or dedicate landfor public uses.
However, we would suggest that you consider several amendments

to the act.
First, we suggest that section 103, defining "urban center," be

amended to reflect now widely used definitions of urban areas. Such
definitions can be found in the Bureau of the Census reports on stand-
ard metropolitan statistical areas.
Second, we suggest that the Administrator of the Housing and

Home Finance Agency be one of the incorporators of the Corporation
and serve on the Board of Directors. Since rural land will be pur-
chased by the Corporation to insure its sound transition from agricul-
tural to urban uses, we believe that the urban areas should have at
least one representative on the Board of Directors.
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Third, we suggest that section 304 be amended to require that land

sold by the Corporation be developed in accordance with the planning

and zoning of the adjacent urban center. Furthermore, we strongly

urge that you require the development of land sold by the Corpora-

tion to include the installation of water and sewer facilities designed

to serve dense urban populations adequately. Such standards have

been developed by local, State, and National agencies and can be im-

plemented on an economical basis.
These suggested amendments do not destroy the salutary pur-

poses of this legislation. Instead, they help clairfy its meaning and

will enable the Corporation to fulfill the policy underlying it. Again,

we appreciate the fact that Congressman Poage has recognized the

problems inherent in changing the uses of land from agricultural to

urban, and we thank you for giving me an opportunity to testify be-

fore you this afternoon on behalf of the National League of Cities and

the National Association of Counties.
Mr. POAGE. Thank you for your statement. The policy statement

entitled "Substandard Urban Expansion" will be made a part of the

record at this point.

SUBSTANDARD URBAN EXPANSION

22-1. Extensive substandard urban expansion in suburbs of cities of all sizes

and in otherwise rural areas is creating an unwholesome environmen
t and is

causing a deficit of billions of dollars of unmet public needs because adequa
te

public facilities are not provided. We call on municipalities, counties, State
s,

and the Federal Government to launch a coordinated attack on substandard

urban growth to insure that present and future urban residential, comme
rcial

and industrial development is properly planned and adequately supplied
 with

community facilities and services.
22-2. This substandard urban expansion is characterized by: lack of com-

prehensive planning; minimal public facilities such as the dangerous use 
of

private water sources and septic tanks even in metropolitan situations; 
minimal,

if any, services in such fields as fire and police protection; marginal and 
over-

loaded schools; inadequate building regulation; insufficient zoning and la
nd

use control; lack of sufficient recreational or cultural facilities; street constru
c-

tion at minimal rural-road standards where city-street standards are neede
d,

and with no provision for systematic drainage; and, in general, by an almo
st

total disregard for all those requirements of public facilities and services esse
n-

tial to the urban way of life. The cost of providing adequate public facilities in

such areas is conservatively estimated to be up to $5,000 per house. Experience

proves that "insertion" of public facilities in such unplanned, spread-out, and

inadequately served subdivision, house-and-lot and commercial development will

cost property owners three to five times as much in the long run as develo
pment

properly planned and served from the beginning. Public sewers in planned

subdivisions often cost less than septic tanks. Planned developments require

less acreage and expense for individual residential and commercial lots, a
nd

insure ample parks, playgrounds, schools, streets, and other community facilit
ies

for the use of all. Spread-out, unplanned development requires excessive invest-

ments in more public and private service facilities—more sewer, gas, and 
water

pipes; more electric and telephone lines; more streets, etc. Further, such

"inserted" facilities are usually inferior in comparison with those installed as

initial development occurs in vacant land allowing use of the best planning and

engineering principles.
22-3. Certain Federal programs encourage undesirable sprawl by financing

partial public facilities and urban housing which (1) do not take into account

population trends; (2) are not required to meet adequate standards; (3) require

or permit the creation of special districts that bypass general governments; or

(4) are not part of a plan that takes into account how the particular program

will affect the overall growth of the area. Among Federal agencies involved in

these practices in the fields of public facilities and urban housing are: Farmers

Home Administration, Community Facilities Administration, Federal Housing
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Administration, Veterans' Administration, Area Redevelopment Administration
and its accelerated public works program, the rural areas development program of
the Department of Agriculture, and the General Services Administration's surplus
real property disposal program. Some States have neglected the needs of urban
areas through failure to give adequate powers and financial resources to general
governments to deal with urban growth problems and by encouraging the estab-
lishment of utility or other special districts which frequently are undemocratic
and have no comprehensive responsibility for the whole welfare of the community.

22-4. Other Federal agencies—notably the Advisory Commission on Intergov-
ernmental Relations, the Public Health Service, and some segments of the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency—as well as a few non-Federal agencies such as
this association, the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers, the
National Association of Counties, U.S. Conference of Mayors, and the American
Public Health Association have become increasingly aware of the extent and
seriousness of this problem of substandard sprawl. They have concluded that
the taxpayer is not getting balanced benefits in some of the 43 Federal-aid pro-
grams affecting urban development and that States and local governments of
general responsibility are not meeting these problems head on.

22-5. Corrective measures proposed thus far which we commend include (1)
urging a strengthened Federal administrative organization to coordinate the
many activities of the Federal Government which affect urban development; (2)
urging the several States to assume greater responsibility for sound urban de-
velopment by instituting programs which would substantially supplement Fed-
eral financial and technical assistance to local government faced with burgeoning
sprawl problems; (3) urging the States and the Federal Government to Tosfer
and facilitate metropolitanwide planning for sewer and water service and to
forbid the use of private water supply sources and septic tanks in any suburban
area where public water and sewer systems are feasible including the adoption
of policy governing Federal loan guarantees for urban housing which are con-
sistent with these objectives; (4) revising Federal and State laws which tend to
create or favor single-purpose and other special districts so as to assign the per-
formance of a new public service or the extension of an old one to existing gen-
eral governmental units; (5) providing adequate legal authority in State laws
for central cities to annex and to exercise extraterritorial powers in urbanizing
fringes to permit areawide planning and long-term investments in public facili-
ties essential to serve a growing urban community; (6) requiring all special
districts to report to and submit certified audits to designated State agencies so
that the public accountability of these entities may be substantially upgraded;
(7) promoting functional and comprehensive planning as an integral part of any
and all Federal aid programs, and (8) encouraging economical and efficient de-
velopment of public facilities by removing population limitations on public facility
loans of the Community Facilities Administration, on planning assistance grants,
and on sewage treatment grants.
22-6. The President paid special attention to the problem of substandard sprawl

In his proposed Housing and Community Development Act of 1964 when he advo-
cated generous loan and amortization schedules to insure that suburban develop-
ment will be fully planned, fully developed, and fully served, including special
provision for excess capacities in utilities and for land acquisition to serve future
growth. We endorse these provisions and urge their enactment.

22-7. We believe, however, that all these measures, are not enough. We be-
lieve that the crushing need of this urban hour is first, that the full impact of
substandard urban sprawl be fully understood, and, second, that a comprehen-
sive plan of action for the prevention and correction of urban sprawl problems
be formulated. We recommend therefore, that the league and the National
Association of Counties combine forces to produce a comprehensive plan for the
abatement and prevention of substandard urban expansion embracing corrective
measures suitable for application at all levels of government. Model State laws
and ordinances, recommend procedures and organizational structures, and other
information should be developed as guides to State and local governments. We
strongly endorse the concept of standards to govern local use of Federal program
funds contained in the "workable program for community improvement" of the
Housing and Home Finance Agency. For 10 years, in order to qualify for Federal
urban renewal and low-rent housing programs, municipalities have met the
"workable program" standards for planning and regulatory codes designed to
prevent spread of blight. Comparable standards are a prerequisite for State or
local participation in other Federal aid programs, including assistance for plan-

51-694-65-----3
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ning, highways, airports, hospitals, open space, etc. It is urgent that a com-
parable "workable program for urban development in suburban and rural areas"
be developed and adopted by the Congress as a prerequisite for use of Federal
housing and public facility programs in new urban development. We recommend
that this task force give high priority to efforts to accomplish this objective.
22-8. We authorize appropriate cooperation with public services foundations,

the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and other governmental
agencies, and other private associations concerned with this problem.

Mr. POAGE. I want to say that I think that you have offered some
good suggestions. Very frankly, I had given little thought to the
idea of using the 220 standard metropolitan statistical areas instead
of city boundaries. Probably, that is a good suggestion. I will also
give some consideration to having the Home Finance Agency in this,
that seems to be very highly desirable.
I do not know how we would implement the third, because it seems

to me that the matter of State laws will enter into this, but I have no
objection to doing it, if we can.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. I think that you are, probably, as good

a witness as any to put this question to. Do you anticipate that we
would run into serious objections from the Association of Realtors or
the real estate people, many of whom are members of the local city
councils, etc.
Mr. HEALY. I, frankly, cannot answer that, Mr. Teague. I have

not talked to any of them. I do not know how they will react to this.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. That would be a good idea, to talk to

them. This might be a problem that you might have from them.
Mr. HEALY. I think that if you point out to them that they will be

involved in the real estate transactions that take place when this
corporation starts buying farmland—I am sure that you will use the
real estate board member -they will get their commissions, and they
make sales there that they would not make for many years otherwise.
I cannot see how they legitimately could object to it.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. I am not sure that you are right on your

point in your statement. Would you care to comment about that,
Mr. Chairman?
Mr. POAGE. This bill, frankly, requires a very substantial amount

of appraisal work. All of that will be done by members of the realtors
organizations and by real estate agents. I think it has a provision
in it for the use of realtors. It is not in any existing law. 1, frankly,
feel that under this act realtors will have that opportunity.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. Do you think he is correct in his state-

ment that there will be real estate commissions involved?
Mr. POAGE. Personally, I would not think that in most cases there

would be. This does not mean that this would prohibit it. It is again
within the discretion of the board of directors to handle their affairs
just like any private corporation would make in sales, whether they
would employ them or whether they would not. They do have to
employ the appraisers. They cannot get them anywhere except from
among the ranks of the realtors. So in that case they must employ
realtors.
Are there any further questions? If not, we are very much obliged

to you, Mr. Healy.
Are there any other witnesses here present who care to be heard at

this time? The Department is here. If there are no more private
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witnesses here to be heard, we will answer the rollcall, because there
is a rollcall on and we will come back as quickly as we can. We will
stand in recess.

