
2-1 RELOCATION PAYMENTS
' GOVERNMENT

Storage
I k

n 107n

int LIBRARY
KAKAS STATE iluvF9m—

K
S
U
 L
I
B
R
A
R
I
E
S
 

HEARINGS
BEFORE THE

SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
OF THE

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NINETY-FIRST CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

ON

H.R. 10266 and H.R. 14008
BILLS TO AMEND THE HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES ACT
OF 1963 TO PROVIDE RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND SERVICES
FOR PERSONS, BUSINESSES, FARMERS AND NONPROFIT OR-
GANIZATIONS DISPLACED AS A RESULT OF CONSTRUCTION

FINANCED THEREUNDER

HEARINGS HELD IN WASHINGTON, D.C.

OCTOBER 9 AND NOVEMBER 3, 1969

  111
   r-1
  ul Printed for the use of the Committee on Education and Labor
  0 CARL D. PERKINS, Chairman
   a-
   a-

   fr
rl

•

rq

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

39-1510 WASHINGTON: 1970



COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

CARL D. PERKINS, Kentucky, Chairman

EDITH GREEN, Oregon
FRANK THOMPSON, JR., New Jersey
JOHN H. DENT, Pennsylvania
ROMAN C. PITCINSKI, Illinois
DOMINICK V. DANIELS, New Jersey
JOHN BRADEMAS, Indiana
JAMES G. O'HARA, Michigan
HUGH L. CAREY, New York
AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, California
WILLIAM D. FORD, Michigan
WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY, Maine
PATSY T. MINK, Hawaii
JAMES H. SCHEUER, New York
LLOYD MEEDS, Washington
PHILLIP BURTON, California
JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, Pennsylvania
LOUIS STOKES, Ohio
WILLIAM "BILL" CLAY, Missouri
ADAM C. POWELL, New York

WILLIAM H. AYRES, Ohio
ALBERT H. QUM, Minnesota
JOHN M. ASHBROOK, Ohio
ALPHONZO BELL, California
OGDEN R. REID, New York
JOHN N. ERLENBORN, Illinois
WILLIAM J. SCHERLE, Iowa
JOHN DELLENBACK, Oregon
MARVIN L. ESCH, Michigan
EDWIN D. ESHLEMAN, Pennsylvania
WILLIAM A. STEIGER, Wisconsin
JAMES M. COLLINS, Texas
MARL F. LANDGREBE, Indiana
ORVAL HANSEN, Idaho
EARL B. RUTH, North Carolina

SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

EDITH GREEN, Oregon, Chairman

JOHN BRADEMAS, Indiana
HUGH L. CAREY, New York
WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY, Maine
PHILLIP BURTON, California
FRANK THOMPSON, JR., New Jersey
JAMES H. SCHEUER, New York
LOUIS STOKES, Ohio
WILLIAM "BILL" CLAY, Missouri

ALBERT H. QUIE, Minnesota
OGDEN R. REID, New York
JOHN N. ERLENBORN, Iffinois
MARVIN L. INCH, Michigan
JOHN DELLENBACK, Oregon
WILLIAM J. SCHERLE, Iowa
WILLIAM A. STEIGER, Wisconsin



CONTENTS

Hearings held in Washington, D.C.: Page
October 9, 1969  1November 3, 1969  15Text of bills:
H.R. 10266  2H.R. 14008  4Statement of—
Karlson, Dr. Janet, M.D., New York, and Miss Shirley Rector,

N.Y.C., Manhattan  24
Levi, Dr. Julian, University of Chicago, on behalf of the American

Council on Education  28
Ryan, Hon. William F., a Representative in Congress from the State

of New York  15
Valien, Preston, Acting Associate Commissioner for Higher Education,
HEW; accompanied by: Richard R. Holden, Acting Director,
Division of College Facilities, Bureau of Higher Education; and
Dr. Albert L. Alford, Assistant Commissioner for Legislation  6

Statements and supplemental material:
Alford, Dr. Albert L., Assistant Commissioner for Legislation, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, letter to Chairman Green,
dated December 22, 1969, enclosing statement on "Proposal To
Prohibit Changes in the Reuse of Property Acquired by Urban
Renewal Condemnation"  12

Levi, Dr. Julian, University of Chicago, on behalf of the American
Council on Education:

Comparisons of significant relocation provisions (table)  41
Relocation grants compared to total loan and grant authoriza-

tions  43
Relocation payment table  36
Relocation payments  39

Ryan, Hon. William F., a Representative in Congress from the State
of New York:

Ginsberg, Hon. Robert M., Democratic district leader, 69th
Assembly District, part A, statement of  18

Paterson, Hon. Basil, New York State Senate, statement of_   18





RELOCATION PAYMENTS

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 9, 1969

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION,

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
TV ashing ton, D.0 .

The special subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edith Green (chairman
of the special subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Green, Brademas, Thompson, Scheuer,

Clay, Quie, and Reid.
Also present: Harry Hogan, counsel; and Robert C. Andringa,

minority professional staff assistant.
(Texts of H.R. 10266 and H.R. 14008 follow:)

(1)
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91sT CONGRESS

H. R. 102661ST SESSION

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

APRIL 17, 1969

Mr. RYAN introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor

A BILL
To amend the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 to

provide relocation payments for persons displaced from

their places of residence or business as a result of con-

struction financed thereunder.

1

2

3

4

5

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That title IV of the Higher Education Facilities Act of

1963 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following

new section:

6 "RELOCATION PAYMENTS

7 "SEC. 408. The Commissioner shall not approve any

8 application for a grant or loan under this Act unless he

9 shall have first obtained adequate and enforcible assurances
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2

1 that the institution, board, or agency to which such grant

2 or loan is made will pay, to persons displaced from their

3 places of residence or business by or as a result of the

4 construction to be financed with the proceeds of such grant

5 or loan, amounts covering the moving expenses and direct

6 losses of property incurred by such persons as a result of

7 such displacement within the same monetary limits and sub-

ject to the same conditions as those applicable to the re-

9 location payments provided for under section 114 of the

10 Housing Act of 1949."
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91sT CONGRESS
1ST SESSION H. R. 14008

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SEPTEMBER 25, 190
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon introduced the following bill; which was referred

to the Committee on Education and Labor

A BILL
To amend the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 to provide

relocation payments and services for persons, businesses,
farmers and nonprofit organizations displaced as a result of
construction financed thereunder.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 jives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That title IV of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963

4 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

5 section:

6 "RELOCATION PAYMENTS

7 "SEC. 409. The Commissioner shall not approve any

8 application for a grant or loan under this Act unless he shall

9 have first obtained satisfactory assurances that the institution,
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2

1 board or agency to which such grant or loan is made will

2 provide to persons, businesses, farmers and nonprofit organi-

3 zations displaced as a result of the construction to be financed

4 with the proceeds of such grant or loan, fair and reasonable

5 relocation and other payments and relocation assistance in

6 accordance with the provisions of, and subject to the same

7 conditions as those applicable to the relocation payments and

8 assistance provided for under, chapter 5 of title 23, United

9 States Code, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1965."

39-151 0-70 
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Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee will come to order for consideration
of the bill introduced by Congressman Ryan, H.R. 10266 and
H.R. 14008. We have as our witness this morning Preston Valien, Act-
ing Associate Commissioner for Higher Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.
Mr. Valien, you may proceed as you wish.

STATVWFST OF PRESTON VALIEN, ACTING ASSOCIATE COMMIS-
SIONER FOR HIGHER EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD R.
HOLDEN, ACTING DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF COLLEGE FACILITIES,
BUREAU OF HIGHER EDUCATION; AND DR. ALBERT L. ALFORD,
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR LEGISLATION

Mr. VALIEN. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
I am Preston Valien, Acting Associate Commissioner for Higher

Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. I am
accompanied by Mr. Richard R. Holden, Acting Director, Division of
College Facilities, Bureau of Higher Education and Dr. Albert L.
Alford, Assistant Commissioner for Legislation.
It is a pleasure for me to meet with you this morning to discuss

H.R. 14008.
As I understand the provisions of this bill, before the Commissioner

of Education could approve an application for a grant or loan under
the Higher Education Facilities Act, he would first have to obtain sat-
isfactory assurances that persons, businesses, farmers, and nonprofit
organizations displaced from their places of residence or business as a
result of the construction were paid relocation costs equivalent to those
paid under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1965.
This would mean that an institution of higher education, in order to

receive a grant or loan, would:
(1) Make relocation payment, either for actual reasonable moving

expenses or a specific moving and dislocation allowance.
(2) Provide a payment for relocation housing to assist displaced

persons in obtaining comparable housing.
(3) Reimburse expenses incidental to the transfer of property.
(4) Provide relocation assistance services to displaced persons.
A similar bill, H.R. 10266, contains essentially the same provisions,

except that relocation payments are to be in accord with those
authorized under the Housing Act of 1949.
During the 5-year history of the Higher Education Facilities Act,

almost 3,300 facilities have received Federal assistance. So far as we
know, only 50 of these projects included relocation programs and all of
these 50 were associated with urban renewal programs. So far as we
know, few institutions have undertaken independent relocation pro-
grams and it is reasonable to assume that some people have been dis-
placed without relocation benefits. The displacement of persons by
construction programs, as you know, has been one of the causes cited
for campus unrest. No such incidents to date have been related to Fed-
erally assisted projects but this may be more by accident than design.
During the past few years there has certainly come to be a growing
realization that institutions of higher education are a part of the
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community and as such must accept a responsible role in the life of that
community.
We believe that fair compensation should be assured to those affected

by all construction projects receiving Federal support. This principle
is already recognized in our federally assisted housing, highway, and
urban renewal programs and we can see no reason why persons who
are displaced by the construction of educational facilities should not
be compensated similarly.
While we favor this general principle of compensation, we do not

feel that H.R. 14008 or H.R. 10266 is the best way to accomplish this
end. We would recommend a general solution to this program, as em-
bodied in H.R. 4578, rather than a piecemeal approach, program by
program. This latter bill would assure uniform and equitable treat-
ment of persons affected by any Federal or federally assisted con-
struction program. The type of payments to persons, farmers, busi-
nesses, and nonprofit organizations under H.R. 4578 would be the
same as those contemplated by H.R. 14008.
We recognize that H.R. 4578 does not extend to the case of private

agencies or institutions acquiring land. There are certain distinctions
in this respect between public and private institutions, such as the
power of eminent domain which is usually possessed by public
agencies.
On the other hand, tenants—particularly low-income families— dis-

placed by land acquisitions—as distinguished from property owners
who are removed after agreement upon mutually acceptable terms—
need equitable treatment from private agencies as much as those dis-
placed by public institutions.
We suggest that they deserve consideration in the context of com-

prehensive legislation—not only with respect to educational institu-
tions, but all other private nonprofit institutions as well.

Therefore, we are studying this problem further with the objective
of developing appropriate legislation. In any event, we believe the ap-
proach to the problem should be comprehensive in nature and not
handled on a program-by-program basis.
Thank you, Madam Chairman. I am prepared to answer any ques-

tions you might have.
Mrs. GREEN. There are many who feel that comprehensive legisla-

tion is not going to become a reality. If this is the case, why do you
object to handling the matter on a program-by-program basis, on an
individual basis?
Mr. VALIEN. It is my understanding, Madam Chairman, that a

comprehensive program is well underway in the Senate.
Mr. ALFORD. It is my understanding that S. 1 is moving along there.

Obviously, we cannot anticipate what is going to happen, but the ad-
ministration has reported favorably on S. 1. As far as I know, there
is no action on the House side on the general bill which has been
introduced here.

Mrs. GREEN. If an individual bill in regard to this particular matter
could be drawn up and become law until the comprehensive takes over,
what would be wrong with that, if there is need for some action?
Mr. 'S/ALIEN. I think it might complicate the administration of the

whole situation because if you will look at the comprehensive bill, it
now provides for the replacement of almost a dozen different bills
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which are now in existence. I think when we go into that we will have
a large number of administrative problems in order to make those pro-
grams that are now already in operation comparable with the uniform
bill.
Mrs. GREEN. If there are a dozen already in existence, what makes it

better or worse if there are 13 instead of 12?
Mr. VALIEN. That is a very good question. My own feeling is we can

move the comprehensive bill along rather fast, and we think it would
be better than adding another program to ones which will already have
to be repealed.
Mrs. GREEN. Do you think the action taken by the Congress last

year with respect to highway relocation is going to impede the action
on a comprehensive bill?
Mr. ALFORD. Are you referring to last year?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. ALFORD. I guess I do not know specifically what you are referring

to here. You are, of course, building on the Federal Highway Act in
your proposal. As a matter of fact, the general legislation, S. 1, would
also use that same criteria to apply to all projects.
Mrs. GREEN. This is the amendment which I introduced last year to

the Highway Act which requires payments to owners as well as to
persons leasing property and it became the law. If I understand your
argument, you are saying if we pass a similar one in regard to expan-
sion of college facilities, then it is going to make it difficult to pass a
comprehensive law. My question is: did the amendment last year
passed by the Congress impede the progress of the comprehensive bill?
Mr. ALFORD. I don't know that we could say it would impede a com-

prehensive bill. From our experience in examining what has happened
in the facilities program to date, we do not necessarily assess an urgency
of the need at the present time because, as we indicated in the testi-
mony, we know of no cases where the Federal funds have been involved
in the critical issues which have arisen in connection with relocation
payments.
For example, I think Columbia was one of the cases where this had

been cited as a problem and Federal funds were not involved here.
Mrs. GREEN. I think there is abundant evidence that there are lots

and lots of colleges where they have expanded and they made the
citizen whose property has been taken over very, very angry. It may
not have become a lawsuit.
Mr. ALFORD. We recognize the equity here and we are in favor of

taking care of this. I do not know whether I can assess, for example,
whether an independent bill which would get out faster than the gen-
eral bill dealing with the whole problem.
Mrs. GREEN. I am trying to understand why you would favor a

comprehensive bill which would accomplish that purpose and oppose
an individual bill. This I do not understand because if a comprehensive
is passed, then it could incorporate the parts of the existing language.
Mr. ALFORD. I think our position is fairly consistent on this. Nor-

mally we do favor the more comprehensive approach where this is
possible. Since we do have this kind of legislation presently wending
its way through Congress, and since we have supported such legislation,
we feel it is logical to amend that legislation to take care of the differ-
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ences that your bill has relative to the private institutions rather than
moving on a separate front.
Mrs. GREEN. You say you generally favor comprehensive legislation.

