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- URBAN MASS TRANSIT

Objectives, Program Goals and Criteria
~Summary

This paper sets down some initial thoughts on objectives, goals, and
criteria for UMTA, for discussion purposes. It identifies:
A; Basic objectives of the Department which are pertinent to .
the UMTA mission;
B. Posﬁib]e program goals for UMTA in line with these basic
objectives; |
C. Criteria that would flow from these objectives and goals.
For purposes of this paper, the term'"objective" is used in the sense of
broad Departmental object%ves; the term "goal" is used in the sense of more
specific program goals.

A. Objectives

The basic objectives of the'Department, as promulgated by the Secretary
in May, 1968, are:
1. Economic Efficiency;
2. Optimal Use of Environmental Resources;
3. Safety in Transportation; o
4.. Support of Other National Interests, including such social .
purposes a§ impro§1ng the status of poverty groups. ‘

A11 of these are applicable to the Urban Mass Transit Program.




Economic Efficiency.

One of the basic rationales Tor Federal assistance to mass transit
is its presumed greater economic efficiency, compared to private

automobile transportation. Clearly, mass transit is technologically

a more efficient means of transportation than private automobile, in
the sense that it hag the capability to move large numbers of people
rapidly. However, the determination of its relative economic
efficiency must include consideration of consumer demands, since

willingness to pay is a basic measure of economic benefit.

On the other hand, relatively low demand for mass transit is not
necessarily -inconsistent with the possibility that it 15 economically
efficient, given the 1ikelihood of (a) market distortions, 6.0
through price regulation of mass transit, as well as large Federal
Government grants-in-aid to ﬁrivate highway transportation; and

(b) externalities, such és adverse environmental impacts of alternate

transportation systems, discussed below.

It should be kept in mind fhat the term "economic ‘efficiency" is used
in its broadest sense, including consideration of social costs and
benefits. In this broad sense,.it can include such other objectives
as the "optimal use_bf environmental resources", which are broken dut
as separate items-for the soke of emphasis here and in the formal

statement of Departmental objectives approved by the Secretary.

In this connection, an extremely important factor -- but one which .
is exceedingly difficult to measure -- is the relative efficiencies

of transit-induced land usé vs. automobile-induced land use. Again,
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the presumption is that’the more dense land use development
normally associated with transit represents a more efficient
use of land than the dispersed pattern associated with automobile-

oriented development.

2. Optimal Use of Environmental Resources.

This 1is certainly one of thé major reasons for the urban trans-
portation program; i.e., its less adverse {mpact;on environmental
resources than the impact of large numbers of highways necessary’
for the private automobile transportation system._ The comment
above with réspect to auto-induced vs. transit-induced land use

also applies here. -

3. Safety.
Mass transit clearly supports this objective,.inasmuch as it is
much-safer (in terms of accidents or fatalities per passenger

mile) than the alternative -- private automobile transportation.

4, Support of Other thiona] interests.

The most directly applicable "other national interest" is the
national effort against poverty, particularly since the poor

and near-poor are relatively Iarge users of transit.

In addition to these substantive objectives of the Department, an administra-

tive objective is the closer coordination and integration of the activities

of the various administrations, and particularly integrating the newest

administration -- UMTA -- into the Department.




Prograin Goals and Priorities

Program goals which might flow from the above broad objectives are

discussed below.

iIn support of economic efficiency:

1.

Concerted Approach. In order to maximize the efficiency of the

transit system,-a11 avai?ab1e'toofs should be.brought to bear on the
problem. This is particularly true inasmuch as part of the rationale
uhder]ying the transfer of the mass transit program to DOT is that
maSs transit is part of a single urban transportation system, and
that the mass transit'progfam should therefore be brought into the
Department. that provides Federal aid for the other elements of that
system. In line with that rationale and the objective of econdnic
efficiency, a major goal of the program ought to be through a system

approach to transit projects, the close integration of the mass

transit program with other urban transportation programs of the

Department, and particularly the concerted use of‘other transpor-

tation tools in conjunction with the mass transit program. We have

in mind the use, jointly with mass transit grants, of such FHWA
programs (current or proposed) as, (a) fringe parking; (b) éxc]usive '
bus lanes (under more liberal guidelines than at present); and

(c) special bus turn-offs and metering devices, financed b& TOPICS.
Coordination with FAA and HSGT with respect to airport access would

be another example under this program goal.




Transit viability. The'Federal program of assistance to mass transit

was developed without a clear conception of what it ought to accom-
plish. The main force behind it was the idea that "something has to
be done" to balance the vast sums of Federal assistance going to
highways. The program in operation, lacking any more clear-cut basic
objective, has tended to become, at least in part (a) a bail-out
operation for ailing transit companies, and (b) .a generalized support

for fixed-rail transit systems in six metropoli.