(Recess.)
Mr. POAGE. The subcommittee will please come to order.
In view of the fact that there is a meeting of the Cotton subcom-

mittee going on at the present time, and certain members of this
subcommittee have to attend that subcommittee meeting, we will pro-
ceed without their being present. We have yet to hear from the
Department. If we have any other public witnesses who have come
in, in the meantime—if there is anyone here other than the representa-
tives from the Department who cares to be heard, we will hear them
now. If not, Mr. Jaenke, we will be delighted to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF EDWIN A. IAENICE, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR,
ASCS; ACCOMPANIED BY FRED RITCHIE, DIRECTOR OF CON-
SERVATION POLICY STAFF, ASCS; AND HARRY STEELE, DIREC-
TOR OF RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ECONOMICS, DIVISION OF
ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

Mr. JAENKE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have
with me Fred Ritchie, who is the Director of the Conservation Policy
Staff of the ASCS, and Mr. Harry Steele, who is the Director of
Resource Development Economics Division, Economic Research Serv-
ice of the Department. These gentlemen are much more familiar
with this whole area and I would like for them to be available to
answer any questions the committee members may have.
May I say first of all, representing the Department of Agricul-

ture, although we are honored, we feel a little out of place here
today. Normally, when we testify before this subcommittee or other
subcommittees with this membership on it, we are testifying on matters
which are of primary concern to and directly affect agriculture. The
thrust of the feed grain, wheat, and other programs is what I have in
mind. Today we are testifying on a program which does have effects
in agriculture, but which, probably much more importantly, has a,
wider spread involving the urban part of our economy—the land devel-
opment around our cities and towns.
The Department of Agriculture has had an opportunity to study

H.R. 7500 and we do have some analyses that have been developed
of what is involved from an agricultural standpoint. Since this
bill is of a broader nature and deals with more than agriculture, we
are a little hesitant to comment on aspects which relate to the land
development around our cities.
In this regard, the administration believes that this bill has very

worthy objectives and goals. They are important. The whole ques-
tion of land development around these urban areas should be given
careful consideration as to what is going to happen—as to how a
Government program will affect the longer term development of these
lands.
The question does involve other agencies of the Government, other

departments.
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Therefore, we are not in a position today to comment for the entire
Administration with regard to this bill.
We can say that the Administration would like to give further

consideration to the question of the amount of capitalization to under-
write this proposed program, and also to the question of the best way
to administer it and the best membership of the governing board.
I think one suggestion was made by an earlier witness which cer-

tainly should be given consideration by both the committee and the
Administration and that is to arrive at a clear understanding of how
this program fits in with the overall housing programs currently oper-
ated by other agencies, particularly Housing and Home Finance and
in some cases the Interior Department. We are working with these
other agencies in an effort to develop an overall Administration posi-
tion. I hope this will be forthcoming in the near future.
Now, with regard to the agricultural aspects of the bill, we believe

that, under this program, some 300,000 acres of land now devoted to
crops would be eligible—at least for the bidding procedure and pos-
sibly for the corporation to acquire if the bids were appropriate. This
is, obviously, a relatively small portion of our total acreage of crop-
land. This program and this amount of land could in no way serve as
a substitute for the individual adjustment programs involved in the
wheat and feed grain legislation, in the cotton or rice legislation, or
for the longer term land use adjustment program which the President
prescribed as the cropland adjustment program.
We think there may be some need for a look at the stated purpose of

the bill; also, perhaps, at the suggestion made by an earlier witness
that the urban area definition used in the census could be applied, and
possibly the 6-mile definition currently in the bill could be revised to
take in a greater area—perhaps something in the area of a greater
distance when the land was sold. These might be given some con-
sideration.
In view of the broader aspects of the bill, we also think that the

membership of the Board might be modified, so that other agencies—
which have a much greater stake than Agriculture—may be given an
opportunity to serve on the Board in addition to or instead of the
Secretary of Agriculture.
I believe, sir, that there is no point in my going through the specific

provisions of the bill. The committee is completely aware of these.
Mr. POAGE. If you have any suggestions we would like to have

those. Mr. Teague wants to ask a question.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. I am sure that you must have misspoken,

Mr. Jaenke. You referred to the other programs as the program that
the President prescribed. I hope you meant the President recom-
mended. That is not a question, however. You stated that there
might be 300,000 acres involved around these metropolitan areas.
Have you any figure at all as to the 300,000 acres that might be devoted
to crops in surplus, such as feed grains and wheat?
Mr. JAENKE. May I comment briefly? I was probably in error in

my choice of words—I should have said "described." I was referring
to the particular title of the omnibus farm bill recommended by the
President which deals with and is described as "cropland adjustment."
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Mr. TEAGUE of California. I am sure that you meant recommenda-
tion or that he recommended it and not prescribed. Congress still has
some powers left in that field.
Mr. JAENKE. I agree. The 300,000-acre figure is derived as fol-

lows—and again I hope that these two experts with me will comment
if I misstate it.
With the capitalization of $200 million and borrowings of $100 mil-

lion it is expected that the corporation could acquire approximately
300;000 acres of land now devoted to crops. This, I believe is based
on an assumption of an average value of $500 an acre which I, per-
sonally think would perhaps be a little low. You do have to con-
sider, however, that, in many areas of the country—which would be
included in the program—the land value would be somewhere in the
range of $200 to $300 an acre while in other areas it would be in excess
of $1,000 an acre. On the basis of an average $500 per acre, which
with the available funds would purchase 600,000 acres of land, it is
assumed by the Department's technicians in analyzing this bill that
about one-half of this 50 percent, would be devoted to the production
of crops, some of which now have surplus supply problems and for
which we have other programs in effect.
Mr. 'TEAGUE of California. Thank you. That is all.
Mr. CALLAN. You said under this bill that this Corporation would

buy the land. Could they divert these acres into the program, into
the adjustment program, and qualify for those benefits?
Mr. POAGE. They cannot use the land for that purpose at all.
Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, I might add that the amount of land

which could be retired in 1 year will depend a good deal on how long
the Corporation held the land before it was resold. In other words,
at what rate they would turn this land over. And if we assume 3 years
on the average, they would, perhaps, be acquiring 100,000 acres of
new cropland every year after they are in normal operation.
Mr. POAGE. Thank you. Are there any other comments or any

other questions?
Mr. GREIGG. I would just like to say that as a former mayor of Sioux

City, Iowa, which is a city of almost 100,000 in population, but not
quite, I was particularly pleased this afternoon to hear Mr. Healy
comment as to this proposed legislation. I think there is something
to be said that many communities fail to have the type of comprehen-
sive planning so necessary on the overall expansion of urban develop-
ment,. I want to say that I think that this measure has real possi-
bilities. I would like to see a provision whereby we might drop the
population figure just a little bit and include the cities of 75,000, in-
stead of having the figure at 100,000.
Mr. POAGE. The last census of my hometown was 97,600. [Laughter].
Mr. TEAGUE of California. I might say that I have one city in one

metropolitan area in that category of 75,000 to 100,000. I am afraid
that you could not buy that land for $500 an acre.
Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, according to the 1963 census there were

about 60 cities between 20,000 and 100,000 population. So that you
would add approximately 60 areas around which land could be pur-
chased if you lowered it to 50,000.



18 SUBURBAN LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Mr. POAGE. I pointed out that I personally have not the slightest ob-
jection to lowering the figure. Obviously, it might help some.
Mr. GREIGC4. By lowering it to 75,000 we would include many more

areas and do the kind of thing that you have set out initially to do
with the 100,000 figure.
Mr. POAGE. I would like to have the committee discuss this, but we

might as well do that in executive session, that is, to discuss the idea
of using the metropolitan statistical area figures instead of the one sug-
gested in the bill.
Mr. JAENKE. With regard to the present line of discussion, it is inter-

esting to note that an additional 3.4 million acres would be involved
if you included cities below 100,000 population.
Mr. POAGE. And you would get a much larger percentage of surplus

cropland around the cities of that size than you would get around the
extremely large cities.
Mr. JAENKE. That is for sure. And, probably your average end

cost would decline.
Mr. POAGE. Yes; that would be true.
Mr. JAENKE. At the present level, I think some within the Depart-

ment, at least, think that the average value would be at the high end
of the $500 to $1,000 range—rather than at the low or $500 range which
we have used for assumption purposes here.
Mr. POAGE. Would you be in a position to give any comment on the

possibility of not only lowering the size, but confining this to the
purchase of farms primarily in the production of surplus of agricul-
tural crops? I do not know whether that is wise or not. I just
wondered what the feeling would be. The definition now says an
agricultural operation the primary portion of which land is in cul-
tivation of crops. If you would say the cultivation of surplus crops,
or crops which are found by the Secretary to be in surplus, what about
that? It would answer a lot of the questions that might be raised.
Mr. JAENKE. Again, since there are other agencies of the executive

branch who perhaps would be even more closely concerned with the
effects of the bill, I would not be able to comment on that. From the
standpoint of the agricultural aspect, I think that we would generally
feel that the areas most nearly adjacent to the metropolitan areas are
probably devoted to the production of such crops as fruits and vegeta-
bles rather than to the production of field crops such as wheat and corn.
There would be, at least, a larger percentage in such production. Sa
I think you would, perhaps, eliminate considerable acreage from possi-
ble consideration under this bill. Is this approximately correct?
Mr. STEELE. Yes.
Mr. POAGE. You would eliminate a considerable acreage, but at the

same time you would open up the possibility of acquiring considerably
more surplus crops.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. And at a much lower rate.
Mr. POAGE. At a much lower rate; yes. I am not suggesting that.
Mr. CALLAN. Will we get into the definition of the urban area in the

executive session?
Mr. POAGE. Yes; I think it would be much better to do it that

way.
Is there anything further in the way of suggestions? Is there any-

one here who wants to make a statement? We are trying our best to
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see that all those who want to express their views have the opportunity
to do so.
Mr. GREIGG. Were you asking Mr. Jaenke a few minutes ago his

opinion of the first sentence in section 303 on page 5 on section 302, the
first sentence?
Mr. POAGE. That was not the one that I was intending to ask him

about.
Mr. JAENKE. Section 304 on page 2—the definition of "farm."
Mr. GREIGG. I see. Thank you.
Mr. STEELE. I should like to make one more comment that might

relate to some questions that have been asked. We have made some
study of the 6-mile belt, and I believe there are some problems with
this definition. If you do reconsider the definition of an urban area,
you might want to give the corporation some authority to lay out a
pattern or a zone of operation where the pattern of urban growth is
most likely. We looked at some of the beltways and freeways and
interchanges and what these are doing to the pattern, and I think that
the corporation might need some freedom from 1 to 6 miles, if they were
to operate both in retiring cropland and, also, in an orderly urban
development.
Mr. JAENKE. Here, again, sir, someone from Housing and Home

Financing could be of much more help to the committee, I think, than
we from the Department of Agriculture.
Mr. POAGE. Well, if there are no other statements and if no one else

wants to speak, we are very much obliged to all of you.
The subcommittee will now go into executive session.
(The following statement was later submitted to the subcommittee:)

STATEMENT OF PERRY E. WILLITS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME
BUILDERS

The National Association of Home Builders is the trade association for the
homebuilding industry. It consists of more than 43,000 members, organized in
384 local and State affiliated associations in all 50 States, and in Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands. Our members build 76 percent of the new homes and
44 percent of multifamily units built in the United States, according to a recent
survey.
In order to do this, they must continually acquire and develop land within, and

on the fringes of metropolitan areas, aggregating tens of thousands of acres.
With the increasing urbanization of the American population (70 percent of
America's population is now in metropolitan areas), this process of land ac-
quisition and development for homebuilding will accelerate.
New residential construction is a major force in the entire American economic

structure. For example, last year's 1.5 million new dwelling units generated
approximately $21 billion in construction activity alone. To this must be added
expenditures directly related to the construction of new dwellings, such as schools,
community facilities, service industries, and the like. It is estimated that the
total of direct and directly related housing expenditures amounts to about $35
billion. This is approximately $1 in every $18 of the total amount of last year's
gross national product.