Is this in all fields of education?
Mr. ALFORD. I guess we would have to define comprehensive, but

we do have a tendency to favor this.
Mrs. GREEN. I am glad for this change in attitude.
Congressman Quie ?
Mr. Qum. What about the loans from private lenders that the Fed-

eral Government subsidizes under both the Housing Act and the
Facilities Act? Would they be included in this legislation in your
interpretation?
Mr. VALIEN. Yes; in the Facilities Act it would be included.
Mr. Qum. So whether it is a direct loan or a subsidized private

loan 
Mr. VALIEN. As far as we could determine, they would be.
Mr. ALFORD. It would be a relocation cost. It is not the loan per se

that we are protecting here. It is just that the relocation costs would
be counted as part of the amount of money you would need for a loan
or grant purpose.
Mr. Q17IE. You would require the relocation cost be added before

you subsidize the private loans, would you not?
Mr. ALFORD. Yes; under the title III operation.
Mr. QUM. You say as far as you know there are only 50 projects that

included relocation programs. How many of them had the problems of
relocation? For example, where a farmer out into the country sells his
land—I don't know if that is relocation necessary. Maybe if they
bought a farm building, it would.
Mr. ALFORD. This is part of our problem. In private acquisitions, in

many cases there are built-in protections. When a farmer sells to a pri-
vate institution, he is going to insist on compensation for any reloca-
tion problem he has. That is not the main source of the problem in
relocation. It is where you get into cities where there are tenants,
involved who do not have the protection of built-in lease agreements, or
are not in a position to negotiate for their benefits, that problems arise.
Mr. QITIE. How many of those 3,300 facilities were built with Fed-

eral assistance? Was there really a relocation problem that this act
would try to get at, say, tenants who would be displaced?
Mr. HOLDEN. We ran a sample test and it looks like about 5 percent

of our total facilities had land acquisition which included buildings
and that would amount to maybe 175. Of that, 50 required some type of
relocation program. Maybe another 25 had some type of relocation
problem, but because it was a private institution or a public institution
where the land was not associated with urban renewal there was no
way for the Government to step in and do anything.
Mr. QUIE. Are we saying there are 25 facilities which if this legisla-

tion had been enacted into law would have required you to insist on
relocation programs?
Mr. HOLDEN. Something in that nature. One thing, it is not normal

for us to pick this up in the program operation and we only hear about
it when some complaint comes from somewhere; and in the specific
cases where we have heard actual complaints one application never got
approved and in the other one the local authority finally moved in and
took care of the relocation.



10

Mr. Qum. So far as the total overall picture, it is pretty small.
Mr. HOLDEN. It is relatively small because most colleges nowadays

are still building on their own existing campus or expanding in the
rural area where you are buying land, where you don't have tenants. I
think probably in the future one of the chief elements in this would be
the increasing number of community colleges which are building in
urban areas. They will be displacing people.
Mr. QUIE. Some of them will find a place where they are not

displacing anyone for construction.
Mr. HOLDEN. 'Certainly some of them are out of the city.
Mr. Qum. What about Columbia University? Was that protest up

there caused by a relocation?
Mr. HOLDEN. It was definitely a relocation problem but there were no

Federal funds involved. In fact, I believe they owned the land and they
asked the people on the land to move out so they could build a gym-
nasium, I think, and the students mobilized behind the tenants and
finally forced the university to stop the plan.
Mrs. GREEN. Were there Federal funds involved in the construction

of those buildings?
Mr. HOLDEN. No, there were no Federal funds.
Mr. SCHETIER. I realize that we can not legislate for situations, like

that at Columbia, where there is neither Government funding nor emi-
nent domain. Nevertheless, that should not deter us from helping own-
ers and tenants displaced by Government-financed construction.
Now, New York City has had countless construction programs with

Government funding. In many cases tempers rose simply because the
construction agents did not provide adequate compensation for relo-
cated tenants. For, as Mr. Valien said, it makes no difference to a dis-
possessed tenant whether or not the construction involves eminent
domain. To him relocation is a painful and tragic problem. For too
long we in Congress have neglected this problem of tenant relocation.
Moreover, let me add that relocation should entail equitable treatment
for all persons affected by the construction.
Two members of this subcommittee—our distinguished chairman

and Mr. Ryan—have introduced bills to cope with the problem of relo-
cation. However, since the future of these bills remains uncertain, I
think that this committee should pay close attention to the fate of the
Senate bill S. 1. Mr. Valien, can you give us any information about the
legislative status of S. 1?
Mr. ALFORD. I do not work with these committees but my understand-

ing in talking to people in clearing this testimony was that it was fairly
close to being reported out on the Senate side. As a matter of fact, this
is one of the reasons that we do not necessarily recommend amending
S. 1 per se but maybe wait until the House gets the bill and get an
amendment to take care of the private situation here. I am only re-
porting to you hearsay because I do not have this on any factual basis,
but this is what I was given to understand, that the bill was moving
along very well and they expected to report it out soon.
Mrs. GREEN. My information is no more definite or specific than

yours, but I have made inquiries of colleagues in the House and I do
not get the feeling that there is any intention of acting on this at all
this year. There is just not the interest.
Mr. ALFoiu). Do you mean on the House bill?
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Mr. SCHETTER. Is there a House bill that is a counterpart to S. 1?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes, but I do not find the desire to move on it. There-

fore, I just do not understand the logic of the Department in saying we
should not act on this because a comprehensive bill might be taken
up. You can certainly make the adjustment to the comprehensive bill
to supersede the other one.
Mr. ALFORD. Do you think if S. 1 were reported out and reported

by the Senate there would be any more inclination on the part of the
House committee to deal with that?
Mrs. GREEN. I do not have a little old crystal ball but my read-

ing of this at this time—and this is what prompted me to introduce
this bill—is that the coniprehensive bill is not going to go anywhere.
Mr. SCHEID-ER. To what House committee has that been assigned?
Mr. ALFoRD. Public Works.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Clay?
Mr. CLAY. I have no questions.
Mrs. GREEN. Let us take as an example an urban renewal project

which affects a university or a college that is receiving Federal funds
under any one of several of the higher education bills. If the property
has been condemned for urban renewal and then it is given over to the
university and the property itself is not used for the purposes for
which it was intended at the time of condemnation, what is your
attitude?
Mr. VALIEN. I think our attitude would be that any property that

is affected by the federally assisted construction should be assisted
with relocation costs and whether or not the property itself is used
for the specific construction that is involved.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you think there ought to be a requirement in the

law that it could only be used for the purposes for which it was being
condemned?
Mr. VALIEN. I would have to study that question because I would

think that that might raise a question of proper utilization of the prop-
erty being acquired.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me give you a hypothetical case. Suppose in an ur-

ban renewal program there were a dozen apartment houses, the land
was condemned, the Government took it over for urban renewal. This
would be on a matching basis. Then it was turned over to the university
and the apartment houses themselves—other property was torn down—
were not torn down, they were left standing and then they were turned
over to another corporation to use for rental purposes. Do you think
it is proper for the Government to be involved in an action where we
take away an apartment house from an individual who has been mak-
ing his living renting those apartments, saying it is going to be urban
renewal, and then we turn it over to someone else and say they can use
it for rental purposes?
Mr. VALIEN. I would rather have that question raised with the people

in urban renewal. I am not sure I understand all of the ramifications
that would lead to that kind of action or decision.
Mrs. GREEN. The university would be involved as well as the urban

renewal people.
Mr. VALIEN. The university would be a factor in the situation but

I would presume the urban renewal program would have certain reg-
ulations, guidelines, and principles with which I am not acquainted in
this particular situation.



12

Mrs. GREEN. May I ask you to review that and send me a memoran-
dum on the attitude of the Department and what the intent is.
Mr. ALFORD. I think I might say, Mrs. Green, I understand your

concern with this and in the case you give as an illustration there is a,
serious problem of equity. I assume the problem would be in develop-
ing legislation which would prohibit any different use for land. You
may run into situations which may be quite different where the pro-
posed new use may be every bit as much in the public interest as the
former proposed use but maybe changes in the conditions or situations
called for a change in the utilization of the land acquired.
I think there are cases where you could shift the use of the land

and would still be serving a very effective public interest. I think you
might have difficulty in devising legislation which would prohibit the
kind of thing you are talking about and, at the same time, would not
lock you into an ineffective use of land which you may have acquired
under urban renewal practice. I believe this would have to be con-
sidered very broadly not only within the Department but I think prob-
ably within the administration per se before we could come up with an
effective answer.
Mrs. GREEN. I would ask unanimous consent that this memorandum

be inserted at this point in the record.
(The memorandum requested follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
OFFICE OF EDUCATION,

Washington, D.C., December 22, 1969.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: I am enclosing a statement in response to the question you

raised about condemnation proceedings under urban renewal programs during
the October 9 hearings on H.R. 14008. This statement has been prepared in con-
sultation with the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the
Bureau of the Budget.
In addition, I thought that you might be interested in some information re-

ported to the HUD people as they looked into the specific situation which you
mentioned to me affecting Portland State College.
They believe that you may have been referring to a method of land reuse in

the Portland State College Project, Project No. Ore R-16. Under this method, the
Portland Development Commission, acting as the local public agency, sold prop-
erties it had previously acquired to Portland State College for redevelopment.
The college caused the buildings to be rehabilitated to provide decent, safe, and
sanitary housing for students. A short-term lease of the properties to a nonprofit
student housing corporation to manage them has been executed. At the end of the
lease term, the buildings on the properties are to be demolished and the college
would then redevelop and use the properties for whatever permissible purposes are
set forth in the urban renewal plan. It seems that this procedure, which might
appear to be a mere transfer of ownership of property at the moment, is actually
a provisional situation awaiting the final utilization of the land for college
purposes.
Please let me know if I can be of further assistance.

Sincerely yours,
ALBERT L. ALFORD,

Assistant Commissioner for Legislation.

PROPOSAL To PROHIBIT CHANGES IN THE REUSE OF PROPERTY ACQUIRED BY URBAN
RENEWAL CONDEMNATION

It has been suggested that legislation should be adopted to prohibit any change
in the proposed reuse for a given property if the property were previously ac-
quired by a local urban renewal agency through condemnation proceedings.
The direct consequence of such legislation would be to perpetuate a property's
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designated reuse as it existed in the plans when condemnation took place. An
indirect consequence would be to inhibit takings by condemnation, regardless
of urgency, when the likelihood exists that reuse and other changes to the urban
renewal plan might be made thereafter.
After consultation with the Department of Housing and Urban Development,

which administers Federal urban renewal assistance pursuant to Title I of the
Housing Act of 1949 as amended (42 U.S.C. 1450-1469b), it is recommended that
legislation of the kind proposed not be enacted. An ongoing urban renewal project
in the course of time must be responsive to changing local needs. What might
appear to be a desirable method of redevelopment and reuse at the start of a
project may prove inappropriate after project activities have progressed sub-
stantially toward completion. Examples of intervening changes may include the
sudden relocation of a proposed school or highway, upward or downward fluc-
tuations in local land values, and different rates of market absorption for al-
ternate reuses.
These eventualities have been anticipated by Section 110(b) of the Housing

Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1460(b) ) which defines an urban renewal plan for 'a
given project in terms of how it may exist "from time to time." The Oregon Re-
newal and Redevelopment of Deteriorated and Blighted Areas Law also antici-
pates such eventualities by expressly authorizing desired changes to urban re-
newal plans or projects (Section 457.220, Oregon Revised Statutes). To destroy
the resiliency necessary to assure an urban renewal project's responsiveness to
rapidly changing local needs is ill advised. The bare circumstance that property is
taken by condemnation instead of by negotiated purchase should not have the
effect of "locking up" the property's reuse for the duration of the urban renewal
plan's effective life.
It may be that such suggested legislation is sought as a means of assuring that

property condemnations take place at a time no earlier than when its proposed
redevelopment and reuse have been fixed decisively, thus preventing the possi-
bility of "premature" condemnations in advance of project needs. Such an effort
to mitigate hardship occasioned by condemnation and displacement, we believe,
is more appropriately reflected in the purposes of the Uniform Relocation As-
sistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1969, S. 1, now under deliberation
in Congress. Additionally, existing policy of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development prohibits blanket condemnations in an area until all efforts
to achieve a negotiated purchase have been exhausted. Even then, actual dis-
placement of occupants must be preceded by 90-day written notice.
It is true that HUD policy permits temporary uses to be made of acquired

land prior to redevelopment for the permanent reuse. Such temporary uses can
include retaining existing occupants as tenants, temporary leasing to off-site
tenants, and temporary leasing for social or recreational purposes, provided they
further project objectives, benefit project residents, or minimize hardships. Pro-
ductive use of property during this interim period can accommodate such project
needs as providing temporary relocation housing. Such temporary uses, however,
should not be confused with changes in the property's permanent reuse.
For the foregoing reasons, it is recommended that reuses for land which is

part of an urban renewal project remain capable of modification tailored to
project needs, regardless of the manner by which the property was acquired.