In 1ine with the objective of economic efficiency, this outlook
should be shifted. An economically efficient system ought generally
to tend toward self-support. Therefore, one of the basic goals of

. L&

the program ought to be increasing the long-term viability bf mass

transportation. The program should be directed toward doing more

than providing a one-shot capital in-put to transit operations.

At least a.portion of the capital grant program could be tied to
projects which, in each case, are part of a program leading to long-
term self-sufficiency of the transit system involved.“Some ways of
increasing thé Tikelihood of long-term viability ére'discussed later
in this paper. Moreover, pbssibly,& cost-benefit analysis ought to
be required (as they are for highway projects) at least with rgspecf

to expensive fixed-rail systems vs. alternative systems.

Efficient Land Use. One of the program goals ought to be the more

efficient use of land thfough, for example (a) the arrangement of

development to reduce the need for transportation, and (b) the use

of transportation systems which are low consumers of land. This is




particularly important in light of the current trends -- in part
automobile induced -- toward dispersed residential patterns coupled
with increasingly dispersed employment opportunities, in which the

use of mass transit is extremely difficult.

Local Planning. Improved comprehensive planning on a multifjuris-
dictional basis ought to be a major goal. It supports not only
the objective of efficiency but virtually all other objectfveé and

goals.,

Quality of Service. Basic to the concept of economic efficiency is

the idea that the consumer determines what represents a benefit to

him. In transit, studies have consistently shown that high on the
L&

list of consumer desires are such factors as trip time, reliability,

and convenience of schedule. In general, overall quality of service

is probably the key determinant of the ]eyeT of consumer demand -for
transit (and more important than price). While the purchase of new
equipment through mass transit grants may help achieve service

improvements in these areas, it will not do so automatically.

Accordingly, a major goal of the mass transit program ought to be a

maximum improvement in the quality of service in systems receiving

project grants. Incentives or conditions could be imposed to assure

that the grants improve the quality of service by more than merély

~ the provision of newer equipment (e.g., by shorter head-times and

pick-ups closer to more residences).
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In support of optimal use of environmental resources.

Some of the above program goals, particularly No. 3 (Efficient Land Use),

are in support of this objective. In addition, other supporting goals

would be:

6.

Aesthetic impact. An appropriate goal of the program would be a

favorable aesthetic impact from transit improvements. Because

of its genér&1]y less disrupt{ve impact on the environment than
automobile systems, transit ipso facto has a more favorable
aesthetic impact. This impact can be, further improved by careful
consideration of such matters as the aesthetics of stations and

rolling stock, and their careful integration into the environment.

Pollution control. Bus exhausts are éthajor pollutant, as anyone

who has driven behind one can attest. New buses purchased with
grant money should be required to meet strict anti-pollution
standards. In additioﬁ, funds could be utilized to make -
improvements in existing buses to reduce their polluting

characteristics.

In support of Safety. As noted above, mass transit is much safer than

private automobile transportation. A special program goal in this area

is probably not necessary.

In support of Other National Objectives:

8. Urban poor. Improving transportation for the poor might be one

goal of the program. Priority for projects. directed toward

improving service to ghetto areas is one example of what could

be done in this area. .




9. Displacement. bDiS]OCation and, displacement -- of people and
businesses -- are normé11y an unavoidable social and economic
cost of major capital improvement programs. One goal of the
mass transit program should be to hold such dislocation and

displacement to low levels.

10. The aged and_the handicapped. Transit has a particular
advantage over the private automobiﬁe in tha£ it can service
the aged and the hand{capped who may not be able to drive
automobiles. Special consideration of the needs of these
groups would be warranted-(for example, through special

attention to height of steps, and the use of ramps and

escalators).

11. Crime control. In support of the President's initiatives in
this area, special consideration could be given to projects
which act to reduce crime, e.g., two-way radio communications
between the transit vehicle and the transit headquarters,
special shielding for bus drivers, closed-circuit f& surveillance

of transit vehicles in crime-prone areas, etc.

The above comments have been directed explicitly toward the large capital

grant program. However, the same foci of attention could apply to the

Research, development and demonstration program.

There are two other points that merit attention regarding the latter program:

1. Strategy of analysis. During most of its existence, this program

responded to requests for demonstration grants, rather than playing
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an initiating role. In the past year or so, an effort has been made
to take a more positive approach. This newer trend should be emphasized

-and an overall strategy for analysis should be developed, based on

priority areas of interest, such as those discussed in the body of
this paper. Specific projects should then be sought to illuminate
the areas of interést. Also, more uniform data should be collected

from all new projects.