Last year our industry provided close to 3 million jobs since each new home
provides about 2 man-years of employment, of which one-half is off-site and
the 'balance, on-site labor. The thousands of products used in new dwellings
come from every area of the country and affect virtually every industry. It
has been calculated that the "multiplier effect" of construction activity, as it
spreads through the economy, is about double the direct dollar expenditures.
Thus the homebuilding industry accounts for $70 billion of construction

expenditures.
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A high level of homebuilding, therefore, is essential to the economy, rural, as
well as urban; to the farmer and the 'lumberer no less than to the manufacturer
and the local merchant. Only in a prosperous economy is the farmer 'prosper-
ous and only then are farm problems at all susceptible to solution. It is a funda-
mental economic fact that the economy cannot long continue prosperous unless
homebuilding continues vigorous.
This association, therefore, as the spokesman for the homebuilding industry,

has a very serious interest in the provision for crea tion of a Suburban Land
Corporation as contained in title I of H.R. 7097. Although this provision is
apparently intended to deal with a farm problem, its impact (insofar as our
membership is concerned) is squarely in the area of urban development.
The homebuilding industry vigorously opposes this provision. If approved,

it would gravely threaten continuation of our industry as we have known it.
Insofar as our industry is concerned, the effect of this provision before you

would be almost exactly the same as section 201(e) of the proposed Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1965 (S. 1354-H.R. 5S40), now before the Con-
gress. That section of the Housing Act proposed a system of Federal loans
to land development agencies to be created by States. We flatly and unalterably
opposed that section, as we do this section in the bill before you. That provision
was dropped from the housing legislation both by the Senate and House- Bank-
ing and Currency Committees. The provision in the legislation before you should
be similarly killed.

, While the proposal before you would form a nongovernmental corporation,
operating for a profit, its effect would be the same as the State land agency
provision in the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965. It would create
a huge organization with similar, and perhaps greater, power to compete with
our industry, and with private enterprise generally, in the normal and historic
processes of land acquisition. We believe this would be unfair competition.
As the corporation grows, as it inevitably would, it would increasingly affect,
if not entirely control, suburban land development. Private land development
would be increasingly unable to compete, would be forced increasingly into re-
mote and outlying areas, and eventually would be eliminated.
The resources of such a corporation, half of it supplied by Treasury funds,

would enable it to offer landowners payment in cash rather than the typical
deferment terms which a private developer can afford and at which land pres-
ently changes hands.
Higher 'land prices would be inevitable. Close hard bargaining would ;be pre-

cluded because of the huge size and scale of operation of the proposed corpora-
tion, withits decisions centrally made.

Moreover, since the provision would require that land sold by the agency
be covered by a development plan, the cost of the developed land to the builder
would be further increased since its value would be that of developed, rather
than "raw," land. This means the cost of housing to the consumer would rise.
A full "developed land profit" would be added into the cost of the buildings on
the land in addition to a building profit. In contrast, it is common builder prac-
tice under our present system to' merge a profit on land development with a
profit on construction into one profit—one that is considerably less than the total
of both.

It is our opinion, too, that this provision could lead to the elimination of the
typical small builder, used to buying land on terms.
Our industry boasts that it is one of the last .strongholds of the small, but

efficient, businessman. The industry cannot accept legislation, which must
necessarily have the effect of replacing the tens of thousands of small builders
with huge organizations, to deal with the land development corporations pro-
posed to be established by the section of this legislation. We sincerely believe
that the present composition and organization of our industry produces by far
the best result in lower cost to the consumer.
Although possibly not so intended, the section of this legislation as worded

would permit the Land Development Corporation to build and operate apart-
ments, stores, and other rental facilities in direct competition with our industry.
This possible competitive effect is compounded by the vagueness of the stated

limits within which the Corporation could buy land. It may do so in the area
from 1 to 6 miles from the "outer boundary" of our urban areas. We believe
this is vague and indefinite. How can the Corporation determine just when the
movements of the limits of an urban area brings within the 1-mile limit the
Corporation's purview to trigger the sale of land as required by this proposal?
This provision will be the source of constant difficulty.
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Finally, and basically, while the Corporation would be in the form of a non-
governmental profit organization, in effect, it would be a Government agency
with private industry representation. The majority voting power of its board
of directors is vested in the Secretary of Agriculture and in Government ap-
pointees who would, undoubtedly, be recommended by him. But whether or not,
in practice, the Corporation becomes a creature of the Government, one basic
fact remains. Its board of directors, a small group of 11 to 15 men, headed by
the Secretary of Agriculture, would establish policies and make decisions cen-
trally. It would enforce them from above, rather than through, the give and
take of the marketplace in innumerable transactions between small, middle-
sized, and large landowners on the one hand, and small, middled-sized (and a few
large) builders and land developers on the other. Thus, this proposal raises
fundamental questions of the philosophy of government in relation to private
business and of the size of private business groups the Government should
foster and encourage to make economic decisions affecting vast numbers.
In essence, we believe the proposal would inject Government deeply, irrevo-

cably, and inevitably on an expanding scale into the business of land
development.
No serious abuses of land development now exist sufficient to require in the

public interest that Government supplant private enterprise in the development
of residential land.
The homebuilding industry is firmly dedicated to the proposition that Govern-

ment should never do what industry should do as well or better for itself, that
governmental action is needed only where there exists a private enterprise
vacuum or serious abuse; and that governmental action, when determined neces-
sary in the public interest, should be taken in the least disruptive form and
should remove inpediments to private action, not supplant it.
We believe application of this theory of governmental action requires rejection

of this proposal.
Nor can it be justified as conducive to better land development. Better land

development will not result from governmental (or from quasi-governmental)
control. The proposal will do nothing to enhance the progress now being made
by many land developers and community builders, whose objectives and accom-
plishments get better each year, and whose ideas are now filtering down to all
echelons of the industry. The proposal could, in fact, impede this progress.
This association has taken active and constructive steps toward constant im-

provement of the American home; modernization and uncluttered development
of the American city; and proper planning of entire metropolitan regions or
areas—through a better informed and constantly improving industry. We have
spent very fruitfully a great deal of the association's time and money. We have,
for example, taken the lead in developing modern concepts of "cluster zoning"
and "planned unit development."
Sound planning—like sound government—is best when broadly based, not im-

posed by controlling authority, no matter how motivated.
For all of these reasons, we urge that the committee reject the Suburban Land

Corporation proposal contained in title I of H.R. 7097.

(At 3 :25 p.m., the subcommittee went into executive session.)
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 23, 1965

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,

Washington, D.0 .
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :20 a.m., in room 1301,

Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D.C., Hon. Harold
D. Cooley (chairman) presiding.

Present: Representatives Cooley, Poage, Gathings, McMillan,
Abernethy, Jones of Missouri, Hagen of California, Stubblefield, Pur-
cell, Olson, O'Neal, Foley, Resnick, De La Garza, Vigorito, Redlin,
Bandstra, Greigg, Callan, Dague, Teague of California, Quie, Mrs.
May, Latta, Dole, Burton of Utah and Walker.
Also present: Christine S. Gallagher, clerk; Hyde H. Murray, as-

sistant clerk; John. J. Heimburger, general counsel; and Francis Le-
May, consultant.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in order.
The Chair recognizes Mr. Dole.
Mr. DOLE. I deem it an honor to introduce Mr. Bushart as he comes

from my district, from the town of Liberal, Kans. Mr. Bushart is
president of the National Institute of Farm and Land Brokers, and is
here to testify this morning. I am pleased to have him appear.
The CHAIRMAN. We are very delighted to have you, sir; and will you

please indicate to the reporter who the other gentlemen with you are,
so that they may correctly appear in the record? We are very glad
to have you with us.
(Committee Print No. 2, H.R. 7500 follows:)

[Committee Print No. 2, June 7, 19651

[H.R. 7500, 89th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To provide for the establishment, ownership, operation, and regulation of the
Suburban Land Corporation, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—SHORT TITLE, DECLARATION OF POLICY AND DEFINITIONS

SHORT TITLE

SEC. 101. This Act may be cited as the Suburban Land Corporation Act.

DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PURPOSE

SEC. 102. The Congress hereby declares that it is the policy of the United States
to promote the more orderly marketing of agricultural commodities in interstate
commerce by providing for orderly change in the use of land adjacent to urban
areas from agricultural uses to a proper urban use through the creation of a cor-
poration which shall have the power to purchase such land, own and manage
it, and dispose of it in accordance with specified conditions.

23
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DEFINITIONS

SEC. 103. "Urban area" as used in this Act is any municipality or incorporated
city or borough or any county organized as a municipality with a population at
any given time of fifty thousand or more persons as reflected by the latest official
figures of the Bureau of the Census plus contiguous or adjacent populated areas
which the corporation determines are a part of such area.
SEC. 104. "Farm" as used in this Act is a farming unit which contains a substan-

tial proportion of cropland regularly used for the production of crops determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture to be in surplus supply.

TTLE II—CREATION OF THE SUBURBAN LAND CORPORATION

SEC. 201. There is hereby authorized to be created a corporation for profit, to be
known as the Suburban Land Corporation. which will not be an agency or estab-
lishment of the United States Government and which for purposes of Federal,
State, and local taxation shall be a private corporation. The corporation shall
be subject to the provisions of this Act and, to the extent consistent with this Act,
to the District of Columbia Business Corporation Act. The right to repeal, alter,
or amend this Act at any time is expressly reserved.

PROCESS OF ORGANIZATION

SEC. 202. The President of the United States shall designate incorporators, two
of whom shall be the Secretary of Agriculture and the Administrator of the
Housing and Home Finance Agency. The incorporators shall arrange for an
initial stock offering and take whatever other actions are necessary to establish
the corporation, including the filing of articles of incorporation. There is hereby
authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to pay expenses
incident to organizing the corporation and offering to the public its capital stock
as provided in section 204. Within one year after the corporation exercises any
power authorized in title III, it shall reimburse the United States for all such
expenditures.

DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS

SEC. 203. (a) The corporation shall have a board of directors of not less than
ten nor more than fourteen, with the Secretary of Agriculture with the power to
vote as a board member, serving as chairman of the board but not included in the
total board membership. One-half of the board shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, and the other half shall be elected annually by the stockholders other than
the United States Government.
(b) The corporation shall have a president, and such other officers as may be

named and appointed by the board, at rates of compensation fixed by the board
and serving at the pleasure of the board.

SEC. 204. (a) The corporation is authorized to issue $200,000,000 worth of
capital Stock which shall carry voting rights and be eligible for dividends. Fifty
per centum of the shares shall be issued to the Government of the United States,
and 50 per centum shall be offered to the public. There is hereby authorized to
be appropriated $100,000,000 from any unappropriated funds in the United
States Treasury which the United 'States shall invest in the capital stock of the
corporation in return for the issuance of 50 per centum of the initial stock offer-
ing. The United States Government Shall be issued 50 per centum of any sub-
sequent stock issue, which it shall purchase for such purpose with funds appro-
priated from the unappropriated funds in the Treasury of the United States.
The public shares offered under this subsection may be issued to and held by
any person.
(b) The corporation is authorized to issue, in addition to the stock authorized

by subsection (a) of this section, nonvoting securities, bonds, debentures and
other certificates of indebtedness as it may determine.