Mrs. GRKEN. If there are no other questions, thank you very much.
The subcommittee is now adjourned subject to the call of the Chair.
(The subcommittee adjourned at 10:50 a.m., to reconvene subject

to the call of the Chair.)
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RELOCATION PAYMENTS

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 3, 1969

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION,

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
TV ashing ton, D.0 .

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m. pursuant to recess, in room
2261, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edith Green (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Green, Scheuer, Quie, and Erlenborn.
Also present: Harry. Hogan, majority counsel and Robert Andringa,

minority professional staff assistant.
Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee will come to order for the further

consideration of H.R. 10266 and H.R. 14008. The first witness this
morning is the Congressman from New York City, the Honorable
Bill Ryan.
Congressman Ryan, we are delighted to have you here and we are

glad you were able to adjust your own schedule so you could be here
today.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN, A REPRESENTAlivh IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. RYAN. Thank you very much.
Madam Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased

to appear today in support of legislation to guarantee relocation pay-
ments to persons in businesses displaced as a result of construction
under the Higher Education Facilities Act.
I have been very much concerned about the problem of dislocation

resulting from institutional expansion in densely populated urban
areas and for years have introduced bills addressed to this problem.
When the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 was on the floor

on August 14, 1963, I offered an amendment to that bill to require
relocation benefits.
In this Congress my bill is H.R. 10266.
Federal assistance for the construction of higher education facilities

is necessary so that our colleges and universities are able to prepare
the young men and women of America for the future. However, in
our cities where there is little vacant land available, college and uni-
versity expansion often conflicts with other important social interests.
My bill is aimed at alleviating an effect of institutional expansion—

dislocation of families and businesses in the surrounding community.
When an education institution expands, it not only causes the per-

sonal hardship and expense of displacement but also in many cases
(15)
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there is additional hardship because little or no relocation assistance
is provided.
The desirability of a university's expansion plan from an educational

standpoint is often offset by the undesirability of the inconvenience
and displacement it forces on local residents.
When institutional expansion is aided by Federal funds, the Federal

Government should bear the responsibility of making relocation
assistance a prerequisite to the granting or loaning of funds.
The Federal Government has accepted this responsibility when

urban renewal funds are involved. Section 114 of the Housing Act of
1949 requires that local public agencies pay 'dislocation benefits to fam-
ilies, businessmen, and nonprofit organizations displaced by urban
renewal.
These benefits were expanded in the Housing and Urban Develop-

ment Act of 1905 to include displacement resulting from low rent pub-
lic housing, mass transportation, public facility loans, open space land
and urban beautification and neighborhood facilities.
Why then should there not be a provision to include assistance for

displacement by university expansion? Under the Federal aid highway
program there are now relocation benefits. In the expansion of a uni-
versity the owner of a building is compensated. And in New York City,
if the building is under rent control, a minimal payment is made to the
tenant. But in most cases, the tenants have no legal right to relocation
benefits or to assistance with their moving expenses, and usually, they
are unable to find housing of comparable quality or cost.
The same situation faces the businessman. The small businessman

often is displaced on short notice. A proprietor who may have spent
his whole life building up his 'business is faced with a move which may
force him to pay large moving expenses, to pay a higher rent, and to
lose his clientele.
He may even be forced out of business.
I have pointed out the inconsistency of providing relocation bene-

fits under urban renewal but not under other federally assisted
construction, such as higher education facilities.
There is another anomaly in that assistance is provided for educa-

tion expansion when the land is acquired through urban renewal and
then turned over to the institutions. The University of Chicago is an
example of suCh expansion. This, however, is a rare occurrence.
This means that if a university were to expand for two blocks; one

block being included in an urban renewal plan and the other not—
the residents and small businessmen in the urban renewal block could
receive assistance; those living on the nonurban renewal block could
not. Of course, this is a blatant inconsistency.
I might point out that this is not merely a city problem. It exists

wherever construction of educational facilities results in people being
dislocated.
My bill is very simple. It amends title IV of the Higher Education

Facilities Act of 1963 by adding a new section:

RELOCATION PAYMENTS

SEC. 408. The Commissioner shall not approve any application for a grant or
loan under this Act unless he shall first have obtained adequate and enforcible
assurances that the institution, board, or agency to which such a grant or loan
is made will pay, to persons displaced from their place% a residence or business
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and by or as a result of the construction to be financed with the proceeds of suchgrant or loan, amounts covering the moving expenses and direct losses of propertyincurred by such persons as a result of such displacement within the samemonetary limits and subject to the same conditions as those applicable to therelocation payments provided for under section 114 of the Housing Act of 1949.
I have one change in my bill to recommend. In order to make it per-fectly clear that all benefits of section 114 of the Housing Act of 1949would be available:
On page 2, line 7 of H.R. 10266, I would insert language after theword "displacement" which will read "and other relocation adjustmentpayments.
The amendment will make sure it encompasses all the relocationbenefits provided under the Housing Act.
I am pleased that the distinguished chairman of the subcommittee,Mrs. Green, has introduced H.R. 14008 which is similar. Her bill re-quires relocation payments and assistance as provided in the FederalAid Highway Act of 1965 whereas my bill uses the urban renewalbenefits.
I urge that legislation be reported which will accomplish the purposeof insuring that those displaced by federally financed higher educa-tion construction be guaranteed relocation assistance and compensation.I might point out that the Senate, I believe, on October 27, passeda bill, S. 1, which is directed towards the problem to which I havetestified.
That deals with displacement caused by a Federal acquisition ofland under Federal programs or acquisition of land by a State unitunder a Federal program.
However, it does not deal with the problem to which our bills areaddressed and that is the situation where land is acquired by a privateinstitution which is being federally assisted.
Certainly it is important that the Subcommittee on Education dealwith the question of educational institutional expansion. But the sameproblem does exist with other federally assisted programs.It exists in connection with hospital and other health facilities con-struction under the Public Health Service Act. I have introducedlegislation on that problem which is pending before the Interstate andForeign Commerce Committee which has jurisdiction over publichealth matters. I have also drafted an overall omnibus bill which wasreferred to the Committee on Banking and Currency, H.R. 609, whichwould encompass displacement through all Federal programs.I proposed in H.R. 609 that there be created within the Departmentof Housing and Urban Development a Relocation Assistance Bureau tohandle relocation in all of these programs.
I take it for that reason it was referred to the Committee on Bank-ing and Currency. But, of course, S. 1 is now pending before the HousePublic Works Committee.
It seems to me, and I know this has been a matter of great concern tothe distinguishes chairman of this subcommittee, that at a very mini-mum, we ought to require each Federal program, where displacementmay occur as a result of loans or grants from the Federal Government,to provide relocation benefits. If it can be done through an omnibus billwhich reaches this problem, fine.
If not, however, I urge that this committee enact legislation dealingwith the subject matter under its jurisdiction.
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I have before me statements which have been submitted, which I
would like to present for the record, from two very prominent indi-
viduals in the Morningside Heights community where Columbia Uni-
versity is located.
Each of them would have liked to have been present to testify. How-

ever, because of the fact that tomorrow is election day in New York
City, they were unable to do so.
One is a statement of the Honorable Basil A. Paterson, member of

the New York State Senate, representing the 27th senatorial district,
which includes the Columbia University area.
It is a brief statement in which he points out the need for the enact-

ment of legislation similar to H.R. 10266. If I may have permission, I
would like to include that statement in the record. I believe it is before
all the members.
Mrs. GREEN. Without objection it will be included in the record at

this point.
(The document referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. BASIL PATERSON, NEW YORK STATE SENATE (27TH DISTRICT)

In the past live years the residents of Morningside Heights in the Borough of

Manhattan, City and State of New York (situated in my State Senatorial Dis-

trict), have been under severe pressure from the  programs for expansion of the

fifteen major institutions located in that vicinity. While we are well aware of the

urgent demands on these institutions for expanding their facilities, we are dis-

tressed to know that the residents up-rooted by this expansion are caused grievions

discomfort, anxiety and financial hardship in being forced, under the gun, to seek

other housing. This condition has created an atmosphere of antagonism between

threatened residents and the institutions.
Through the proposed legislation will not resolve all the points of friction it

will go a long way towards removing the financial burden inequitably thrust

upon those forced to relocate.
:I support bill H.R. 10266 and urge its enactment.

Mr. RYAN. The second is the statement of the Honorable Robert M.
Ginsberg, Democratic district leader of the 69th assembly district,
Part A, which again is the geographical political area which encom-
passes Columbia Universty. And I would like to submit his statement
for the record, in which he supports the bill, H.R. 10266, and then adds
that he urges the committee to go further and pass legislation "requir-
ing that all institutional expansion shall be ineligible to receive Fed-
eral funds unless there has been meaningful consultation with the local
community and approval obtained for this expansion by some type of
democratic procedure within the community."
I think that both statements point up the seriousness of the problem

of institutional expansion in a densely 'populated urban area.
(The document referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT M. GINSBERG, DEMOCRATIC DISTRICT LEADER,
69TH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT, PART A

GENTLEMEN: It is my understanding that this week you shall be holding hear-

ings on H.R. 10266. Although I shall not be able to be personally present in

Washington on any of the days when the hearings shall be held, I would

appreciate your accepting my views in writing.
am the Democratic District Leader in the Assembly District in New York

City which contains Columbia University. I have had, therefore, sad first hand

experience with institutional expansion.
LI most enthusiastically support H.R. 10266, introduced by Congressman Ryan,

as badly needed legislation to protect the innocent victims of social upheaval
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caused by institutional expansion. I have been a witness too often to the callous
disregard to community residents which has been sadly characteristic of our
great institutions in their rush toward expansion.
I may also point out that no issue is more favorable to the radical elements

both at Columbia University and also within our community than the heartless
removal of local residents, many of whom have lived in the neighborhood 20 or
30 years.
I should like to add that in addition to my enthusiastic support of Congressman

Ryan's bill, I would also urge that your Committee go far further and pass legis-
lation requiring that all institutional expansion shall be ineligible to receive
Federal funds unless there has been meaningful consultation with the local com-
munity and approval obtained for this expansion by some type of Democratic
procedure within the community.

Mr. RYAN. We are also honored to have with us this morning two
prominent citizens of the city of New York, who are going to testify.
I don't know whether you wish to hear them first or whether you want
to ask me questions beforehand.
I refer to Dr. Janet Karlson, and Miss Shirley Rector, representing

the borough president of Manhattan.
Mrs. GREEN. We will hear from Dr. Karlson and Miss Rector in just

a few minutes.
I want to congratulate you on your leadership in this area and your

long time interest in bringing some sort of logic between the various
Federal programs that we have in the area of condemnation or acqui-
sition of land.
With reference to section 408, down at about the seventh line,

"amounts covering the moving expenses, and direct losses of property
incurred by such persons," do you feel that section 408 applies in an
adequate way to the renters, the people who are leasing property, as
well as the owners of property?
Mr. RYAN. Yes, I do. It is the intention of my bill to cover all of those

persons who are displaced. This would include tenants who are paying
rent to property owners and it would also include people who are not
referred to as tenants in New York City but as roomers, residents in
rooming houses who may be simply paying rent on a weekly basis as
roomers.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you tell me if this became law, how would it

have changed the situation at Columbia a year and a half ago? I have
heard conflicting stories in this regard.
Was there Federal money involved there? Would this have had any

application for the acquisition of land in the dispute that arose?
Mr. RYAN. I think it is fair to say that had a provision such as this

been enacted by the Congress of the United States and been in effect a
number of years ago, for instance, if it had been incorporated as part
of the Higher Education Act of 1963 when I first offered such an
amendment, then it would have helped to cushion the impact of the
expansion of the university in the surrounding community.
I cannot say to you that there would not have been diftculties on the

university campus, but the so-called town-gown conflict might have
been lessened. Unfortunately, the university has been very insensitive
to the problems of the people in the surrounding community, and only
within the last year or so has there been any marked change in attitude.
But I do think that, had this been in effect as a matter of law or if

the university administration itself had voluntarily recognized the
problem of people displaced through university expansion, and had
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really consulted with the community, there might very well have been
a different story on the university campus.
There are a number of blocks on Morningside Heights which have

been demolished to make way for the construction of higher education
facilities.
Some of this is financed under the Higher Education Act of 1963.
There is an area on Morningside Heights between Morningside