SEC. 205. The corporation shall not exercise any of the powers authorized
In title III of this Act until and unless its capital stock shall have been fully
subscribed to from private and public sources as provided in section 204.

TITLE III—POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE CORPORATION

SEC. 301. The corporation is authorized to buy any farm offered for sale which
is more than one mile and at least 50 per centum of the area of which is not
more than six miles from the outer boundary of an urban area, as determined
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by the corporation. The authority of the corporation to 'purchase any such farm
:shall be limited to acceptance of an offer to sell at not more than the current
market value thereof, as determined by the corporation in such manner as the
board of directors may prescribe, or by the making of an offer to purchase, with-
in ninety days of such offer, at such current market value.

SEC. 302. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any acreage allotment,
base acreage, or acreage history on the farm which is part of or used in con-
nection with 'any Federal law in existence at the time of purchase by the
corporation, other than sugar proportionate shares, shall remain with the farm
when purchased by the corporation but no such allotment or base acreage shall
be used by the corporation for the production of allotted or regulated crops, or
transferred by the corporation in any manner except to the purchaser of such
farm, and any sale of lands by the corporation shall carry a covenant running
with the land that such land will not be used for the production of any agri-
cultural commodity eligible for Federal price support for a period of fifteen years.

SEC. 303. The corporation may use its land for any legal purpose and in any
manner directed by the corporation except for the 'production of agricultural
commodities determined by the Secretary of Agriculture to be in surplus.
SEC. 304. The corporation shall dispose of, by one of the means authorized

by this Act, all lands and interests therein, whenever due to the movement of
the limits of an urban area, as determined by the corporation, such lands shall
be less than one mile from the outer boundary of such urban area. If land
owned by the corporation within one mile of the outer boundary of an urban
area is not sold 'pursuant to the provisions of section 305 or 306 within three
years after the date of such 'determination, it shall be offered at public auction
in such parcels as the corporation may determine and sold to the highest bidder.

SEC. 305. The corporation may sell any land owned by it at not less than its cur-
rent market value as determined by the corporation. In making such determina-
tion, the corporation shall take into consideration the estimates of at least two
qualified appraisers who are not employees of the corporation. 'Such sales shall
be made by sealed bids or by public auction, as the corporation may determine.
SEC. 306. The corporation shall sell its lands, and interests therein, to any

Federal, State, or local government or governmental agency at any time at the
cost of such lands plus acquisition, carrying, and disposal charges (including
interest on all such costs 'and charges at 5 per centum per annum and including
damages to the remaining lands due to such conveyance) if such lands are to
be used for a public purpose and if the conveyance provides that title to the
lands and all interests therein shall revert to the corporation or its successor
or 'assigns if such lands are used or conveyed for any nonpublic purpose.

SEC. 307. The corporation shall cooperate with planning and zoning agencies
of the proximate urban areas and shall take 'all practicable action to assure that
its lands are used and disposed of in accordance with development plans of such
areas.

STATEMENT OF L. M. BUSHART, LIBERAL, KANS., PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF FARM AND LAND BROKERS, ON BEHALF
OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REAL ESTATE BOARDS;
ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES P. LANDT, RALEIGH, N.C., EXECU-
TIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF REAL ESTATE
APPRAISERS; DON L. TEMPLE, DON L. TEMPLE & ASSOCIATES,
KENTON, OHIO; AND JOHN C. WILLIAMSON, COUNSEL AND DI-
RECTOR, GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF REAL ESTATE BOARDS

Mr. BUSHART. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, to my
right is Mr. Don L. Temple, of Don L. Temple & Associates, of Ken-
ton, Ohio; and on my left is Mr. Charles P. Landt, Raleigh, N.C., of
Cameron-Brown Co., and next to him is Mr. John C. Williamson,
our counsel here in Washington.
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My name is L. M. Bushart. I am a realtor engaged in farm and
ranch brokerage in Liberal, Kans., and president of the National
Institute of Farm and Land Brokers of the National Association of
Real Estate Boards. I also manage farmland and own my own wheat
farm in eastern Colorado.
I have here with me at the witness table two additional witnesses

on behalf of the National Association of Real Estate Boards. One
is Charles P. Landt, Raleigh, N.C., who is an active realtor and mort-
gage banker. He is also vice president of the American Institute of
Real Estate Appraisers. Also, I have here John C. Williamson, our
counsel, who is also director of governmental relations of our asso-
ciation, and Don L. Temple of Kenton, Ohio as previously stated.
I am testifying on behalf of the National Association of Real Estate

Boards as well as its affiliate, the National Institute of Farm and
Land Brokers. The institute consists of 2,051 realtors actively en-
gaged in the business of farm and land brokerage. Our national Asso-
ciation consists of more than 80,000 realtors who are members of more
than 1,500 local real estate boards in all 50 States and the District
of Columbia.
I appear in opposition to the language in Committee Print No. 2

of H.R. 7500, the Suburban Land Corporation Act, which we under-
stand is under consideration as title I of the pending omnibus farm
bill, H.R. 7097.
This new title would authorize the creation of a profit-motivated

Corporation to purchase farming units which contain a substantial
proportion of surplus crops and which lie within 6 miles but more
than 1 mile from the boundaries of "urban areas" with a population
of 50,000 or more. The Corporation would be empowered to develop
the land for any purpose except the production of surplus crops.
The Corporation would be administered by a Board of Directors

of 10 to 14 persons, plus the Secretary of Agriculture as Chairman.
Half of the Board members in addition to the Secretary, and includ-
ing the Housing and Home Finance Administrator, would be ap-
pointed by the President; the other half would be elected annually
by the private shareholders of the Corporation. Thus a Government
majority is assured on the Board.
Mr. POAGE. Will you yield right there?
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Poage wants to ask you a question.
Mr. BUSHART. May I continue with my statement? Maybe the

questions will be explained later on in the statement. We can answer
them after I am through.
Mr. POAGE. I do not want to ask you a question. I want to keep

the record straight. I think you have inadvertently misstated the
contents of the bill, and I would like the opportunity to point out
what the bill does provide, but if you do not want to be interrupted,
that is all right.
Mr. RUSHART. Mr. Chairman, I would prefer to continue, and then

to answer questions at the end, if you would consider that.
The CHAIRMAN. All right; go ahead.
Mr. BUSHART. The bill would authorize the issuances of $200 million

worth of capital stock, half to be purchased by the Treasury and
half by the public. There is no limitation in the bill on the corpora-
tion's borrowing authority.
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The corporation could purchase or offer to purchase at fair market
value any farm which contains a "substantial" proportion of crop-
land regularly used for the production of surplus crops, and which.
lies—or at least 50 percent of which lies—within 6 miles of the "outer
boundary" of an urban area with 50,000 or more population, and
which farmland is more than 1 mile from the boundary of such urban
area.
Of course, the land could be contiguous to a community having a

population less than 50,000—indeed it could even surround it—so
long as at least 50 percent of the farming unit is within 6 miles of the
urban area having a population of 50,000 or more.
Land held by the corporation would have to be sold only to the

extent that the land falls within 1 mile of such outer boundary.
The bill provides that such land shall be sold to any Federal, State,
or local governmental agency if the land will be used for a public pur-
pose, at a price which could and very likely would be below market
value. The land would not be sold to a private buyer, presumably,
until all such agencies had an opportunity to buy it for public use.
If the land were not sold within 3 years of the time it falls within
the 1-mile zone it must then be sold at public auction to the higest
bidder. We repeat, however, that under the provisions of the bill,
the corporation could retain lands indefinitely so long as they not
fall within 1 mile of the urban boundary as such boundary is deter-
mined by the corporation.
While we are sympathetic with the attempt to retire surplus crop-

lands from production, we strongly object to the scheme embodied in
H.R. 7500 as an unwarranted instrusion of the Federal Government
in the private land market. It is significant that the House Banking
and Currency Committee, in its consideration of the administration's
housing bill, H.R. 7984, rejected three provisions which would have
vested comparable control over the acquisition and future use of land
in the Housing and Home Finance Agency. These provisions were
for Federal financial assistance for (1) acquisition and improvements
of land for "new towns," (2) State land development agencies to
purchase and hold lands for future disposition, and (3) local rede-
velopment agencies to acquire land for future public works develop-
ment. H.R. 7500 provides the mechanism to accomplish that which
a House committee having jurisdiction over urban and suburban
development has repeatedly rejected.
Although the proposed Suburban Land Corporation contains many

objectionable features in common with these rejected proposals, it
has the added and more objectional feature of authorizing a federally
controlled but profit-motivated entity to own and develop acquired
land in direct competition with private land developers. The lan-
guage "any legal purpose and in any manner directed by the Corpora-
tion," appearing in section 303 of the bill, gives the Corporation the
power to develop its land for residential, commercial, or industrial
purposes consistent with local development plans. It is one thing to
attempt to retire surplus cropland, but quite another to create a mam-
moth public-private entity to actively engage in the business of real
estate brokerage and real estate development.
In any area where there is a substantial amount of Corporation

activity we predict that it will be virtually impossible for private
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buyers of land to negotiate for the purchase of farmland until the
owner has had a chance to see what the going price is from the Corpora-
tion. This $200 million Corporation, with the ability to borrow several
times that amount, will be able to 

make, 
in effect, a standing offer for

all eligible properties surrounding a particular urban area.
I might add that the $200 million capitalization is the minimum

amount necessary to start business. Subsequent stock issues are per-
mitted without limit so long as half of any new issue is tendered the
United States. With a borrowing power limited only by the state of
the financial market, it is reasonable to assume that ultimately the
Corporation could be in the real estate market on a billion-dollar scale.
With ready cash and wide scope of operation, the Corporation would be
a formidable competitor and, because of its backing by the Federal
Government, an unfair competitor. Small homebuilders and land
developers will have to pay premium to meet this competition and the
results will be an increase in land prices.
We submit that this use of Federal funds violates any reasonable

definition of the public interest.
Public agencies would have a priority in purchasing this land and

at a price which could and very likely would be below market value.
As we stated earlier, in 1964 and again last month, the House Banking
and Currency Committee rejected proposals in housing bills designed
to vest control of the future use of land to instrumentalities of Govern-
ment. Yet here in a bill, ostensibly designed as a surplus crop reduc-
tion measure, we find comparable power to turn over land to instru-
mentalities of Government for the construction of Government-owned
housing as well as other public facilities.
The requirement that the land conveyed to public agencies be for a

public purpose would not prevent a requirement by this Government-
controlled Corporation that a successful bidder be one whose plans
for the development of the land meet the criteria established by the
Housing and Home Finance Administrator. We note, too, that this
official will be on the Board of Directors. There is no question but that
he, not the Secretary of Agriculture, would call the tune on how the
land is to be developed and who would do the developing. This is
self-evident as the interest of the Secretary of Agriculture would have
been met by the retirement of the land from the so-called surplus
crop production.
H.R. 7500 is also undesirable because of its vague and indefinite

language. What standards, for example, determine the movement of
a boundary of an urban area? Does this require formal annexation
by the urban political entity, or can it mean the construction of a single
residence or commercial building on a lot outside the original "bound-
ary"? The date of the movement of the boundary to within 1 mile of
the land owned by the Corporation fixes the time at which the 3-year
period for mandatory public auction starts to run. A strict construc-
tion of the phrase movement of the limits of an urban area" could
result in the Corporation holding the land for an inordinate length of
time, thereby exerting even more upward pressure on the price of
other land adjacent to the urban area. If the Corporation is to exer-
cise its own judgment as to the meaning of this vague statutory lan-
guage, then surely the Congress is granting authority to a profit-moti-
vated corporation without historical precedent.
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The Corporation would have complete discretion to determine the
eligibility of farms for purchase ;under the vague langue of section 104.
Before it could purchase a farm it would have to find that a "sub-
stantial portion" of the production of the farm is in surplus crops.
Would a 3,000-acre farm producing 1,000 acres of surplus crops be
eligible? Would 1,000 acres of surplus crop production be "substan-
tial" even if the farm were several times larger than 3,000 acres?
The "public use" limitation in section 306 with its reversion of title

is particularly troublesome. Who is to decide whether or not a gov-
ernmental agency which purchases the property is putting it to a pub-
lic use, the agency or the Corporation? The concept of 'public use"
as developed in the courts includes such activities as urban renewal
wherein land is purchased or acquired through condemnation, cleared,
and sold to a private redeveloper at fair market value. In our opinion
this would qualify as a "public use". under section 306. The U.S.
Supreme Court has held that the acquisition of land and its con-
veyance to a private developer to improve the esthetics of the com-
munity satisfies the "public use" condition of the fifth amendment of
the Federal Constitution.

Section 307 provides that the Corporation shall "take all practicable
action to assure that its lands are used and disposed of in accordance
with development plans of such areas"—meaning urban areas having
a population of 50,000 or more. Suppose the land in question were
6 miles from the 50,000-or-more community but contiguous to a com-
munity of 30,000. Under the bill the small community's development
plans would be subordinated to the plans of the more distant com-
munity. Yet the land in question is contiguous to the smaller com-
munity. The Corporation could conceivably develop the land con-
tiguous to the smaller community for industrial purposes, with the
concurrence of the more distant larger community, thus determining
the character of development of the smaller community without regard
to the latter's own urban plans.
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman I would urge the committee to ex-

amine closely the statistics available on surplus crop acreage and the
extent to which they are located near urban centers. It would be well
for the committee to have an estimate as to just how much acreage
would be affected by the bill. The Census Bureau's standard metro-
politan statistical areas could be utilized. As you know, these
SMSA's are cities or communities having a population of 50,000 or
more. There are 219 of them in the 50 States, over half of which,
114, are concentrated in 11 States. On the other hand, only 14
SMSA's are found in the 5 largest wheat-producing States. In addi-
tion, according to the 1963 Yearbook of Agriculture, rural land is
being converted to urban or special purpose use at the rate of 2 mil-
lion acres per year. Forty percent of this total, or 800,000 acres, is
cropland or grassland. It is our contention that the remote loca-
tion of much of the surplus cropland coupled with the rapid con-
sumption of farmland which is adjacent to urban areas indicates
that the proposed Corporation would be competing in an already
active market. To say that because its scope of operation is small
as measured on the scale of national acreage figures is not to say,
however, that its impact will therefore be minimal on local markets.
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This impact, measured on a local scale in terms of the local real estate
market, with a corporation of the size proposed, will be quite severe.
In other words, we would have a giant corporation making a very
small dent in the overall surplus crop situation, but capable of making
a very large and unfavorable impact on local real estate markets.
I respectfully urge the committee to reject H.R. 7500.
Mr. Charles Landt has a statement on the appraisal aspects of the

bill that he would like to present to you at this same time.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Poage started to interrupt you to interrogate

you, to point out to you that you had some incorrect statement in
the paper that you just presented. I will have to yield to Mr. Poage
on that point, to point that out to you, before we hear from Mr.
Landt.
Mr. Poage, I recognize you for that purpose.
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it is not of very great importance, but I

had thought that the witness would be interested in keeping the
statement factual. It does not make any difference to me whether
his statement is factual or not, but I would point out that on page
2 of your statement you said "half of the Board members in addition
to the Secretary, and including the. Housing and Home Finance Ad-
ministrator, would be appointed by the President; the other half would
be elected annually by the private shareholders of the Corporation.
Thus a Government majority is assured on the Board."
Now, the Housing and Home Finance Administrator is not neces-

sarily a member of the Board. The terms of the bill do make the
Secretary of Agriculture a member of the Board, but they do not
make the Administrator of the Housing and Home Finance Agency
a member. :They make him one of the incorporators of the Corpora-
tion, but they do not make him a member of the Board. Now, maybe
he will become a member of the Board—maybe the Vice President
will become a member of the Board—maybe the Attorney General
will become a member of the Board.

All I wanted to point out was the fact that these gentlemen simply
had misread the bill. I do not know that it makes a great deal of
difference, but I would hope that he would recognize that we are all
trying to keep this discussion factual. I thought that we would follow
the procedure that is usually followed in testimony before this com-
mittee—when someone makes an error—I make them myself—and that
he would want to correct it at this time.
The CHAIRMAN. You have not had an opportunity as yet to correct

the record.
Do you agree with Mr. Poage's statement that the Administrator

of the Housing and Home Finance Agency is not, by this bill, made
a member of the Board?
Mr. BUSHART. He is one of the incorporators.
The CHAIRMAN. I know that.
Mr. BUSHART. And more or less we assumed that he would be one

of the directors.
Mr. GATHINQS. If you would yield?
Mr. POAGE. Yes.
Mr. 'GATHINGS. As you presented it to the committee, as I under-

stood, the point was in the very last sentence of the paragraph, the
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first paragraph on page 2, where you say: "Thus a Government major-
ity is assured on the Board."
Mr. BUSHART. That is definite.
Mr. GA.THINGS. And no one can deny that that is true.
Mr. BUSHART. That is definite.
The CHAIRMAN. We thank you for your statement. We will now

hear from Mr. Landt of Raleigh, N.C., a friend and a constituent.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES P. LANDT, RALEIGH, N.C., ON BEHALF OF
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REAL ESTATE BOARDS

Mr. LANDT. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
Charles Landt, Raleigh, N.C., executive vice president of Cameron-
Brown Co., a mortgage banking firm servicing $475 million of real
estate loans in North and South Carolina and Virginia.
I am also active as a real estate appraiser, both for the purpose of

making real estate loans as well as making independent appraisals for
others, including condemning authorities. As such I am a member of
the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers and am the south-
east regional vice president of that organization.
I see several reasons why this bill is objectionable but am primarily

concerned from an appraiser's point of view.
What would happen to land prices? They would undoubtedly

skyrocket.
True, the bill says that the corporation must buy at no more than

current market value. But, with such a wealthy buyer in the market
paying cash, each sale will be higher than the last. Current market
value is generally based on past prices of sales of comparable land.
Market value, then, would be in a continuous upward spiral.
What would happen to the private builder and developer? To the

entrepreneur? To the private land speculator? Such a person could
not, afford to compete with a federally controlled operation with un-
limited capital and ready to pay cash.
The proposed corporation could use its land for any legal purpose.

We see industrial parks, shopping centers, office buildings, even apart-
ments outside city limits. What would prevent this quasi-public cor-
poration from engaging in this type. of development? We have many
private developers in this field and the competition is tough now. "We
are realistic enough to appreciate that private developers can't com-
pete with the Federal Government.
I sometimes appraise real estate for a condemnor or condemnee.

The Federal Constitution says that when private land is taken for pub-
lic use, the owner will be paid the fair market value. The proposed
bill is discriminatory in that it guarantees this Corporation more than
the Constitution guarantees a private citizen in the event some of this
land is taken by a Federal, State, or local government.

It, has been my experience in buying, selling, and appraising this
suburban land that it does not produce much in the way of agricultural
products. As a matter of fact, the production is not enough in most
cases to pay the taxes. This bill would bail out a lot of suburban
property owners who are hoping for a profit that is 10 to 15 years in
the future.
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This land is not needed for the orderly development of a community.
Look an Indianapolis. They thought at one time that they had a big
shortage of land in that city., and the planning commission made a very
careful survey and found 79,000 acres ripe for subdivision within 8
miles of the center of town, and they estimate that this was enough to
provide the housing needs of Indianapolis for the rest of the century.
The area of a circe is irr2 which means area increases many times

faster than distance, so a typical million-population city could house
nearly half a million more people at single-family densities by extend-
ing the city limits only 1 mile.
Los Angeles could house another million people at single-family

densities by expanding its driving distance just over a mile.
If Raleigh, N.C., extended its city limits by 1 mile, we could easily

house double our present population. For example, in 1960 the city
limits of Raleigh encompassed 21,00 acres and held 94,000 people. The
master plan for the city shows that if the city limits were extended 1
mile it would then contain 46,000 acres, or more than twice the present
area. After allowing for land nonusable for residential purposes, it
can be expected that we would then have enough area to house over
200,000 people.
I am in opposition to this bill.
Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. I want first to make this observation: This bill was

considered by the subcommittee at great length. Everybody was (riven
an opportunity to be heard who was able to be present to be heard,
and after the subcommittee had approved it, the chairman of the sub-
committee reported the bill. I was of the opinion that neither you nor
any other of my constituents from North Carolina knew anything at
all about this bill. It occurred to me that you and all of the other per-
sons similarly situated might not have been advised of the existence of
the bill, and I requested a continuance so that we could give you all an
opportunity to present your views.
I appreciate your presence here today. I appreciate the statements

that you have made, and your views will be considered by the membera
of the full committee. This is a full committee meeting today. Here-
after, we will go into executive session.
The Chair recognizes Mr. Gathings.
Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, I see from your statement, Mr. Landt,

that you are a member of the American Institute of Real Estate
Appraisers.
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. GATHINGS. How long have you been engaged in appraising real

estate?
Mr. LANDT. Nineteen years. Since the end of World War II, 1946.
Mr. GATIIINGS. According to your statement—and I believe it is also

incorporated in Mr. Bushart's statement—it is your view that this
legislation would result in an increased value of land around these
various cities of 50,000 and more in population?
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir; that is correct.
Mr. GATHINGS. And so someone who wanted to develop an area,..

wanted to build a house within 1 to 6 miles outside the limits of a city
of 50,000 population, thereby the value of that land would increase;
is that right?
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Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. GATHINGS. Why do you say that?
Mr. LANDT. Well, the market value of any piece of real estate is not

what a piece of real estate sold for yesterday, but your value would be

anticipated future benefits. For example, if I owned a piece of land

and the land around it had been selling for $500 an acre and I knew that

the Government was out with all of this money and would buy more

land and they were interested in this particular area, I would not sell

my land for $500 an acre. I just wait and see how badly they wanted

it.
Mr. GATHINGS. That makes sense.
Mr. RESNICK. Will you yield?
Mr. GATHINGS. I will yield on this point.
Mr. RESNICK. I would like to ask a question on that same point.