Drive and Amsterdam Avenue, 118th Street to 117th Street, which is
the site of the proposed School of International Affairs. According to
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, some $2.6 million,
almost $2.7 million, has been made available to Columbia University
under title 2 of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 to accom-
plish that particular project.
Mrs. GREEN. I am not sure if I understand you. Is it your judgment

that bills, a bill, or a law, should go so far as to say that if any build-
ings on a campus are being partially financed by the Federal Govern-
ment, or financed in whole by the Federal Government, then that any
acquisition of land, even though the buildings on that particular land
are not being financed by the Federal Government, would come under
the provisions of this legislation?
Do I make myself clear?
Mr. RYAN. I think I understand the question. My answer would be

in theory, yes. However, it would be difficult to administer.
'What I am suggesting is that, wherever there is an application for a

loan or a grant from the Federal Government for the construction of
a facility, there be a requirement that, before the loan or grant be
approved, the applicant give adequate and enforceable assurances to
the Federal Government that relocation payments and benefits will
be made to people displaced as a result of that particular construction.
In other words, I think that, in drafting the law, it should be made

applicable to the particular grant or loan which results in the con-
struction which leads to the displacement.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me go back to Columbia then. I don't think I fully

understood your position. It was my understanding that there were no
Federal funds involved with respect to the buildings that were in the
planning stage.
I don't understand how this law would have affected the Columbia

situation.
Mr. RYAN. I am sorry if I did not make myself clear. Almost $2.7

million was made available to Columbia University under title II of
the Higher Educational Facilities Act for the construction of the
School of International Affairs.
Mrs. GREEN. Which would have been on this land?
Mr. RYAN. This is the site, a whole block adjacent to the Columbia

campus, which is now part of the Columbia campus, that has been
acquired by the university and Federal funds amounting to $2.7
million are being used to construct the School for International Affairs.
The site was acquired with apartment buildings on the site. The

tenants were displaced. The site has been leveled and the School of
International Affairs is in the process of being completed.
If my bill had been law, the university would have been required

to make relocation payments and benefits to those displaced as a con-
dition of receiving the $2.7 million for the construction of the School
of International Affairs.
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That is a specific Federal grant to the university, and the university
is using it to construct facilities which have displaced several hundred
people.
Mrs. GREEN. How many years previously had the land been acquired

and the buildings razed?
Mr. RYAN. Contemporaneously. That grant has been made, accord-

ing to HEW, over a period from 1965, and the university was at that
time clearing the site.
Mr. SCHEUER. Will my colleague yield?
Mr. RYAN. Yes; I will be glad to do so.
Mr. ScnEuts. First of all I would like to congratulate my colleague

from New York for the leadership he has shown over a long period of
years on this problem.
I personally feel that where a low-income tenant is removed from his

residence or his place of business there in the sense that it is a "momma
and papa" store, which most of these are, that he should be made whole,
whether the improvement is covered by a Federal grant or not, whether
it is for a hospital, a university, a bridge or a school or any other public
facility whether it is the subject of State benefits or no matter how
it is financed.
If it is a public improvement, then part of the cost of the project in

the public bookkeeping project costs ought to be the civilized and hu-
mane treatment of the people who are living there.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you yield there?
You would not limit that to low-income families would you? You

were not really saying that a law should be directed to just low-income
family tenants?
Mr. SCHEUER. Yes; I would say that. If there was a public improve-

ment contemplating taking buildings on Park Avenue, I think those
people are quite capable of taking care of themselves. They are pro-
tected by lease, and have all kinds of options.
I would restrict this to small businesses and people in the low-income

or moderate-income categories. I certainly would not say that where
the Federal Government demolishes an office building, takes over an
office building as they sometimes do, or takes over valuable property as
they sometimes do, the tenants therein should be protected.
For example, when Robert Moses took over private property on

Long Island to create his park system, he compensated the owners
therefor. But if there had been renters living in those mansions, I
would not think that they would be entitled to relocation payments.
Mrs. GREEN. What about the man who has built up a business for

30 years? He is leasing the property. He has been in that location for
30 years and has built up the property and created a lot of good will.
The cost of moving is considerable. I know of one case where it

amounted to $40,000 and an individual's business was ruined, his live-
lihood lost. You would not compensate him?
Mr. SCHEUER. I would compensate him definitely.
Mrs. GREEN. Not just low income?
Mr. SCHEUER. As far as business is concerned, whether the man is a

renter or owner, he should be compensated where he has a substantial
business for the value of his loss. Where it is an insubstantial business,
he still should be compensated for the cost of moving even though the
business may not have a determinable economic value.

39-151 0-70----4
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But certainly where the man has a business and going concern value
he should be compensated for that, where it is a Federal program, a
State program or a city program or for whatever the end use may be.
It is of little interest to him whether it is a school, hospital or an

overpass, or a public housing project.
He has felt the impact of the bulldozer and I think he should be

compensated.
Again I want to congratulate my colleague from New York for the

deep leadership and concern that he has shown over a long period of
years.
Mr. RYAN. I appreciate the gentleman's comments.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Quie?
Mr. Qum. I have no questions.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Erlenborn.
Mr. ERLENBORN. I have no questions either. I do know that this has

been a problem that has received some attention in other committees.
One of the unfortunate things seeing to be the diversity of jurisdiction
over various programs. As has already been pointed out the Public
Works Committee has one comprehensive bill. Another bill that you
introduced is before Banking and Currency, and now we have one
before Education and Labor.
I know in my other committee, Government Operations, we have

had bills before us with comprehensive provisions for all Federal
grant-in-aid programs.
I am sympathetic with the bill you have pending before us, but I

hope it would be handled in a comprehensive manner rather than to
have various provisions under the jurisdiction of various committees.
I think one comprehensive approach to this is desirable.
But I commend the gentleman for his efforts before our committee

here today and before other committees that have jurisdiction in this
area.
Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman. I agree with the desirability of an

overall uniform approach. Unfortunately, apparently the Senate has
now acted on a bill which still does not cover our problem, but until
now there has not been an overall bill which has progressed very far
through the legislative process.

It has always seemed to me that, where there was before an appro-
priate committee a program, such as the program before this commit-
tee, which in the process of its implementation would result in the
displacement of people and consequent hardship, it was perfectly ap-
propriate to condition grants and loans under that program upon
receiving assurances that relocation benefits would be paid, whether it
is Higher Education Facilities Act, or the Hill-Burton Hospital Con-
struction Act, or the Health Professions Educational Assistance Act,
whether it is the Community Mental Health Centers Act, the Public
Health Service Act, or whatever it may be.
Therefore, I have attempted to present to each committee which

has jurisdiction over a program which has that effect the proposition
that it should condition the loans and grants under such a program
upon the compensation of tenants, owners, businessmen who are dis-
placed as a result of construction.
Mr. ERLENBORN. I think that is perfectly a legitimate way to pro-

ceed. I would just hope that the pressures that develop as a result

4
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of this would lead to a comprehensive bill to cover all federally
assisted projects, and I see nothing wrong in the interim with amend-
ing the existing individual programs.
I would hope that a comprehensive bill would then preempt what

might be conflicting provisions in the several different grant-in-aid
programs.
Mrs. GREEN. If my colleague would yield?
Mr. ERLENBORN. I would be happy to.
Mrs. GREEN. Subject to the approval of the subcommittee, I would

suggest this as a method of procedure. That we act in the subcommit-
tee, and then hold the bill and not bring it to the attention of the full
committee pending the action taken in the Public Works Committee.
At the same time we can make available to the Public Works Commit-
tee a copy of the transcript of our hearings and inform them of the
action of the subcommittee.
Then if they don't act, we can bring this bill to the full committee.

But I must say that I agree with you that it would be far preferable
to have an omnibus bill with the same provisions both for owners
and the renters of the property, than for each one of us to go into
piecemeal action.
So unless the subcommittee wants to proceed in a different manner,

it is my intention to proceed in the fashion I have outlined so that the
Public Works Committee may know our views.
Let me ask one other question, if I may, Mr. Ryan. In at least one

instance, there may be others that I do not know about, there was a
section of land that came under urban renewal and the land was
condemned. The owners and the renters of property were told that
all of the buildings would be destroyed—that it was necessary for the
urban renewal project.
However, not all of the buildings were destroyed. In this case some

of the apartment houses were left standing. Then part of this urban
renewal area was turned over to a university. Arrangements were
made that the apartment houses should remain standing and they
were leased to new private corporations to rent as dormitory space at
the university.
This created a great deal of ill will. What would be your reaction

to a situation like this? Do you think they ought to be required
to use it for the purposes which they originally stated or intended? Do
you think that a provision should be written in this bill that the land
that comes under urban renewal or under university expansion or any
of our other programs must be used for that purpose or must go
back to the original owner?
Mr. RYAN. It seems to me that it is a perversion of the intent of the

urban renewal law to permit land to be acquired for one purpose,
and, if it is not used for that purpose, to be used for a regular com-
mercial real estate purpose.
If property is acquired for the purpose of urban renewal, then it

ought to be rehabilitated or the land developed according to a master
urban renewal plan for the area.
If it was the intent in the particular case of which you speak to

acquire the property for one purpose and it was not used for that,
then it would seem to me that an injustice had been done to the orig-
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inal owner or the tenants of the original property which ought to
be corrected.
Mrs. GREEN. If there are no other questions to Mr. Ryan, may we

ask Dr. Karlson and Miss Rector to come up and join Mr. Ryan at
the table and then you may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF DR. JANET KARLSON, NEW YORK, AND MISS
SHIRLEY RECTOR, NEW YORK, BOROUGH OF MANHATTAN

Mrs. GREEN. Mrs. Karlson Miss Rector, we welcome you to the
subcommittee this morning. *ill you proceed with your statements
in any way that you wish.
Dr. Karlson, we will call on you first.
Dr. KARLSON. Madam Chairman and members of the committee,

I am very glad to be here because this is something that has concerned
all of us who specifically live near Columbia and I have happened to
have lived near Columbia for 10 years now.
And it is a pretty serious matter for all of us who live there and

I am sure this is quite true all over the United States in big urban
cities. I want to address my remarks in support of H.R. 10266 as the
chairman of the Joint Schools Committee, which is a national com-
mittee devoted to the educational needs of all young people, as well
as the chairman of the Manhattan Improvement Association, a tenant
group functioning in the vicinity of Columbia University.
The Joint Schools Committee has been battling the powers that be

for additional Federal, State, and city funds to expand the present
higher educational facilities to meet the needs of every high school
graduate wanting to go to college.
In this day and age it is essential that the youth of today be trained

to live useful and productive lives.
To this end a college education is a must. The needs of our country

demand that additional teachers, engineers, scientists, and doctors be
trained now. The existing facilities are not sufficient to adequately
educate and house the large number of applicants.
This is one side of the coin, and we will continue to try in every way

to expand the remedial and physical needs of all would-be college ap-
plicants, but not at the expense of evicting families from their homes,
and the uprooting of small businessmen with no provision for
relocation.
Our committee

' 
both the tenants group and the school committee,

feels that at this day and age no structurally sound building, partic-
ularly in the city of New York, should be evacuated. We feel, with the
housing shortage, colleges should rent space from office buildings until
the housing situation is eased.
We who live in the Columbia area have begun to regard Columbia

University as an evil octopus pouncing and preying upon innocent
people destroying their homes and livelihood. This is said in shame,
as I received my Ph. D. from Columbia.
Sometimes I am shamed to say so because of their acts. When we

think of the thousands of displaced persons, the thousands of people in
need of decent homes, and the hundreds of decent empty apartments
vacated by Columbia—this is something else that Columbia pulls—and
when you asked Congressman Ryan these questions, I was very much
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interested. Columbia harassed tenants, vacated apartments and there
now are in the area—Columbia owns the property—vacant apart-
ments, structurally sound, very livable and you have 100,000 people
waiting to get in public housing.
These buildings were rent controlled. They decontrolled them and

bought them. This is another sin that Columbia has committed.
I don't know whether you can put that in the bill. But it is something

to think about. However, we feel that, even though H.R. 10266 it is
not going to eradicate the eviction of people, it is a minute insurance
that families and businesses receive financial assistance to bridge the
gap of losing a home or business. On that I would like to also add on
the payment. I don't know whether you realize it, but these people
who got evicted and say paid $70 a month rent, can't find apartments
like that, so that is a consideration that has to be taken very seriously.
Anybody who is in a rent controlled apartment is not going to move

voluntarily. That means not only are they forced to move, but some-
times their entire way of life has to be changed because in order to get
an apartment they have to pay $200 or $300 a month when they can only
really afford to pay $70.
What has happened to all of these thousands of people should not be,

we say, and it seems to us that Congressman Ryan's H.R. 10266 be
recommended for speedy passage.
I would like to speak on this because I think this might not be easy

to put in an omnibus bill, because I think it is the answer of course,
but let's get something passed. Columbia and other city colleges are
doing some things, too, and we are squeezed, we are right in the middle.
We have, of course, hospital expansion which is all necessary. Let

them build up and not vertical, and let people have homes.
Mrs. GREEN. Are the buildings that you said are structurally sound,

and that have been vacated, still standing? They have not been razed?
What do they intend to do with them?
Dr. KARLSON. I took some very concrete action once after the sit

ins at Columbia University because the community sided with the
students. We did not want the gym. We also wanted to point up all the
empty apartments and I believe the address was 614 West 114th Street.
We went in that apartment. We cleaned the apartment and stayed in
the apartment overnight to publicize the fact that this was a building.
When I say it was a nice apartment, it is a much nicer apartment

than that which I live in, airy, clean, empty.
Ironically enough, that building is eventually going to be used—I

don't know whether it gets Federal funds—for the school of social
work. And it is empty. So it is sort of ironic that they are building
a building or planning to in the far off future.
Mrs. GREEN. How long has it been empty?
Dr. KARLSON. I can't tell you that statistically. But I can send you

a list of all—and I understand there are about 500—we can send it
to you with the date that they were vacated.
Mrs. GREEN. How long approximately, a years, 2 years?
Dr. KARLSON. Some of them 3 and 4 years. My friend, Ann Marget-

son, knows people even further down that have been evicted 5 years
ago.
Mrs. GREEN. The buildings are still standing and empty?
Dr. KARLSON. They have never done a thing.
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Mrs. GREEN. You make a good point. If we have structurally sound
buildings maybe they should be used and the university ought to rent.
I am curious about one statement you make. It has nothing to do with