The reason that these lands are artificially depressed is because of

the lack of capital in these areas; is that not a fact? Even if you

wanted to use them, to develop them for something else, that very often

the developers are stymied because the money is not available to them

Mr. LANDT. I can only speak for North and South Carolina and

Virginia, where we have actually five developers who are purchasing

this type of land and who are developing this type of land, and there

is plenty of capital available in our area.
Mr. RESNICK. I must say that in New York there is a yery severe

shortage of capital. It is the lack of capital which holds up the devel-

opment of these areas. I wish that this bill applied to New York

State. Unfortunately, it does not.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. The housing bill contains a provision which was

approved by both the House Banking Committee and the Senate Hous-

ing Subcommittee that provides a new type of FHA insurance of

$12,500,000 for mortgages for the assembly of land and site improve-

ment and that will provide the capital for subdivisions all over the

country.
Mr. RESNICK. That $12,500,000 will not do that for all areas.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. That is for one subdivision—for one subdivi-

sion—that is the maximum mortgage per subdivision.
Mr. RESNICK. The point is that as of now, this land very often could

be put to fruitful use and not produce surplus commodities, and is

being hampered because the capital is not available.
Mr. LANDT. If I may comment on that, just a little further. It has

been my experience that most of these people who own this land and

who are selling it are perfectly willing to take only a nominal amount

in cash and 
Mr. RESNICK. They are not willing; they are forced to do so.
Mr. LANDT. Well, in many States they insist on it, because of the

income tax implications.
The CHAIRMAN. May I interrupt at this point?
Mr. RESNICK. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The fact is that your own company has financed

rural homes in rural sections, has it not?
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. For millions of dollars worth.
Mr. LANDT. Yes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Do you know of anybody who has a valuable piece
of property near the city of Raleigh who cannot be financed?
Mr. LANDT. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. For industrial development and commercial uses

as well as other uses, such as housing?
Mr. LANDT. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Practically any insurance company, such as Metro-

politan, Prudential, will make loans all through the area, do they not
and will they not?
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. The banks, of course, are not permitted to make

20- and 30-year loans, is that not right?
Mr. LANDT. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. My question is: Did you all know anything about

this bill until just recently?
Mr. LANDT. I did not know about it until last week when I received

word from Mr. Williamson and when I wrote you the letter which was
sometime last week.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Williamson appeared here before the commit-

tee representing the organization and presented a statement, did you
not?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. No, sir; we did not. We were aware of the bill the

day that it was introduced. On the first bill, H.R. 7500, I prepared a
memorandum which was considered by our Washington committee
and the board of directors at their May meeting, and then we asked
to be heard, and we were advised by the subcommittee staff, I believe
it was on the eve of the Memorial Day weekend, that we could testify
the following Tuesday. We did not have the time to get our witness,
but we felt sure that a bill of this magnitude would have a longer hear-
ing th4n 1 day, and when I was advised that the Department of Agri-
culture was not scheduled to testify, I was certain that the hearings
would last more than the 1 day. When the subcommittee took action,
we then submitted a letter to the committee expressing some of our
views.
The CHAIRMAN. And the views that you expressed were in opposi-

tion to the bill?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes, sir; the letter that we sent to the committee.
The CHAIRMAN. And from the time when we first considered the

bill, changes have been made in the bill since, is that not right?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And you have not expressed your views on the bill

in which the changes were made, except the views that you have ex-
pressed this morning. I assume that you concur in the statements
that have already been made?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes sir. Our statement reflects the language in

the committee print, and the changes which I understand reduced
the urban area to a community of 50,000 and more in population and
provides that the Housing and Home Finance Administrator will be
an incorporator of the organization.
The CHAIRMAN. It does include that.
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. GATHINGS. This corporation, Mr. Bushart, would have the au-

thority to sell to Federal agencies at less than the market value, would
if not?
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Mr. BUSHART. That is right.
Mr. GATHINGS. The urban renewal group, could they, in turn, re-

sell that land under the terms of this legislation?
Mr. BUSHART. Probably.
Mr. GATHINGS. Could that happen?
Mr. BUSHART. It could. What would keep them from it, at a higher

price?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. On that point, Mr. Gathings, the bill provides

•that the title would revert to the corporation if this instrumentality

of the Government would convey the land for a nonpublic purpose;

however, the U.S. Supreme Court has handed down a very broad

concept of "public purpose." The weight of judicial opinion is to

the effect that if an instrumentality of Government has the power to

acquire the land for, let us say, for a new community, that that satis-

fies the "public purpose," and that the "public purpose" will not be

negated if the instrumentality of Government then conveys the land

to a developer to develop the community. So, you could still have

private development, and the power to revert to the corporation

would not be affected, because you could still develop and have private

development with private ownership and still satisfy the concept of a

"public purpose."
Mr. GATHINGS. What you are saying is that someone who wanted

to buy for a subdivision a piece of land upon which to build, would

then be in a position to have to buy at a higher price; that would be

the result, would it not?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. It could; it could. The thing is that the housing

bill gives tremendous power, in our opinion, to the Housing and Home
Finance Administrator for the future development of subdivisions.

This power was requested for new towns, but the Congress has been
reluctant to grant that broader authority; but under this power here

a State could create a State land development agency which could

acquire the land at less than market value, and that State land de-
velopment agency could then convey the land to a private developer
who would develop the subdivision, meeting the conditions of the

Housing Administrator, and would still be a 'public purpose." That

private developer would be getting the land, or could get the land,

at less than the market value, because the State land development

agency would be able to purchase it at cost, plus carrying charges.
Mr. GATHINGS. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. The very fact that it would, within itself, enhance

the value if it were purchased, is that not correct?
Mr. BUSHART. Very right.
The CHAIRMAN. The very fact that it is possible for such a pur-

chase would give it an inflated value, would it not?
Mr. BUSHART. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes Mr. Dague.
Mr. DAGUE. I have some tobacco land up in my district, although

this question does not particularly apply to my area since we are not

under quotas, but is one that gives us concern nonetheless. Let us
assume that this tobacco allotment is on a unit of some 50 acres, and

that the tobacco allotment is 7 acres, how would that allotment, in

your opinion, affect the sale of that property?
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Mr. LANDT. Well, it would make a considerable difference. We all
agree that a 50-acre farm without any tobacco allotment is worth one
thing and that a 50-acre farm with a 7-acre tobacco allotment is worth
considerably more, so that when you appraise it for the purpose of
the Corporation obtaining the land, you would have to consider this
tobacco allotment if you are going to go on the basis of the market
value, because that is part of the market value. Then, this tobacco
allotment is taken away, then they go to resell it, it is not worth nearly
as much, and the 'Corporation is going to take a licking on it.
Mr. DAGUE. That is what I thought.
Mr. HAGEN of California. Will you yield?
Mr. DAGUE. Yes.
Mr. HAGEN of California. I would disagree with that. We have

had many acquisitions of land for a naval air station in my. area,
among which were many cotton allotments, and the complaint on the
part of the landowners was that the Government would not pay for
the value contributed by the cotton allotment. These acquisitions
wound up in court, in condemnation suits, in my district, and the
Government did not want to give value to these allotments, as I Under-
stand it.
The CHAIRMAN. That would come under condemnation suits. Con-

demnation suits would not cover that, they would have no right to do.
that.
Mr. HAGEN of California. If they acquire the land by condemnation,

certainly.
Mr. LANDT. They would not have the right of condemnation. But

according to the bill, they would have to pay the market value. So
that the appraiser, in determining the market value—I do not know
what happened in your particular case, but I have been on the witness
stand many times and have testified as to the value, and it is the market
value.
Mr. HAGEN of California. Does not this Corporation have con-

demnation power?
The CHAIRMAN. No; it does not have that power.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. No.
The CHAIRMAN. But under some of our laws, when land is obtained

by condemnation, the farmer is permitted to transfer his crop allot-
ment from that land to some other suitable land that he thereafter
acquires.
Mr. HAGEN of California. But there are limitations on the amount

he may transfer and he must have acquired an additional farm.
Mr. LANDT. IS this a cotton allotment.?
Mr. HAGEN of California. Yes.
Mr. BusHART. He retained it. That is the reason they do not give

consideration to it.
Mr. HAGEN. of California. In these acquistion cases, they were not

assigning any value at all to the cotton allotment.
Mr. LANDT. We do not assign too much value to cotton allotments

in North Carolina, but we assign something to them.
Mr. HAGEN of California. How about the tobacco allotment?
Mr. LANDT. That. has some value.
The CHAIRMAN. I do not think that this is very pertinent to what

we are talking about.
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Mr. HAGEN of California. I did not realize that the Corporation did
not have the power of condemnation however, in these condemnation
cases that I speak of, they did not allow any value on these crop allot-
ments.
The CHAIRMAN. Because the law permits them to transfer the allot-

ment.
Mr. HAGEN of California. That is not the reason.
The CHAIRMAN. It is written into the law.
Mr. Dague has not finished.
Mr. DAGUE. I will yield to Mr. Dole.
Mr. DOLE. I just want to ask Mr. Bushart a question.
After studying the law and preparing your statement, are there any

changes that could be made to H.R. 7500 that might make it palatable?
Mr. I3usHART. That would take a lot of study by our counsel. I see

no advantage to that, though.
Mr. DOLE. You do not see any reason for the Corporation at all?
MP. BUSIIART. NO.
Mr. DOLE. Thank you.
Mr. DAGUE. In your statement you indicate that you think that the

Corporation's activities would tend to make the land prices rise, per-
haps act as a floor. Do you want to elaborate?
Mr. &SHAWL I am going to turn that over to Mr. Temple. He has

not talked at all, and I think he can say something as to what has
happened in Ohio. He, also, is a builder, and in an area where there
is more activity than in my area. I believe he can answer that for you.
Mr. TEMPLE. What is your question, sir?
Mr. DAGUE. A statement made by Mr. Bushart indicated that the

Corporation's activities might tend to put a floor under the land
prices. Do you think that would be the case?
Mr. TEMPLE. By the action of this Corporation, it would put a

floor under land prices, sir.
I will tell you what will happen. If this bill were to be enacted,

I mean we will have another inflationary trend in the sale of farmland
clear across the country. Already lands costs are so high for the
American farmer, that he cannot receive a return for his labor. Let
us assume that in this area that you are talking about, just as soon as
this Corporation entertains the purchase of land, these farmers who
have been there for one generation or two generations are going to
wait out this price. Already across the country in these metropolitan
areas, or in these communities of 50,000 to 100,000, the land prices, for
the purpose of development and the building of residential homes,
is already from $500 an acre up to $5,000 an acre. Let us assume that
this Corporation comes in and has to pay that or more to get the land.
What happens to the outside of the 6-mile area, the next 10 or 20
miles? This land jumps 10,20, 30 percent, and already in these metro-
politan areas, where these farmers are farming the land and trying
to get a return for their labor, their taxes have gone up so high that
they are not even making expenses, and this inflationary trend would
be so terrible to the whole Federal Government, not only to the De-
partment of Agriculture, but to the whole program, and by being a
small builder and developer, I know about this. I have thousands of
friends doing the same thing, and when I say "small," I mean building
10 to 15 houses a year. I have a little country development company
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of my own of 15 acres, building 10 houses a year. If I have to com-

pete with this Corporation
' 

assuming this law is enacted, I am out of

business, because I cannot compete with this sort of thing. I am
through.
The CHAIRMAN. When you say that is true in your territory, is that

true also, in Raleigh, N.C., for example?
Air. TEMPLE. It is true all over the country, not only in communities

of 10,000 people but other sizes of communities. I am negotiating for

80 acres outside the corporate limits of a city or town of about 10,000
to 12,000 for a shopping area, and to develop the surrounding area..

The value of that land for agricultural purposes is $300 an acre. I
am paying $950 an acre to get it. I can finance it. I do not have to,

get a loan from the Government to do it.
Mr. DAGUE. And 20 years ago, the land on which my home is located

might have been worth $500 an acre, now it is worth $5,000? •
Mr. TEMPLE. And how can the Government come in and pay $6,000

for that?
Mr. DAGUE. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Resnick
Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Bushart, I find it difficult in reading your state-

ment to note that on the one hand, you are saying that the Corporation
is going to run the price of land up, and in the next paragraph you say
that the public agencies would have a priority in purchasing this land
at a price which could and very likely would be below the market

value. Now, it seems to me that those two statements are opposite.
How, on one hand, can you say that the Department of Agriculture

or the Corporation is going to, by buying the land, drive the price up;
and, on the other hand, that the public agencies will drive the prices

down?
Mr. BUSHART. I can answer it very clearly for you, I hope.
First of all, we buy this property today at the market value—today—

we will say at $500 an acre—just to use any figure. We buy that today

at that price. Assuming that our country goes on economically like it
has gone on, in 3 years from now, or in 5 years from now, or in 10 years
from now, we will say, we have had this incline in the economic value
of that land to where the market value is $1,000 per acre. The cor-
poration is required to sell it to a Government agency at the price that
it cost, that they put into it. So on that hand, it is a lower value than
the market value at that time. Do you follow me?
Mr. RESNICK. Right. That is for the public uses?
Mr. BUSHART. That is right. But at the same time, the private de-

veloper is having to pay $1,000 for it where they sell it to these people
for $500 that they paid for it originally, giving you a $500 spread.
Mr. RESNICK. I understand that there will not be any competition

between the public user and the private developer.
Mr. BUSHART. Very definitely. Here is the other point, that we are

driving it up.
Mr. RESNICK. If a community wants to build a school and the cor-

poration sells this land back to it at the price that it paid for it plus-
the carrying charges, what possible objection could you have to that?
Mr. BUSHART. That is one case.
Mr. RESNICK. There are cases like that all over.
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Mr. WILLIAMSON. It is also very possible—in our opinion, likely—

that the State development agencies could acquire this land as an in-
strumentality of government and then convey it to a developer for a
new town, and it would satisfy the Supreme Court's concept of "public
purpose." So, you would have the private development with a private
end use, under that situation.
Mr. RESNICK. But that land is for public use, whether it is low-cost

housing or a park or a school.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Or a community or a subdivision.
Mr. RESNICK. Or anything else, that is correct. But the net result

is that many people will get houses at a lower cost than they would in
any other way.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. It is also possible that the cost, plus the carrying

charges, could be in excess of the market value.
Mr. RESNICK. If that is the case, it would, according to statement,

be for less.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. But it would, generally, be less.
Mr. RESNICK. You want both sides of your pie, then.
Mr. HEI1VIBURGER. I would like to clarify the point that is under dis-

cussion right now. I am quite sure that the author of the bill and the
subcommittee, when it requested the subcommittee print No. 2, dis-
cussed this and had in mind the idea of public use as it is commonly
understood. They had no knowledge of the Supreme Court decision
to which you have referred that says that public use is met by the pur-
chase of land by a State agency which then sells to a private developer.
I am quite sure that this is not what the subcommittee had in mind
or that the author of the bill had in mind. They had in mind the idea
of public use, such as parks, school buildings, and recreational areas 

iand so on. So that this is merely a deficiency n the drafting of the bill
on the part of the drafter, which is me. The intent of the subcommit-
tee, I am sure, is that this land would be used for the general concept of
pulelic use which I have just described. This is merely a deficiency
in the drafting, and it should be made quite clear that land should not,
be purchased by the developing agency and resold to a private de-
veloper, as you describe it.
AmI correct in that?
Mr. POAGE. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Olson.
Mr. OLSON. I would like to ask Mr. Landt a question.
I am wondering if the availability of land for population expansion

is quite as simple as you state on page 2 of your statement, as to the
1-mile additional radius. That would be so only if you did not have
any natural barriers or other impediments. You might run into a
swamp or a mountainside or a river or a lake in some of these areas.
I do not think that you can reduce availability to such a simple term. 

iMr. LANDT. The example in Los Angeles s worded a little bit
differently. I believe it said there, by expanding the driving distance
just over 1 mile rather than expanding it overall to the circumference
of the city limits, because you do in different cities run into natural
boundaries and barriers.
Mr. OLSON. Has this been researched, that the 1-mile expansion of

distance around Los Angeles would provide for 1 million more people ?
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Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. The same way at Raleigh, you would have a circle

around there, would you not?
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir, this is a part of the master planning in Raleigh.

In line with what they were talking about just a minute, I would like

to give you a concrete example in Raleigh. We have about 745 acres

of land north of the town that we have accumulated over the last 5 or

6 years with the idea of going out there and either developing it our-

selves or selling it to a developer. We gave to the school board 25

acres. They needed a high school out there. There is nothing in the

world that is going to make our land look better for development pur-

poses than to have a nice new high school out there, which they need.

And this is a common thing that developers do.
The CHAIRMAN. Then, you had a motive for doing that?
Mr. LANDT. We had a motive for doing that, yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Resnick.
Mr. RESNICK. Would you say that is a common thing? I sat on the

School Board for the City of New York, and that is one of the real

problems that we have had, to get land, and had to take options 20,

30 years in advance—that is not a common thing, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Mr. Purcell.
Mr. PURCELL. I would like to address myself to this: Do you do any

appraisal for urban renewal?
Mr. LANDT. No, sir, I have never. I have been requested to, but I

have never done so. There is a conflict of interest situation that caused
me to stay out of it, because it would prevent me from buying any
urban renewal land or financing any of it.
Mr. PURCELL. Is there anything to prevent you, by the provisions

of this bill, from being put in the same position there?
Mr. LANDT. I do not understand that.
Mr. PURCELL. I do not understand what you say that there would

be a conflict of interest. If you cannot buy for one quasi-govern-
mental agency, why could you for another?
Mr. WILLIAAISON. Well 
Mr. PURCELL. I am asking Mr. Landt.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Excuse me.
The CHAIRMAN. I do not understand the question. Do you under-

stand it?
Mr. LANDT. The contract that an appraiser has to sign with the

urban renewal says that he cannot buy any of this urban renewal land
when it comes up for sale or that he cannot finance it or have any-
thing to do with it, so that is why I have never appraised an urban
renewal project.
Mr. PURCELL. Has urban renewal had any effect on the price of land

along where they are buying it? What about that?
Mr. LANDT. I could not comment on that, sir I do not know about

that.
Mr. PURCELL. You do not know whether the Government buying

in downtown areas has had any effect on the areas around there?
Mr. LANDT. I could not give you any specific examples, because I

do not have any. What I would say is that one of the purposes of
urban renewal is to upgrade the value of the land around it.
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Mr. PURCELL. Is that good or bad?
Mr. LANDT. Well, I thmk in downtown areas where they are trying

to get rid of these old slum areas, it is probably good.
Mr. PURCELL. Has there been any unfair competition to the people

who are trying to build in the areas surrounding such areas of urban
renewal?
Mr. LANDT. Some people think so, as some communities will not buy

the urban renewal program at all, for that reason.
Mr. PURCELL. Do you think so?
Mr. LANDT. No, I, personally, am in favor of urban renewal.
Mr. PURCELL. They buy at the appraised value, the current market

price, do they not?
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. PURCELL. That is exactly what the bill we have before us—

this bill that we have now provides that; is that not true?
Mr. LANDT. That is right.
Mr. PURCELL. The market value is established by someone like your-

self who does not have this conflict of interest in appraising the value
of the land ?
Mr. LANDT. That is right.
Mr. PURCELL. There is not anything complicated about appraising

for this type of organization any more than there is for the urban
renewal people, is there? Is there anything about this that is more
complicated?
Mr. LAND'''. From an appraisal standpoint, I would say; yes, sir. I

think that undeveloped land on the periphery of a city is much more
difficult to appraise than urban renewal land.
Mr. PURCELL. Is that not just as easy to appraise as farmland, these

other lands?
Mr. LANDT. I think that the farmland at the edge of the city is much

more difficult to appraise.
Mr. PURCELL. Than the downtown part?
Mr. LANDT. Than the downtown part; yes.
Mr. PURCELL. Where you have a modern building and with run-

down old buildings around?
Mr. LANDT. Yes sir.
Mr. PURCELL. Well, now, the person who sells to the urban renewal

has to move?
Mr. LANDT. Yes.
Mr. PURCELL. Is that bad?
Mr. LANDT. No; I think that it is good that the seller has to move.

He has to go buy another home or another business.
The CHAIRMAN. And they do have to pay all cash, sir, do they not?
Mr. LANDT. Sir?
The CHAIRMAN. The developer pays cash, does he not?
Mr. LANDT. Yes.
Mr. PURCELL. Not the purchaser. When the agency who is buying

the land, I assume that it is for cash.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes.
Mr. PURCELL. Has that been a bad situation here?
I wonder why it is bad one place, and not in another?
The CHAIRMAN. Will you yield for 1 minute?
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You are not complaining about this bill, because you have to ap-
praise it 
Mr. LANDT. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you could appraise some other land

for some private individual if they wanted you to do it. You devote
most of your time to do that, do you not?
Mr. LANDT. I am trying to point out the effect that this bill is going

to have on the values of land from an appraiser's standpoint. I prob-
ably should not even be here, because this would give us a lot of business.
The CHAIRMAN. That is what I thought. You are an officer of your

company; is that right?
Mr. LANDT. Yes;  I am executive vice president.
The CHAIRMAN. And Mr. Cameron is the president?
Mr. LANDT. He is also the president of the Mortgage Bank Asso-

ciation of America.
The CHAIRMAN. He is not at present in North Carolina, is he?
Mr. LANDT. He is down in Peru under the auspices of the State De-

partment. Otherwise, he would be here at this hearing.
The CHAIRMAN. I just wanted to get that reference to your com-

pany, that you are the vice president of it.
Are there any further questions?
Mr. PURCELL. You say in your statement, about the middle of the

first page, "True, the bill say that the corporation must buy at no
more than current market value." That is what urban renewal does,
is it not?
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. PURCELL. All right, sir, "but with such a wealthy buyer in the

market paying cash, each sale will be higher than the last.' Is there
any difference in this situation?
Mr. LANDT. I think that the big difference is that under urban re-

newal,. they have the power of condemnation.
Mr. PURCELL. And there would be even less ability to be mandatory

about the way they get the land?
Mr. LANDT. They have to approach them with more money, if they

want the land.
Mr. PURCELL. They would own it at the appraised value. You can-

not more than that; is that not true?
Mr. LANDT. That is right.
Mr. PURCELL. Well, then, they cannot get took on that account, can

they?
Mr. LANDT. Well, there are appraisals and there are appraisers.