Congressman Ryan's bill, but you stated that your joint schools com-
mittee believes that every high school graduate wanting to go to col-
lege should be able to attend.
How do you propose financing college education for all interested

and able students?
Dr. KARLSON. I feel that all youngsters should have the oppor-

tunity to continue school, if they want to. I feel for example, because
I am talking about education, and I am talking about New York City
though this is true in most of the United States, most of the secondary
education is not of high quality at this point.
I am talking about public schools. I believe in public schools and I

have four children all of whom went to public schools.
But I feel that they come out of high school not equipped for col-

lege. They should be helped. They are not equipped to do a darn thing.
They need some kind of special training.
Maybe they don't want an academic training. We do know that the

situation as far as physicians, scientists, and engineers is drastic, we
need them—dentists. We need them desperately and many of these
youngsters who have gone through school have a real high potential.
I have taught remedial reading to kids that have been thrown out of
school at the age of 17, who read second grade level.
I have taught them to read at college level. I have gotten them high

school equivalency tests and they are doing well.
Mrs. GREEN. I understand these things. But I still want your defi-

nition of college. You say a college education is a must.
Dr. KARLSON. I think they need special training.
And higher education. Our trade schools are inadequate, though

the private industry has good trade schools.
Mrs. GREEN. Do you include in this concept vocational schools,

technical schools?
Dr. KARLSON. Certainly, we have one youngster now that is

definitely vocational. We must get him in a good vocational school.
Mrs. GREEN. Mr. Quie ?
Mr. Erlenborn ?
Mrs. GREEN. Miss Rector, may we hear your statement?
Miss RECTOR. I appreciate being able to come here this morning,

Madam Chairman and the rest of the committee. I am here from the
borough president of Manhattan, Mr. Sutton's office, and in support
of Congressman Ryan's bill, H.R. 10266.
I just want to cite for the record some of the problems that come

across my desk in my day-to-day work.
This is one of the most acute problems—people needing some place

to live or some place to rent or some place to expand. Last week,
particularly an acute problem came, where a mother, a widow, with
four children was in a building that was sought and gotten for expan-
sion, institutional expansion.
She was the only tenant in that building. The other people scram-

bled and got some place to go. However, this particular mother had
no resources but to come to our office for aid in trying to find another
apartment. They had exhausted all of her efforts with all of the city
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agencies in trying to do so. She did not fall into the category of urban
renewal, so the relocation certainly could not help her.
She is one example of the kind of problem that we have. It has

become a real hazard for her. I don't know how we are going to help
her but we are trying.
Mrs. GREEN. Was that at one of the universities?
Miss RECTOR. It is not one of the universities. It is a private institu-

tion that is expanding for educational purposes.
Mrs. GREEN. This particular bill would not affect it then?
Miss RECTOR. This would not affect it, but I just cite it as one of

the similar problems that I am familiar with. As a parent involved
in community affairs, particularly in the area of equal educational
opportunities for all children, I see the dire need for a proper educa-
tion for all children.

Unless they have received a higher education, they will not be able
to compete in today's technical world. But right now one of the most
immediate problems New York is faced with is the administration
policy of the city colleges. All sorts of irrelevant testimony that I
have heard in the past few weeks has been directed to areas other than
the most important one and that is the need for more space, and more
money, and we hope that you here will also help us in the struggle
until we reach this goal.
The black and Puerto Rican youngsters do need compensatory edu-

cation. But when this goal is ultimately reached, I am sure that it
will create many, many more problems, as the expansion of these
colleges will have to come about.
Community people, leaders and parents, are all asking that until

large enough facilities are constructed, that store fronts, empty lofts,
and other buildings, be used in the interim. While they are being used,
on the other hand, expansion will create this big monstrous problem.
Many of the tenants foresee themselves in the stores and in apart-

ments, displaced, no money available, and no other place to go.
Therefore I cannot stress too strongly that Congressman Ryan's

bill be passed to alleviate and relieve some of these relocation prob-
lems that currently affect these tenants with the lack of money and
the lack of any other place to move.
Thousands of people in New York have been harmed by such expan-

sion and consequently have been negative in viewing it. Therefore the
very people who need education on every level view this negatively.
We think a good public relations job needs to be done in addition

to relieving these tenants so that a more favorable view and more
understanding of the need to expand will come about so that on the
part of the citizenry, there be a more healthy and wholesome active
involvement on the part of these people and these tenants whom ex-
pansion will affect.
Thank you.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Miss Rector.
Congressman Quie, do you have any questions?
Mr. Q-criE. I have no questions.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Erlenborn ?
Mr. ERLENBORN. I have no questions.
Mrs. GREEN. May I express my thanks to all three of you on behalf

of the committee for coming down here today. I think I can assure you
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that this subcommittee is interested in this problem and we do hope
that an omnibus bill will be enacted.
But barring that I suspect we may take some action.
Mr. RYAN. Thank you very much.
I want to thank you and the members of the subcommittee for your

courtesy and deep interest in this problem and Miss Rector, education
consultant to the president of the borough of Manhattan, and Dr.
Karlson for appearing and testifying and illustrating very graphically
some of the problems confronting those who do face the expansion of
institutions in an urban environment.
Thank you very much.
Mrs. GREEN. Our next witness is an old friend of the subcommittee

Dr. Levi, from the University of Chicago.
Dr. Levi, we welcome you to the subcommittee this morning and we

are delighted that you are here on behalf of the American Council, to
present your views.

STATEMENT OF DR. JULIAN LEVI, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, ON
BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION

Dr. LEVI. Good morning, Madam Chairman. It is a privilege always
to appear before this committee and particularly before this chairman.
It is a privilege I personally appreciate deeply.
I appear on behalf of the American Council on Education which

is the coordinating agency for higher education in the United States.
It includes among its members over 1,635 colleges and universities
and regional and national educational associations, and I appear on
behalf of a number of other associations identified on the cover sheet
of this testimony.
(The associations referred to follow:)

American Association for Higher Education
American Association of Junior Colleges
American Association of State Colleges and Universities
Association of American Colleges
Association of American Universities
Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
National Catholic Educational Association

Dr. LEVI. We welcome the opportunity to speak on the subject
of relocation payments and assistance to individuals displaced by the
physical expansion of colleges and universities.
The past 25 years have witnessed an enormous increase in the

number of students attending public and private institutions and
the end is not yet in sight.
The necessary physical expansion had undoubtedly led to the dis-

placement of individuals and businesses in areas immediately adja-
cent to the college and university campuses. This should be, and is,
a matter of concern to all of us. Indeed many institutions have vol-
untarily made relocation payments in the belief that they had a moral,
if not a legal obligation to do so.
Mrs. GREEN. Could I interrupt here, Dr. Levi?
This impressive list of organizations on the front, you are repre-

senting all of them?
Dr. LEVI. Yes.
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Mrs. GREEN. May I suggest that I have never seen such unanimityin the field of education in my life before?Dr. LEVI. I am happy to note that the past 25 years have wit-nessed an enormous increase in the number of students attendingpublic and private institutions and the end is not yet in sight.We are in agreement with the concept embodied in H.R. 10266and H.R. 14008 that would make such payments mandatory.In that regard I have a good deal of material as to what the Uni-versity of Chicago of course which is the institution I know best—has done in this connection of the problem, and if at the conclusion ofthis statement you would be interested in my going into some details,I will be delighted to do so.
We are in agreement with theconcept embodied in H.R. 10266 andH.R. 14008 that would make such payments mandatory. We believe,however, that the bills are too limited in scope, in that they neces-sarily apply only to the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963.This would leave uncovered construction projects funds funded inwhole or in part by other Federal agencies such as the Public HealthService, the National Science Foundation, and the Atomic EnergyCommission.
Moreover it would seem to us unwise to identify educational insti-tutions as presenting a unique problem in this area.In one sense it is not an educational problem at all. It is a nationalproblem and should be treated as such. No one would deny that thosewho must make adjustments in their personal lives for the greatergood of the general public should be adequately protected andcompensated.
We would take the position, therefore, that when projects are Fed-eral or federally assisted, there is a Federal responsibility to assistthose who are displaced.
This would be true whether the project is undertaken by a collegeor university or by a myriad of other entities that are acquiring landand building facilities under Government sponsorship.
For this reason I believe that a Government-wide approach to theproblem is desirable. Such an approach, as Representative Ryan has

indicated, has already been passed by the Senate in the form of S. 1.
A similar bill (H.R. 4578) has been introduced in the House and

we are informed that hearings on it will begin in the near future.
Both bills recognize Federal responsibility for relocation payments

and provide that the first $25,000 in payment to displaced persons
shall be paid by the Federal agency concerned and that no local agency
need agree to make any relocation payment in excess of $25,000.
We might note in passing that both bills seem to apply only to

public (State) agencies. Since in the case of higher construction the
social need is the same whether the institution is public or private,
we believe that public and private institutions should be treated alike.
If this committee decides to go forward with either of the bills under

consideration today, it would be our recommendation that higher
education should be treated in the same manner accorded the cities
under the Housing Act of 1949.
When municipalities take property under their power of eminent

domain, for housing purposes under that action section 114 provides
for the payment of relocation grants exclusively by the Federal Gov-
ernment and by the—not by the political subdivision.
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We have not been able to ascertain, in the limited time available to
us for study, where responsibility for payment would fall if the
Federal Aid Highway Act were used as a model.
If however, it fell on the college or university the result would be

a sharp increase in the cost of the facility, a result in contradiction
of the basic purpose of the Higher Education Facilities Act.
We would point out that the Department of Housing and Urban

Development which has jurisdiction over the Housing Act of 1949,
has established an orderly and efficient mechanism for the processing
of claims and the making of relocation payments.
The Federal Aid Highway Act provides that the State highway

departments may make relocation payments or provide relocation as-
sistance by utilizing the facilities, personnel and services of any other
Federal, State, or local governmental agency having an established
organization for conducting relocation assistance programs.
We are informed however that the various State highway authori-

ties by delegating their relocation payments and assistance function to
other governmental units have not established an efficient and expe-
ditious process for the handling of their claims.
We would therefore prefer the provisions of H.R. 10266 insofar as

they provide for .payment of relocation expenses under the guidelines
laid down in section 114 of the Housing Act of 1949.
In actual operation this legislation probably ought to take the form

of authorizing the Secretary of Housing and. Urban Development to
enter into loan and grant contracts with institutions of higher
education providing for full reimbursement of relocation costs.
Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to present our

views. I shall be happy to answer any questions. I do have the detail
as to what we have done at the University of Chicago and what I
know has happened at then some other institutions, if the committee
is interested.

Mrs. GREEN. Thank you, Dr. Levi.
Have you presented your views to the Public Works Committee, or

did you present them on the Senate side then?
Dr. LEVI. It is our intention to present them to the Public Works

Committee of the House.
Mrs. GREEN. Did you do this on the Senate side?
Dr. LEVI. No, we aid not.
Mrs. GREEN. No one from the American Council testified on the

Senate side?
Dr. LEVI. No one that I am aware of did it. I think that is an

omission which is a sad one.
Mrs. GREEN. It seems to me that part of your statement contradicts

other parts. You first recognize that no one would deny those who
must make adjustments in their personal lives for the greater good of
the general public adequate protection and compensation. Then you
say on page 3, as to the cost of it, "If, however, it fell on the college or
university, the result would be a sharp increase in the cost of facility—
a result in contradiction of the basic purpose of the Higher Education
Facilities Act."
That seems to say that you are opposed to it?
Dr. LEVI. No, we are not. I am sorry if that impression gathers. We

are not opposed to it. But let me make this suggestion. On any campus
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today which has federally supported facilities which come on to the
campus as a result of a great many Federal programs beyond the
Higher Education Facilities Act, it would be most unfortunate if
there were a relocation program, in one case and not in the other.
We feel it ought to go across the board.
Let me tell you, for instance, one experience we had in the city of

Chicago, involving the University of Chicago. We had a neighborhood
redevelopment corporation. Southwest Hyde Park Neighborhood
Redevelopment Corp.

All of the stock of the Southwest Hyde Park Redevelopment Corp.
was owned by the University of Chicago. We carried forward a clear-
ance program involving four blocks of property, involving the acqui-
sition of more than 100 parcels, involving the relocation of some 500
families, and also involving the relocation of businessmen.
These businessmen were located in a strip on the south side of 55th

Street. The north side of 55th Street was within the Hyde Park area—
the Hyde Park-Kenwood urban renewal program. The result was that
businessmen on the north side of the street were receiving the benefits
of federally supported relocation payments. Whereas, businessmen on
the south side of the street, although compelled to relocate exactly as
businessmen on the north side were compelled to relocate, were at that
time not eligible for Federal relocation payments.
As far as the University of Chicago is concerned, in proceeding with

the project we met all of the requirements of relocation from our own
funds. Families received $40,670.13, individuals, $8,042.84. We paid
moving expenses of $7,397.79. We bought leases, paid for them,
$5,536.47. We paid fees of $390; and we overpaid for 901110 properties in
order to get lease adjustments in the amount of $10,254.80.

Incidentally the practice of the University of Chicago has been that
on all of the acquisition that we do, where there is displacement, we
enter into a contract with the city authorities to carry out a relocation
program, and we compensate the city at the rate of $50 per family and
$50 per single family to pay for their overhead in doing the work.
But we were still left with the problem of these businessmen where

we wanted to be sure that their claims were processed precisely as the
claims on the north side of the street were processed.
We were fortunate in finding; a solution. It happened that the city

of Chicago had an interest in widening the street. Whereupon, we said
to the city that if the city would enlarge the boundary to include just
the strip, we would donate some 14 feet of area to them, which is what
we did.
This involved a cost as near as we can estimate of around $175,000.

On the other hand, it avoided what we think would have been an
utterly impossible situation.

Visualize it; two men both in business, one on one side of the street,
the other on the other side, and one has the benefit of a program and
the other does not.
Mrs. GREEN. In that program, did you reimburse the people who

were renting as well as the owners of the property ?
Dr. LEVI. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. I congratulate you. I wish this were always the case.
Dr. LEVI. There is one other case that is interesting. Of the 506

families involved, there was not one eviction action filed. One of the
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ways in which you judge the effectiveness of a relocation program is
whether you lose families, where you don't know what happened to
them. I have to say to you that we lost. 14 families out of this 504. We
followed the others and we determined that the housing which they
received was standard, and if it was not standard, we continued to offer
them service in order that it be standard.
As a matter of fact we have done more than that. In connection with

the 60th and Cottage project that Representative Ryan referred to,
the university is acquiring land as a result of a renewal project.
However, we joined that renewal project with a project undertaken

by the city in which some 16 acres of land were made available to a
not-for-profit foundation organized by the Woodlawn Organization
and the Two Kate Marernont Foundation, and I can report to you this
morning that families are moving into that housing project that be-
came possible for the city to undertake as a result of expenditures
which we had made for expansion, including the southwest Hyde Park
project.
In connection with the 60th and Csottage project: we said to the city

of Chicago, "What would you like to do in relocation that the present
arrangements do not permit you to do?"
They identified to us three circumstances. This is a letter written to

the Southeast National Bank by the University of Chicago on April 18,
1969:

There is delivered to you herewith for deposit in escrow the sum of $1,000 to be
used for the purpose of giving financial assistance to families located in the
60th and Cottage Grove Project area to assist them in relocating to other suitable
living accommodations.

This sum is to be disbursed by you in the form of checks drawn against said
escrow account, made payable to payees in amounts as determined and directed

by either the Department of Urban Renewal of the City of Chicago or the Wood-
lawn Organization pursuant to the procedures set forth below.
These funds are to be made available to those families who cannot secure the

necessary aid for relocation expenses through other sources and who fall into
one of the following listed groups:
One, those families who desire public housing and for whom public housing

would afford the best relocation result based on family size and income but who

had formerly resided in public housing and on their termination had left a

balance owed to the Chicago Housing Authority, CHA, will not rehouse these

families so long as such balances remain unpaid. If any of these families can

qualify for CHA housing, these funds may be used to pay the balances which

they owe CHA.
Two, those families who wish to purchase homes under one of the FHA insured

programs but who may not have sufficient funds to make the minimal downpay-
ment from $200 to $500. If any of said families are able to find suitable homes to
purchase and can obtain the FHA approvals necessary, then these funds may be

made available to them to assist them in making the requirement downpayments.
Three, those families who still live in the 60th and Cottage Grove area or

who have already moved off site, who wish to move into the new housing being

constructed along Cottage Grove Avenue, and who are eligible for such housing

but do not have sufficient financial resources to make another move.
These funds may be made available to help pay the cost of a second move for

such families.
You are to make disbursements of these funds upon your receipt of a written

request from either the city of Chicago Department of Urban Renewal or the

Woodlawn Organization.
Said request shall set forth the amount to be paid out, the name of the person

to whom the check is to be made payable and is to be accompanied by the written
certification that the proposed disbursement meets one of the specific require-

ments set forth above.
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The checks are to be delivered to either the Department of Urban Renewal or
Woodlawn Organization which will in turn deliver such checks to the named
payees.

The fund will remain there for 3 years. So that there is, I think,a
recognition of the problem I am told for instance that Columbia
itself has spent $542,000 in relocation payments in the past 6 years,
that they do have a program which is based on need, and which they
say is more generous than New York City's schedule of relocation
payments.
I would add only one other thing. The particular proposal I just

read to you regarding the Southeast National Bank was worked out
by a faculty-student committee at the University of Chicago. Reloca-
tion is a very, very difficult unhappy business. You can't avoid it. I
think that it is necessary that the institutions behave with the utmost
of care and consideration. We have tried to do that.
The resources available to us may be better than what are available

to other institutions. This is one reason why I personally am enthusias-
tic about the bill which has been proposed.
I think this is assistance which is greatly needed by higher edu-

cation.
Mrs. GREEN. In the move that you referred to a moment ago, what

kind of assistance did you give to businessmen who were leasing
property?
Dr. LEVI. What we did was to pay moving expenses
Mrs. GREEN. The full moving expenses?
Dr. LEVI. Yes—as permitted by the Federal regulations, as well as

a factor of goodwill.
Mrs. GREEN. What do you mean as permitted?
Dr. LEVI. There is a ceiling of approximately $25,000 per case.
Mrs. GREEN. Then you did not pay the full, if it was over $25,000?
Dr. LEVI. We did not. We felt that what we had to do was to be

the equivalent of the Federal program.
Mrs. GREEN. Did you pay anything in addition to the moving

expenses?
Dr. LEVI. Yes, we paid good will payments—
Mrs. GREEN. On what was the goodwill based? Did you have a

formula?
Dr. LEVI. There is a formula which has been worked out by the

Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development. What we
actually did as a matter of fact was this, Madam Chairman: We ar-
ranged that the city of Chicago process these claims as if they were
fully reimbursable by the city of Chicago and the Federal Government
and then said, "having processed the claim and having handled it
exactly as you would have handled an aid project, let us know what
is involved and we will send you a check."
Fortunately we were able to get a good deal of this finally under

the full Federal program.
Mrs. GREEN. What is the amount that can be paid for loss of busi-

ness, goodwill, whatever you want to call it?
Dr. LEVI. I would have to get the exact regulations and the law.

It is partly a matter of law and partly a matter or regulation, Madam
Chairman.
It involves, I think, the payment of the actual moving expenses

and a goodwill figure and I think the figure on goodwill is $25,000.
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Mrs. GREEN. You stated your preference for the urban renewal
over the highway relocation bill. The only argument that I see you
make is that the Department of Housing and Urban Development has
established an orderly and efficient mechanism the Federal Highway
Act you say in essence has not.
Of course it is new. That was just passed last year. But do you have

any other reasons for supporting one over the other? I refer specifi-
cally then to the amounts of money and the purposes for which they
may be spent.
Dr. LEVI. It is not as much a matter of money as it is a matter of

evenness in administration. What I mean by that is that when a high-
way program comes into a city, for instance, it is a longitudinal affair;
it runs across a community on a narrow strip. The urban renewal pro-
gram, on the other hand, is I suppose latitudinal. It involves a great
deal more in area. HUD has much more experience in the city. I think
it is very important that in a public program we have a symmetry to
it and I think that you will filid that the Department of Urban Re-
newal is doing much more of that kind of work in cities than the
Federal highway will be doing.
Mrs. GREEN. I don't understand the symmetry. If a business or an

individual is displaced and he suffers a tremendous loss in both mov-
ing costs and the loss of his business, what difference does it make?
Why shouldn't he be treated as an individual who suffers?
Dr. LEVI. I want to see him compensated. You and I are on the same

wavelength on that. What I am saying is this, and I say this as a result
of some years of experience, the setting of relocation payments, when
carried out by a Government agency, involves an administrative
discretion.
This is inevitable. I think that it is very important that the person

who is doing the most relocation activity, and who is judging most of
the claims, handle as great a number as he can so that we get equality
and uniformity in the way the program is administered.
The relocation people will be administering under housing and

urban development more in cities than the highway people ever will
simply because the volume of the land and the volume of the relocation
claims they have is far higher than what the highway people have.
Mrs. GREEN. I don't want to dispute you on that, Mr. Levi. I really

don't know. But I think that the highway that has gone through my
city and across the county extends I suspect a much longer distance
than across the city itself.
We have had the instance which you referred to that on one side of

the street they got payments and on the other side they did not.
What I want to do is to compare the actual provisions of the urban

renewal act and the actual provisions of the highway relocation act at
this time.
It seems to me there is more justice for an individual, whether he be

a homeowner or a tenant of a housing project, or an apartment, and
especially for an individual businessman, under the provisions of the
Highway Act than under the Urban Renewal Act, because he has the
full cost of moving expenses and this is not subject to somebody's whim
at the moment.
The amount of business, the goodwill loss, I suppose this is a matter

that somebody can decide rather arbitrarily: But I would like to have
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the education groups make a comparison of the costs of the exact pro-
visions rather than simply stating that one is efficiently operated and
the other is not.
Dr. LEVI. We would be glad to.
Mrs. Green, I can accept the part of the blame for that particular

position simply on the basis that we have had all of this experience
with the people in housing and urban development.
(The information referred to follows:)
The Housing Act of 1949 (Public Law 171), 81st Congress, Secs. 114 and 117, as

added by Housing Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-560), Sec. 310(a), 78 Stat. 769
[1964] ; as well as the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1964 (Public Law
89-1170), Sec. 404(a), 79 Stat. 451 [1965] ; together with the Demonstration
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-754), Sec. 107,
80 Stat. 1255 [1966] ; the Urban Mass Transportation Act (Public Law 88-365),
Sec. 7, 78 Stat. 302 [1964] ; and the United States Housing Act of 1937 (Public
Law 412), 75th Congress, Sec. 14(8), 50 Stat. 888 [1937], as amended, authorize
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to provide relocation assist-
ance. Such assistance provides for permissible relocation payments for different
categories of recipients and is summarized in the Urban Affairs Reporter, Volume
1, at Paragraph 9309, as shown on the following two pages.
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11.9309 RELOCATION PAYMENT TABLE

The following table summarizes the permissible relocation payments
authorized for different categories of recipients (.05) :

Class of Payee
Families and individuals

Type o!. Payment Amount of Payment

Moving expenses (including Up to $200
storage and related costs")
and loss of property

Conditions: (1) payment may be made for reasonable and necessary moving expenses

and any actual direct loss of property for which no other reimbursement or compensation

has been made; (2) If fixed amounts are to be paid in lieu of actual moving expenses and

loss of property, prior HUD approval of a Fixed Relocation Payments Schedule is required.

Families and elderly in- Relocation Adjustment Up to $500
dividuals Payment'

Conditions: (1) payment is based on amount by which average annual gross rental

required for decent, safe, and sanitary housing of modest standards in locality exceeds 20%

of annual income of claimant; (2) payment may not be made to claimant able to obtain, a

suitable dwelling unit in a low-rent housing project or in housing assisted under federal

rent supplement program; (3) no payment may be made until a Schedule of Average

Annual Gross Rentals for Standard Housing in Locality has been approved by HUD; (4)

except in certain specific situations, payment must be made jointly to claimant and land-

lord; (5) entire amount of payment must be paid out within 5 months of claim approval,

in specified monthly amounts.

Business concerns and
non-profit organiza-
tions

Payment for moving
expenses, including
storage and related
costs; and loss of
property, except good-
will or profit

Property loss only:
$3,000

Combination of property
loss and moving ex-
penses: $3,000

Moving eXpenses only:
$25,000; however, pay-
ments in excess of
$25,000 may be made
when municipality
agrees to share excess
amount with Federal
Government

Conditions: (1) payment may be made for reasonable and necessary moving expenses

and any actual direct loss of property for which no other reimbursement or compensation

has been made; (2) concern must give 30 to 90 days' written notice of its intention to move

and must permit inspection of property to be moved; (3) no payment for moving expenses

in excess of $500 may be made unless concern has submitted 3 bids covering cost of move.

Payment may not exceed lowest bid; (4) payment to a concern moving beyond 100 miles

may not be in excess of reasonable and necessary expenses for such distance of 100 miles;

(5) prior HUD approval is required for a claim in excess of $10,000; (6) payment for stor-

age and related costs may be made to concern which does not immediately reestablish

operations at another location.