There are high ones and there are low ones. Appraising is not an
exact science—not even the best of appraisers can do that.
Mr. PURCELL. Do you have perfect appraisers in your outfit?
Mr. LANDT. Sir, I missed the adjective.
Mr. PURCELL. Do you have perfect appraisers in your company?
Mr. LANDT. No, sir.
Mr. PURCELL. Unreliable appraisers?
Mr. LANDT. No sir.
Mr. PURCELL. .A.11 right, then, they will be good and conscientious

appraisers?
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Mr. LANDT. If they chose to look about they may not choose—they
may want this property bad enough to get any kind of an appraiser
that they could qualify in court. This is not a difficult thing to do.
Mr. PURCELL. My whole point is that urban renewal has worked

and this has the same general principle, so far as appraisal is con-
cerned, and, as I understand it, I do not understand why it is so good
in one place and so bad in another place.
Mr. LANDT. Well, it is good in the urban renewal case, because it

is doing away with the slum areas and all of the slums that go with
slum areas.
Mr. PURCELL. It is buying up productive land that is not needed

to produce surplus crops, and you could argue about whether it is
better to get unneeded production of crops or unneeded property.
Mr. LANDT. I do not pretend to be familiar with the surplus crop

problem. The main point that I wanted to make here is that in my
.opinion this would tend to increase the values, because here is Uncle
Sam standing back here with a big fat pocketbook, and you can al-
ways wait for him to buy your property.
Mr. PURCELL. That is exactly what happened in urban renewal.
Mr. LANDT. I expect it has in some cases.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you. That is all I have.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hagen.
Mr. HAGEN of California. I have one further question.
So far as urban renewal is concerned, it embraces the power to con-

,demn. Would this bill be improved if the corporation was vested
with the power to condemn?
Mr. LANDT. I think that would be the worst thing that could happen.
Mr. HAGEN of California. That is a way to keep the price down—

I mean, if you have the power to condemn, you are not going to in-
flate the price.
Mr. LANDT. This bill says that this is needed for the orderly de-

velopment of communities. My point is that it is not needed for that
purpose. I think private enterprise is doing a pretty good job in de-
veloping communities.
Mr. HAGEN of California. In the case of urban renewal, inflationary

pressure is reduced by the fact that you do have the power of condem-
nationi is that not correct?
Mr. LANDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. HAGEN of California. You, as the developer, are often frustrated

because the last man is going to hold you up. You have already con-
templated building that property and have bought property from
other people, and the last buyer can put his price on his which makes
it difficult, and that is why the power of condemnation comes in to
help you.
Mr. LANDT. Here is a point that just slipped my mind which was

brought to my attention: Urban renewal, also, sells their land at a
loss in many cases.
Mr. RESNICK. They are supposed to.
Mr. lirn,LIAmsoN. They buy the property and they clear it, and

then they sell the cleared land at less than they paid for it, and that
is how subsidy is involved. The real purpose of the Federal Govern-
ment's involvement is to cover that writedown.
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Mr. RESNICK. Also, you are aware of the fact that most suburban and
small semiurban communities, if you want to call them communities,
are totally lacking in parks, even more than the metropolitan areas.
Mr. LANDT. I well agree with you. I am a great believer in parks.

I think they are fine for every community.
Mr. RESNICK. There is a real lack today in these small metropolitan

areas, and this bill, if anything, is going to take the inflationary prices
out of the development of land, because as of now what is happening
is that everybody waits around for the farmer either to die or to starve
to death, and then they are going to pick up the pieces, and pick up
the land at $10 down and the rest when we catch you at so much per
lot, and like that, and the community never has the opportunity to
pick up their land at a reasonable price, so that they can develop it
into parks, so that they can have orderly planning, so that
they can have parks. They do not have that now. What we are doing
is taking this land out of production and putting it into a repository,
you might say, so that it is there for the use of the community when
the community needs it at a price that the community can afford. All
this is going to do is to hurt the real estate speculator, but it is not go-
ing to hurt the honest broker. It will not hurt the honest developer.
There is a lot of land for him. The one that it will hurt is the real
estate speculator who has a little more time and money than the
farmer.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Mr. POAGE. I do not have a question, but I do want to make a

statement.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well.
Mr. POAGE. I want to make a statement in connection with this bill.

I think that it is understood—and I had hoped that the members of
the committee who were not members of the subcommittee would
understand—that the purpose of introducing this bill was to try to
minimize governmental intervention into our land-acquisition pro-
grams. In the departments, they have been off and on for the last 6
months. One day they are for this bill and the next day they are
damning it with faint praise, and the next day somebody else is op-
posed to it, and the next day something else 
The CHAIRMAN. When you say "they," you are talking about whom?
Mr. POAGE. I am talking about the whole of the U.S. Government.

[Laughter.]
I want to make the prediction that 5 years from now the opponents

of this bill will find the U.S. Government coming out and buying these
properties, with titles in the United States of America, with no taxes
being paid thereon, no income taxes from anybody from that land, no
ad valorum taxes to the local communities, no rights on the part of
anyone to purchase—no rights whatsoever to any realtor to buy the
land, which this bill specifically gives to him at the then appraised
value. When they find this to be true, I do not want somebody to
come up here and say, "We are sorry; we want to at least keep this
land on the tax rolls and keep the local commuilitie.; in ti posit :on
where they are able to support their local governments, their schools."
When this happens, and it well may happen, I want you gentlemen
to remember that you had an opportunity to be assured that private
enterprise would be kept in the picture and that there would be an
opportunity for the private investor, because our choice, gentlemen,
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is not between what we think might be perfection and what we think
is entirely undesirable, but between the obtainable objectives and I
think that it might be stated that the tendency, both in this committee
and in other committees, is to adopt measures that mean that we have
been going more and more to direct Government purchases, not to
private taxpayers, and I think that is the choice that faced us in the
beginning of this session, whether we would develop an approach
whereby we might keep some of this land under the control of private
enterprise or whether we would turn it all over to the Federal
Government.
I sought to provide an instrumentality that would pay taxes; I

sought to provide an instrumentality that would be subject to the
same type of controls that you are subjected to when you buy the land.
I thought that to do so would be of local benefit, and that would
stabilize the market both against unwarranted inflation and unwar-
ranted drops.
I think it is quite noteworthy that none of the witnesses, Mr. Chair-

man, have suggested that there would be any hesitancy on the part of
private investors to put up the necessary money. Nobody has come
here suggesting that private industry, private individuals, private
money, would not be glad to go into this thing, but they say: "Let us not
do it. And when we do not, what -will we get? We get 100 percent
Government investment, and that, gentlemen, is what you have suc-
ceeded in doing.
Instead of helping us write legislation which might have corrected

some of the flaws that you see in the bill—instead of suggesting any
improvements at all—from the very beginning, your organization has
done nothing but to suggest: "Now, we will have nothing to do with
it; we will seek to destroy it; we will to make it so bad that nobody
will want it." I do not think that attitude is giving us the best kind of
legislation. We had witnesses on the cotton bill, Mr. Chairman, and
yet you did not send notices to every warehouseman in the country
telling them about the bill; they knew all about it, and they got here,
and so has everybody else who was interested.
I recognize that. from your standpoint, it was probably real wise to

wait until after the legislation was adopted—no legislation can be
perfect—and then point out the detail in which it could have been
something else, rather than to help work out the law beforehand.
You have done a real good job now of nit picking. You have

done a real good job of picking out the difficulties, and we probably
should have had your help before, but we did not get your help. We
have not had one bit of help from you, so that when you come back
and ask me next time, if I am here, when you ask me to prevent the
Federal Government from buying this land direct, you will be just
wasting your breath. I will not be interested in it, gentlemen. I am
interested in trying to keep the Government out of this field. You are
interested seemingly in putting them in there 100 percent. I want
you to come back 5 years from now and explain why the Federal Gov-
ernment is buying all of this land and private industry cannot.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, that is a fine statement that you have made,

Mr. Poage. That is the closing statement for the defense, I suppose.
I want to thank you gentlemen for coming here. I do want to con-

clude by saying this: As I understand Mr. Poage's position it is that
you are taking the position that you are not for this legislation at the
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moment, not to proceed with it; you do not need any of this at the'
moment; is that right ?
Mr. GATHINGS. I might say that the very committee that has juris-

diction over such matters—we have no jurisdiction whatever over this
type of legislation—the Banking and Currency Committee of the
House—has denied the very authority that is sought in this legisla-
tion here. You mentioned that. I believe your statement brought
that out.
Mr. BITSHART. Yes, sir.
Mr. GATHINGS. And you talked about private industry and private

enterprise, and it is all right to have private industry and private
enterprise. And we could get the same thing in the State of Maryland
and in the State of Virginia, and in the State of North Carolina by
setting up corporations, if you sought to do so.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen, very much, for your ap-

pearance here. I am very sure that the committee will very carefully
consider the statements you have made here.
I should like to have Mr. Heimburger present a letter we have re-

ceived from the Secretary of Agriculture. I want this in the record..
Mr. HEIMBURGER. This is a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture

to the chairman of the committee, dated June 23, 1965, and follows:

Hon. 'HAROLD D. COOLEY,
Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We appreciate the opportunity to comment on H.R.
7500, as 'amended by the subcommittee, a bill to provide for the establishment,
ownership, operation, •and regulation of the Suburban Land Corporation, and
for other purposes.

This bill would create a profit corporation under the District of Columbia
Business Corporation Act with ownership shared on an equal basis between the
public :and the Government. The corporation would be authorized to purchase
farmland around urban areas of 50,000 or more population and to make this
land available for resale for urban and business uses.
We have analyzed this bill from the standpoint of its effects on agriculture,

and particularly the production adjustment problems with which this Depart-
ment is so vitally concerned. Departmental witnesses have testified on the
basis 'of our 'analysis before the Subcommittee on Conservation and Credit of
your committee. The purpose, import, and effect of H.R. 7500 embraces a broad
area of public interest—the wise use of our land. It is involved in the overall
development and use of this vital resource. Since the bill would deal with
land around and adjacent to our urban areas, it must be considered within the
broad area of urban development, as we can expect it in the decades ahead.
The responsibility for programs for the best possible use of these areas rests
with many departments and agencies of the Federal Government.
As such, it is appropriate and essential that all agencies who have respon-

sibility in these areas have an opportunity to thoroughly consider the effects
of H.R. 7500. A careful evaluation and analysis on the part of all concerned
is underway. Therefore, it would be our suggestion and recommendation that

further consideration of H.R. 7500 be deferred until such time as all agencies

having responsibilities bearing on this bill have an opportunity to give it careful

study and analysis and make available the results of their study to your

committee and to the Congress.
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the presenta-

tion of the report from the standpoint of the administration's program.
Sincerely,

ORVILLE L. FREEMAN.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. That concludes this hear-
ing. We will go into executive session.
(Whereupon, at 11 :35 a.m., the committee retired into executive

session.)
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