Small business Small Business
concerns Displacement

Payment

Conditions: (1) payment may be made to concern with average annual gross receipts
in excess of $1,500 together with average annual net earnings before taxes in excess of $500,
or average annual gross receipts in excess of $2,500; provided that average annual net
earnings before taxes are less than $10,000. An exception may be made to the minimum
business activity level in the case of displacements prior to June 15, 1966 (see Regulations).

Business concerns Payment for removal Subject to same limita-
of outdoor advertis- tion as for moving
ing display expenses

Conditions: No special conditions listed.

$2,500
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Owners of property ac- Payment for certain set- Amount necessary to
quired by municipality tlement costs and re- cover reasonable and

lated charges necessary settlement
costs for which owner
has not been other-
wise reimbursed or
compensated.

Conditions: (1) transfer of title must have occurred on or after August 10, 1965; (2)
claimant must have been owner of conveyable interest in the real property on date of trans-
fer of title, but need not have been occupant of the property.

.05 Code Enforcement Letter No. 3, p. 6, and forms for the submission of specific in-
Department of Housing and Urban Devel- formation are furnished upon specific re-
opment, June 14, 1967. Application forms quest to the appropriate HUD regional office.
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Relocation payments pursuant to the Federal-Aid Highways Act (Public Law

90-495), 82 Stat. 815 [1968] are provided under Sections 505 through 508 of that
Act, appearing in the Urban Affairs Reporter, Volume 2, at Paragraphs 13,646E
through 13,646H, as shown on the following two pages. We are not aware of the
issuance of any regulations.
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§ 505. Relocation payments
(a) PAYMENTS FOR ACTUAL EXPENSES.—Upon application approved by

the State agency, a person displaced by any highway project approved under
section 106 or section 117 of this title may elect to receive actual reasonable
expenses in moving himself, his family, his business, or his farm operation,
including personal property.

(b) OPTIONAL PAYMENTS—DWELLINGS.--Any displaced person who moves
from a dwelling who elects to accept the payments authorized by this sub-
section in lieu of the payments authorized by subsection (a) of this section
may receive— •

(1) a moving expense allowance, determined according to a schedule
established by the Secretary, not to exceed $200; and

(2) a dislocation allowance of $100.

(c) OPTioNAL PAYMENTS—BUSINESSES AND FARM OPERATIONS.—Any dis-
placed person who moves or discontinues his business or farm operation who
elects to accept the payment authorized by this section in lieu of the payment
authorized by subsection (a) of this section, may receive a fixed relocation
payment in an amount equal to the average annual net earnings of the business
or farm operation, or $5,000, whichever is the lesser. In the case of a business,
no payemnt shall be made under this subsection unless the State agency is
satisfied that the business (1) cannot be relocated without a substantial loss
of its existing patronage, and (2) is not part of a commercial enterprise havinc,
at least one other establishment, not being acquired by the State or by the
United States, which is engaged in the same or similar business. For purposes
of this subsection, the term "average annual net earnings" means one-half of
any net earnings of the business or farm operation, before Federal, State, and
local income taxes, during the two taxable years immediately preceding the
taxable year in which such business or farm operation moves from the real
property acquired for such project, and includes any compensation paid by
the business or farm operation to the owner, his spouse, or his dependents
during such two-year period.

[Note.—For date of applicability to states, see IT 13,646L.]

[IT 13,646E]

[ff 13,646F]
§ 506. Replacement housing

(a) In addition to amounts otherwise authorized by this title, the State
agency shall make a payment to the owner of real property acquired for a
project which is improved by a single-, two-, or three-family dwelling actually
owned and occupied by the owner for not less than one year prior to the
initiation of negotiations for the acquisition of such property. Such payment,
not to exceed $5,000, shall be the amount, if any, which when added to the
acquisition payment, equals the average price required for a coMparable dwell-
ing determined, in accordance with standards established by the Secretary,
to be a decent, safe,`and sanitary dwelling adequate to accommodate the dis-
placed owner, reasonably accessible to public services and places of employ-
ment and available on the private market. Such payment shall be made only
to a displaced owner who purchases and occupies a dwelling within one year
subsequent to the date on which he is required to move from the dwelling
acquired for the project. No such payment shall be required or included as
a project cost under section 504 of this title if the owner-occupant receives
a payment required by the State law of eminent domain which is determined
by the Secretary to have substantially the same purpose and effect as this
section and to be part of the cost of the project for which Federal financial
assistance is available.

(b) In addition to amounts otherwise authorized by this title, the State
agency shall make a payment to any individual or family displaced from any
dwelling not eligible to receive a payment under subsection (a) of this section
which dwelling was actually and lawfully occupied by such individual or
family for not less than 90 days prior to the initiation of negotiations for
acquisition of such property. Such payment, not to exceed $1,500, shall be the
amount which is necessary to enable such person to lease or rent for a period
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not to exceed 2 years, or to make the down payment on the purchase of, a
decent, safe, and sanitary .dwelling of standards adequately to accommodate
such individual or family in areas not generally less desirable in regard to
public utilities and public and commercial facilities.

[Note.—For date of applicability to states, see If 13,6461-]

PIT 13,6460]

§ 507. Expenses incidental to transfer of property

(a) In addition to amounts otherwise authorized by this title, the State
shall reimburse the owner of real property acquired for a project for reason-
able and necessary expenses incurred for (1) recording fees, transfer taxes, and
similar expenses incidental to conveying such property; (2) penalty costs
for prepayment of any mortgage entered into in good faith encumbering such
real property if such mortgage is on record or has been filed for record under
applicable State law on the date of final approval by the State of the location
of such project; and (3) the pro rata portion of real property taxes paid which
are allocable to a period subsequent to the date of vesting of title in the State,
or the effective date of the possession of such real property by the State,
whichever is earlier.

(b) No payment received under this chapter shall be considered as income
for the purposes of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or for the purpose
of determining the eligibility or the extent of eligibility of any person for
assistance under the Social Security Act or any other Federal law.

[Note.—For date of applicability to states, see If 13,646L.]

[IT 13,646H]
§ 508. Relocation services

(a) Each State shall provide a relocation advisory assistance program
which shall include such measures, facilities, or services as may be necessary
or appropriate in order—

(1) to determine the needs, if any, of displaced families, individuals,
business concerns, and farm operators for relocation assistance;

(2) to assure that, •within a reasonable period of time, prior to dis-
placement there will be available, to the extent that can reasonably be
accomplished, in areas not generally less desirable in regard to public

• utilities and public and commercial facilities and at rents or prices within
the financial means of the families and individuals displaced, housing meet-
ing the standards established by the Secretary for decent, safe, and sani-
tary dwellings, equal in number to the number of, and available to, such
displaced families and individuals and reasonably accessible to their places
of employment;

(3) to assist owners of displaced businesses and displaced farm
operators in obtaining and becoming established in suitable locations; and

(4) to supply information concerning the Federal Housing Admin-
istration home acquisition program under section 221(d) (2) of the National
Housing Act, the small business disaster loan program under section 7
(b) (3) of the Small Business Act, and other State or Federal programs
offering assistance to displaced persons.

(b) Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to prohibit any person
from exercising any right or remedy available to him under State law with
respect to any action of a State agency in carrying out this chapter.

[Note.—For date of applicability to states, see ¶ 13,646L.]
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COMPARISONS OF SIGNIFICANT RELOCATION PROVISIONS

Relocation provisions Housing Act of 1949 Federal-Aid Highway Act

1. Actual moving expenses 

2. Optional relocation payment in
lieu of actual moving ex-
penses (fixed payment).

3. Additional payment to assist in
securing replacement hous-
ing.

4. Additional payment to assist
in purchasing replacement
housing.

5. Payment for expenses
incidental to transfer of
property to a public
agency.

6. Small business displacement
payments.

7. Small business administration
loans.

8. Relocation assistance in
finding suitable
accommodation.

Available to families and individuals
not to exceed $200.

Available to displaced business concerns
and nonprofit organizations but not to
exceed $25,000 for moving expenses
only. Moving expenses over $25,000
may be paid if the locality shares the
extra cost with the Federal Govern-
ment.

Available to families and individuals up
to a maximum $200.

Available to business concerns and non-
profit organizations up to a maximum
$3,000 for property loss only. $3,000
maximum for combined moving ex-
penses and property less.

Available to displaced families, and
elderly and handicapped individuals
in an amount up to $500 per year for
2 years.

Available to the owner of real property
which is improved by either a single-
or 2-family dwelling. The payment
may not exceed the maximum $5,000.

Available to all owners of real prop-
erty acquired for the project.

Available in the amount of $2,500 to a
displaced business concern with
average annual net earnings of less
than $10,000.

Any small business which suffers physi-
cal displacement as a result of a Fed-
erally aided urban renewal, highways,
other constructions projects who suffer
substantial injury because of displace-
ment is eligible for this type loan.

Families and individuals are provided
assistance in finding housing that is
standard, of adequate size, within their
financial means, reasonably convenient
to employment, transportation, and
other public facilities, and available on
a nondiscriminatory basis.

Business concerns and nonprofit organi-
zations are provided assistance in find-
ing appropriate accommodations. Re-
ferrals are made to available commer-
cial space and to real estate brokers
or agents with available properties.

Available to families, individuals, busi-
nesses, nonprofit organizations and
farm operations for reasonable moving
expenses (no maximum).

Essentially the same plus a $100 disloca-
tion allowance.

Available to business concerns or farm
operators in an amount equal to the
average annual net earnings of the
business or farm or $5,000 whichever is
the lesser.

Available to any family or individual dis-
placed from any dwelling, provided the
family or individual actually and law-
fully occupied the dwelling for not less
than 90 days prior to the initiation of
negotiations for the property. The pay-
ment, not to exceed $1,500, shall be an
amount necessary to rent a decent, safe,
and sanitary dwelling for a 2-year
period.

Essentially the same. The major difference
is that under the statute the owner of a
3-family dwelling is eligible for pay-
ment.

Essentially the same.

Available to any person who moves or dis-
continues his business or farm opertion.
The payment shall be in an amount
equal to the average net earnings 10f the
business or farm or $5,000, whichever is
lesser.

Same.

Essentially the same.

Do.

1 The term "average annual net earnings" means of any net earnings of the business or farm before Federal, Stateand local income taxes, during the 2 years immediately preceding the taxable years in which the business or farm operationmoved.

Mrs. GREEN. I would again remind you this highway act was only
passed last year. So there is not any experience.
Dr. LEVI. That is right. That is one of the reasons.
Mrs. GREEN. That would destroy the provisions of being fair.
Mr. Quie ?
Mr. Qum Professor, on those University of Chicago construction

projects that you were talking of, were there any Federal grants under
the Higher Education Facilities Act involved in any of those? Were
there any loans?
Dr. LEVI. There were loans under the college housing act to pay for

costs of rehabilitation in four or five properties and Pierce Towers



42

which is a residential hall, was financed in part under the College
Housing Act.
These relocation funds that I have described to you came from free

educational funds. If you know what the condition of university
budgets is, these are the most precious and difficult funds you can find.
Mr. Qum. As far as the owners of property are concerned, would

you have found it necessary to treat them in an equitable way just to
be able to acquire the property?
Dr. LEVI. Precisely.
Mr. QUIE. SO from what• I can see, the owners of property won't

gain any more benefit if this legislation is passed.
It will be the tenants really who will benefit from this legislation.

Wouldn't that be true?
Dr. LEVI. Yes, with one condition. We have one circumstance—I

referred to a $10,000 item of excess payment—where we required the
owner, as a condition of our acquisition, to arrive at a suitable arrange-
ment with his tenant, because we felt that if the owner did not do it,
we would have infinite difficulty.
To that extent the owner will be assisted. But that is very indirect.

Generally speaking, I would say to you this does two things. It will
help tenants and business people who really ought to be helped.
The other thing it will do, and I think this is very important, is to

require that universities preserve the proper kind of moral position.
I think that if you deal with people unfairly and inconsiderately and
improperly, you are going to have trouble. You should have.
Mr. Qum. If this legislation was enacted into law, would the tenants

have received anything more than you have provided for?
Dr. LEVI. No.
Mr. QUIE. What would you expect was the additional cost—and if

you can do this on a percentage basis, it would be helpful—for com-
pensating the tenants or making certain that the owners were
compensated?
Mrs. GREEN. Are you speaking of renters of an apartment or

business?
Mr. QUI& Both renters of an apartment or business establishment

who would have a lease and, therefore have to be compensated.
Mrs. GREEN. If you would yield further, you said that these laws

would not provide anything more than you provide. That is not as I
understand it.
Dr. LEVI. The University of Chicago in its own projects provided

for tenants what they would have received, if the program had been
federally financed and if these claims had been processed for Federal
relocation benefits.
Mrs. GREEN. The bill which I introduced differs from Congress-

man Ryan's in that the relocation payments made are quite different.
My bill provides for the actual moving expenses as in the Highway
Act. One of the reasons I introduced an amendment to the highway
bill last year, was that in highway relocation we have the problem
of individuals who were leasing affected property.
They did not own it. Actual moving expenses in one case were

$40,000 and the man's property, his means of earning a living, was
completely destroyed.
He did not receive a dime in moving expenses.
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The actual moving expenses of $40,000 would be paid for under
the bill I introduced. They are not paid for under your urban re-
newal formula, and as I now understand it, they were not paid by the
University of Chicago.
The bill for highway relocation allows in terms of the goodwill or

whatever you want to call it, that up to $5,000 can be paid. Under the
urban renewal act, $2,500 is paid. As I understand it, the University
of Chicago did not pay up to $5,000 or an amount equal to the average
net earnings up to or more whichever was less.
Dr. LEVI. These regulations have varied over the years. At the

time that we were carrying out this program
Mrs. GREEN. Dr. Levi, if I could because of time interrupt, I agree

with you on this. But in response to Mr. Quie's question the bill does
provide quite a lot more in terms of tenants than the sums that were
given by the University of Chicago.

Isn't that true?
Dr. LEVI. No. No, because what happened in this case was that the

exceptions we are dealing with are the exceptions that deal with
business people. With the exception of the business tenants, it becomes
a matter of what the particular regulations were at aparticular time.
The regulations have also provided for special assistance and that

we provided in every case. This would not be changed.
Mr. QUM. So you say there is a possibility that the business tenants

may have received more had this bill been enacted into law and we
used what we expect will be the terms of the Federal Highway Act.
Is that what you are saying?
Dr. LEVI. My recollection and I will want to check this is that the

regulations as to business tenants, issued by the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, provided originally for the payment of all
moving expenses, plus goodwill up to $25,000.

Subsequently, those regulations were changed and the $25,000 figure
has been reduced.
I have some recollection of a $5,000 figure. I would like to file a

memo to give you the actual details.
Mr. QUIE. I would appreciate it very much if you would do that.

Could you estimate what would be the percentage increase in the cost
of a project by compensating the tenants in Chicago, which you say
are the same compensations as would be available to them if this bill
was enacted into law?
Dr. LEVI. I can't do that for this reason: The projects which you are

describing have as the principal, construction, in other words, the
building of the facility.
Mr. Quit. Would acquisition of land and improvements of land

also be a part of it?
Dr. LEVI. There is a percentage which has been pretty well estab-

lished over the years in connection with urban renewal projects. I can
give you that figure.
(The information referred to follows:)
I also recall Representative Quie's question concerning relocation costs as re-

lated to program costs. You will recall that I suggested to Mr. Quie that statistics
as to relocation grants made by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment could be obtained and compared to total loan and grant authorizations.
Such statistics, as furnished by the Program Control and Statistics Branch of
the Renewal Assistance Administration of the Department of Housing and
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Urban Development, for fiscal 1967 to 1969 inclusive, as well as totals since the

commencement of the Urban Renewal Program in fiscal 1950 through fiscal 1969

are as follows:

Dollar amounts in millions Total since begin-
ning of urban

renewal (1950)
Fiscal 1969 Fiscal 1968 Fiscal 1967 through fiscal 196 0

Total loan and grant contract authorization $571. 2 $891.9 $690. 6 $5, 817, 000,000
Relocation portion $46. 7 $78.7 $58. 2 $381, 500,000
Percent of total for relocation 8. 2 8. 8 8. 4 6. 5

The increase in the percentage of total taken for relocation in recent fiscal

years is, in all likelihood, due to the expansion of relocation benefits as com-

pared to those authorized in earlier years of the program.
In interpretation of this data, we should remember that the basic elements of

cost covered by the loan and grant contract authorization include acquisition,

administration, demolition, site preparation and other project costs, and do not

include direct construction costs. The percentage factor, therefore, cannot be

assumed to apply to academic facilities construction.

Dr. LEVI. That is, as a kind of a rough rule of thumb, the reloca-
tion contribution amounts to somewhere between 6 and 10 percent of
the total cost of the acquisition.
Bear in mind on an urban renewal project, all that you are talking

about are the elements of land acquisition, demolition, and site prep-
aration for new construction.
This of course does not include any element of construction. What

this would amount to in terms of new construction. I don't know. I
would suspect it would be far less.
Mr. QurE. But you are saying in your testimony that whatever this

percentage is, it ought to be borne entirely by the Federal Government.
Is that right?
Mr. LEVI. Precisely, because I don't see any reason why a univer-

sity or a hospital, any enterprise of this kind, should be treated less
favorably than cities are treated, and the fact is that under the urban
renewal legislation, the entire burden of relocation is borne by the
Federal Government.
There is no local contribution.
Mr. QTJIE. Under urban renewal, the Federal Government pays for

all of the increased costs—the difference between what you purchase
all of that land for and then sell it again to the private sector, the
private concerns.
Dr. LEVI. No, this works out on this basis. There are two formulas.
I can work it out precisely under the terminology. The total cost of

acquisition, administration, demolition, site preparation, and what
have you is known as gross project costs.
From this you deduct what you sell the land for to the private devel-

oper. This is known as disposition proceeds. This leaves you a net
project cost, which is the difference. That is the loss. That is borne on
the basis of one-third local, two-thirds Federal, or if the city assumes
all administration costs then it is borne 25 percent local, 75 percent
Federal.
The point that is so clear about the relocation is that even though the

Congress had before it the readymade mechanism for sharing, because
that is in the law, they specifically provided that as to relocation pay-
ment—this is the effect of section 114—these are not susceptible to
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sharing, they are not included in gross project costs, but they become
an independent Federal grant wholly at Federal expense.
Mr. Qum. The closest that it would be possible to get now under the

Higher Education Facilities Act would be the Federal Government
paying 50 percent of the cost for the construction of the academic
facilities.
But we seem to have moved away from that of late. In fact with

the authorization of something over $1 billion, we are not even going
to appropriate $100 million. I guess it was something like $40-some
million for 2-year colleges and $33 million for 4-year institutions.
The move now seems to be toward private lending with the Federal
Government subsidizing the interest rate, so it would be the same as
if the loan was made directly from the Federal Government.
In this case it seems to me that the Federal Government is getting

farther and farther away from making grants to the facility and
there is less likelihood of 100 percent financing of relocation.
Dr. LEVI. There is a difficulty that comes into the other formula as

well. As you and I know, lawyers always can differ about things. Jr
the city of Chicago, for years, we had a simply impossible situation
with the Chicago Board of Education concerning their payment of
relocation costs on their site clearance.
They took the position that the funds which were voted to them by

the Illinois Legislature and which they collected in the way of taxes
were for educational purposes. They took the position that as far as
they were concerned, they could not spend any of this money, neces-
sary as the objective was.
I don't happen to agree with that position. What we did at Chicago

is very clear proof of that. But on the other hand, I hesitate to think
what bond counsels, people of that kind, are apt to say on loans made
to educational institutions, as to whether some of the proceeds of these
loans can be used for relocation purposes.
I think there is a serious problem that will arise in some States on

this.
Mr. QUIE. I gather from what you say, since the University of

Chicago has already paid for the relocation allowance in the case of
their expansion, that personally you can't have anything against the
requirement of the payment of relocation allowance even though the
Government does not pay 100 percent of the amount.
Therefore, the American Council on Education must be opposed

to this legislation unless the Federal Government pays 100 percent
of the cost.
Dr. LEVI. I won't say that it is opposed. I would put it this way:

I think there are two qualifications I would make to it.
Not all universities have the resources available to them that for-

tunately we have available to us. Moreover, we are a private institu-
tion, probably under less constraint as to what we regard as a proper
educational expenditure, if you please, as compared to a public
institution.

If this requirement is put on all institutions at the time of the
present budget crisis, which is what we are having, we have the feeling
that it is going to be extraordinarily difficult for them.
Mr. Qui-E. What will probably happen is that the private institu-

tions will find that the Federal loan is of much greater benefit to
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them than a public institution because they can float bonds that a pri-
vate institution can't do.
The private institutions might find that they have to comply with

the law and the public institutions might choose not to borrow money
from the Federal Government. But I think there may be a little
reaction in the meetings of the institutions or the associations of
higher education.
Dr. LEVI. It is difficult to speculate about these things. For instance,

at the moment as you know we have a Tax Reform Act of 1969.
Nobody knows what the effective dates ultimately will be of this
legislation.

If you want an agonizing discussion, sit down with a donor at this
moment and try to persuade him to give you funds when neither you
nor he know what the tax consequences of his behavior is apt to be.
It is very very difficult.
Mrs. GREEN. It seems to me that the plight of the individual

though whether it be a renter of an apartment or the person who is
leasing property for a business is forgotten in what you have just said.
If I understand Correctly, you said in response to Mr. Quie, when

he asked you if you would be opposed to it if it went 100 percent
Federal, that we must remember that not all universities have the
resources available that the University of Chicago does.
Then you referred to the budget crisis facing all of our colleges and

universities. Accepting both of those statements, it seems to me that
the one ingredient which you have for the moment forgotten is the
budget crisis which is being placed on the individual family or the
small businessman if he is forced to move.
You are saying that your budget crisis is great and that the univer-

sity is having problems and so they should not be required to pay if
I understand you, unless the Federal Government funds it 100
percent.
You are really saying to heck with the little individual.
Dr. LEVI. I certainly would not want to be in that position.
Mrs. GREEN. I understood you to say that the American Council

would oppose it.
Dr. LEVI. No, I did not, but I would hope that the Federal Govern-

ment would deal as generously with the university as it has dealt
with the cities.
I say that for this reason. I personally, assuming this were an obli-

gation imposed upon institutions, without any reimbursement what-
soever, say to you that perhaps this is correct. But the consequence
of it is an immediate increase in tuition. You have to find the money
some place. The resources are not there in most places. It seems to me
that there ought to be a solution here such as was found in the case
of the cities.
I don't feel that universities ought to be dealt with any less gen-

erously than cities.
Mrs. GREEN. I think though there are an awful la of individuals

who don't feel that they ought to be treated any less generously by a 
university than any other institution with respect to relocation cost.
Maybe some of those who have to move their families at a tremendous
personal sacrifice would not have much sympathy for the argument
that tuition will be increased when they are looking for money for
bread and butter.
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Dr. LEVI. I have never been prepared to say to a family that is
confronted with relocation because of necessary university expansion
that they have the extreme privilege at this moment of making their
sacrifice for the glories of higher education.
That kind of dialog I think is impossible.
Mrs. GREEN. Though you have done well at the University of

Chicago and are to be commended for it, nevertheless, universities and
colleges across the country have done it at the cost of individuals.

Individuals have had to make that sacrifice for the glory of higher
education.
Dr. LEVI. Of course.
As a matter of fact this is more difficult than that. There are very

few alternatives in this situation. I know because I was the author of
section 112 of the Housing Act of 1949. When a university or a hospital
needs land, its need for land is not generalized.
It is specific. In other words, you can't move patients a long distance.

If you have to acquire property near a hospital for hospital expansion
in the medical school, it has to be the adjacent property. Otherwise
it is unwarranted expansion of facilities, duplication all over the place.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Erlenborn ?
Mr. ERLENBORN. In reading the provisions of the two bills before

us, 10266 and 14008, it appears to me that the concept of both of these
bills would be to impose the total cost of relocation payments upon the
institution.
Is that your reading of these bills?
Dr. LEVI. I am not sure.
Mr. ERLENBORN. It seems to be the philosophy in the wording of

the bills that the Commissioner would not approve the application un-
less he shall first have obtained adequate and enforceable assurances
that the institution will pay certain benefits to the persons displaced,
and the benefits are different in the two bills only in the reference to the
type of benefits that would be paid.
The only reimbursement that I can see that the institution might be

entitled to would be under an interpretation of title IV in the Higher
Education Facilities Act, in the definition of development costs.
Dr. LEVI. Precisely.
Mr. ERLENBORN. There it is not very clear, and neither one of these

bills would amend that definition to include relocation payments as
part of the acquisitions costs.
Dr. LEVI. That is right.
Mr. ERLENBORN. SO it would either take a favorable interpretation

of acquisition costs of the land, or an amendment to the definition
to make it clear that some reimbursement would be paid.
The maximum would be 50 percent, as I understand it.
Dr. LEVI. That is right. This is precisely why I say that if the thing

is to be done, I think it ought to be done the way it is in the case of
cities in which there is a direct contract between the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development and the local public agency.
Mr. ERLENBORN. Does S. 1 contain relocation payments for higher

education facilities?
Dr. LEVI. No, it does not.
Mr. ERLENBORN. Does S. 1 have the Federal Government bear the

entire cost of relocation?
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Dr. LEVI. S. 1 does with a reducing formula, I think as of 1972.
Mr. ERLENBORN. That formula would then turn the greater share

of the cost over to the local government?
Dr. LEVI. It works it out I think eventually to a 50-50 match.
Mr. ERLENBORN. With the experience I have with these formulas,

I have no great hope that the formula will ever become operative. I
have made the observation before, and I think it has been borne out,
that receiving some of these Federal funds is like getting hooked on
dope.
You can't withdraw it without causing withdrawal symptoms. Those

are usually in the form of entreaties to members of this committee to
retain the old formula and not to allow the increasing share to be borne
by the local agency.
I think you probably are aware of that same sort of thing.
Dr. LEVI. I am aware of that.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Doctor. We are grateful to you.
Again may I express my thanks to Miss Rector and Dr. Karlson.
(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re-

convene subject to the call of the Chair.)
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