2. Analysis of the transit problem. The program to date has largely

supported demonstrations of various transit improvements, without
seeking to determine the fundamental causes of the transit problem.
As a result, there is the danger that we may'be treating the symptoms,

rather than the causes. A major effort should be undertaken to improve

our-understanding of the causes of the transit problem. A greater

amount of academic research (for which the program has authority) might
be warranted. Such questions as the possible underpricing of transit
‘might be explored, and how to treat it while still meéeting social goals

with respect to the lower “income groups.

C. Criteria
Criteria should flow from the above objectives, goals and priorities.

Possibilities would include the following:




Departmental
Objective

A. Economic

Efficiency

B. Env%ronmenta]

Resources

C. Other National

Interests

L

Program

- Goal o

1. Concerted

" Approach

2. Transit
" Viability

LY

‘3. Efficient

‘Land:Use

4, Local
Planning

o

. Quality of
Service

6. Aesthetic
impact

~J

. Pollution
Control

8. Urban Poor

10

_Criteria

(a) Qualltat1ve evaluation to assure maximum
joint use of other tools

(a) Increase in ridership
(b) Increase in revenues
sc) Decrease in operating expenses
d) Cost-benefit analysis for major projects
(a) Decreased need for transportation
(b) Decreased use of automobiles
(c) Prevention of new highway construction
(d) Qualitative evaluation of impact on
land use
(a) Comprehensiveness
(b) Extent of jurisdictional coverage
c) Tie-in to the implementation process
d) Qualitative evaluation
i
(a) Average trip time
(b) Average head-time
(c) Average distance to walk to and from
transit
(d) Average number of transfers per trip
(e) Hours of service
(f) Number of traffic generators served
{g) Average number of standees
h) Comfort of ride

(a) Qualitative evaluation of aesthetic

“integration into the environment

(b) Qualitative evaluation of internal
aesthetics (e.g., stations, rolling
stock)

(a) Amount of poilutants expelled into the
environment

(a) Improved service to poor areas per cri;e
under #5 above, "Quality of Service"
(b) Number of poor riders
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Departmental Program .
Objective (contd) Goal (contd) _CEriteria (contd)
.9, Displacement (a) Number of families displaced
‘and Dis- (b) Number of poor families displaced
location ~ (c) Number of businesses displaced

(d) Time period of construction multiplied
by average number of surface square
feet under construction

10. Aged and (a) Special features for aged and handicappec
Handicapped (b) Improved service to traffic generators
' for the aged and handicapped (e.g.,
hospitals, nurs1ng homesg, per
criteria under #5 above )
(c) Number of,aged and handicapped riders

11. Crime Control (a) Number of vehicles receiving crime
control features

(b) Number of stations receiving crime

control features

(c) Numbers of crimes
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- I. INTERIM.

Whlle long range goals are belng establlshed durlng the

'“;_perlod of a551mllatlon Or UNT lnto DOT, lnterlm goals for

-:fadmlnlsuratlon 3f the orooram Or Federal alds for urban mass
1 g . . . a ' 1 . : : . i " I.. ) 1
mlght be as follows. _b_ﬁf"?“a- st e

T;transporuatlon

To .foster comprehensive urban planning and
to'contribute to implementation of compre-: - _
hensive. developmenn plans for oesrred urban _f&3~*
tructur 'and groth ;Juﬂ-.,=A.‘ Vi ey 0§ T

'“@:mass transat ald

amTo;finance'and provide'teohnicalIaSSisrance L
: for. transporoatlon system planning consmstent
wzth and in. furrherance of A above._ . 5

(liftralnlng of transportatlon personnel should

%jFor exanple;-
lfbe fostered through on the ]Ob placement where actlve plannlng
”fioperatlons conszstent w1th A above are underway, (2) research

%i;and technlcal ald for the development of transportatlon plannln

?jl/ Grants for Canltal Imnrovenents, Research and Demonstrat10n°
| Technlcal Studles and ;ralnlno.;} Y o L 3

,‘_'J (5

"y
v
e
C L]
v e Lo
—




meuhodology, studles of plannlng organlaatlon and 1ntergovern-

' mental relatlons should be prov;dea whcre reau;rements of A

"

;_ .__.r

Lhavc been meu;.andl(3) demonstratlons mlght be civen prlorlty

‘for transnortaulon progect blannlng conSLStent
’w‘th and in furtherance of both A_and B above.,m

'0verall DOm R&D program aimed at ﬁmnrovement of
urban transnoruatlon. A'tentative outline of’ a_
program for urban transportat:l.on research and
developmenhﬂls anpended (see vV below) e TGRS




* II. - INTERIM PRIORITIES FOR URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION

'anrcject”nricrities'fcr nrcgram'crants-(fcr'cacital'f
”'gflmnrOVements, research and develcpnent technlcal Sb“dleS;A-
2jdemcnstrat10ns and tralnlng) and fcr dlrect Federal under-
,Etaklngs (research, develcpmcn and demcnstratlons) should

H*£ be based cn the relatlve prospects cf acn1ev1ng the coals

ﬂ;j,enumeratec 1n I abcve,'as evadenced 1n appllcatlcns or

It apnears that;_ln the past,.crlcrltles_—" to the f
.ﬁextent that they were found necessary - have.gone (1) ln
!the capltal grants urogran to sustalh marglnal cperatlons,.
leany have been 50% emergency rather than 66 2/3Q fully |
rfquallfled Federal part1c1patlons, (2) 1n the demonstratlcn
.igrants progran to tes he efrects cr new or 1mprcved service
?ifron ghettc to blue ccllar jOb centers, methcds of lncrov1ng
riservmce frcm low-cens;ty re51deat1al areas, and (3) for other
-fpurpcses,{lncludlng transpcrtatlon for the handlcapped,_l
j;?allev1atlon cf CBD ccngestlcn and general system 1mnrovement=

'*f;;The tralnlng prcgrams have becn 1nsufflclently used to warra;

:ianyﬂgenerallzathn..

A qulck revrew shculd be made to deternlne whether

.

hfjprlorltles have zn'ract been fcllowed as suggested abcve auc

jﬁﬁtc 1dent1ry weaknesses of any current prlorltles 1n meetlng

_I..-_, . 2H




_-.'interim goals é'.‘u'cl'.n‘.‘a-'s-_'.those' suggested in I ab_QVeI.' | e may 'b_e; _
'-i .;I‘for exampl‘-e, '- tl‘l'a’t_ 2'/3:,'“'c'apital grants j(._.}]-‘?ng‘rangfc_“‘). '..'should ‘be‘.._ '
_...:Prefé?:réd,'.'I‘l';_c'{:-'i?'z.:"‘shé_l}'e' Ig_J_I:_an{:'s__,_ or thja-"c:._'f.:'e,s;aa:_;-‘cﬁ 'sho.t‘:gla__ k-,l_"";’-?

the light of current knowledge. | ‘. %
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III. INTERIM CRITERIA'FOR URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION

Crleerla for establlsh ; interim progrem'priorities

e EGE advanc1ng orogec ts which promise: most nearly ‘to meet

»

"vproclaﬂ goals can be convenlenolv staueo in: a serles of "

R

ngfcuestlons. Tnese oue5elons can be lncoroo*aeee ‘in the aooll—

';jcatlon rev1ew process and can be kept ln mlnd aurlng the

b

;perloe ol_survelllance of progect actlon and af erward durlng

3the perlod ol rev1ew and evaluatlon.-h”fl'“5"’fﬂff,-f - R

A p0951b1e set of seouenblal questlons nlght be as

WIS'there_an'aoproved con@rehenblve plan?
“Comment: . Plan might be ex@NLned to determine -
~whether performance standards for transporta—-
:tlon have been set on air pollution, noxse,
‘safety, crime control as well as service "7
L ouallty, "transportation opportunities", etc.. -
.. There is. substantial evidence that the ? ST
”ﬂcomprehensmve planning process" is belng

If 1ot, is a comorehens;ve plannlng procesu
ln be:.ng'> it g Sl S s e aet

Ir so, when is a comprehens;ve plan llAely
ﬁto be completed° ' : e 2t T

T e

Does Lhe approvod comprcnen51Ve plan lncludc
transportacxon sgstons plans°-'w$ :

B

CIf. not when is’ a systems plan llkely to be
:comoleted° - LT ol ;




G If a systems plan is not completed or under
way, does the pronoscd pr03cch assist in the
preparatlon of a sysbems plan°

S S O £ . R E

_pomprenensmve urban plans ana transporuaulon'
Systems plans’ : - : _

'{b) greauer exf f1c1ency (eCOnomlc and technlcal)?
.(c). support regional and national transporua-
?tlon obgectmves”' (d)Ouher objectLVes° 5

;Does the pro:ect sunporu DOT s overall R&D "
program for 1mprovemenb of ﬁrban transportaulonv '

Jboés“thé project have flGlelllty in terms of
fevolvmng technology (will:the product become
bsolete bezore 1t can. be denre01ated)° AT
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IV, ‘HIG. PRIO ITY ADMLNIS;RA”IV“ TASAS

In addltlon to the program orlorltles dlscussee in II

*;“1above, DOT/DN A face urgene and dl;flcult taSkS os program

R mcnu., The order oa the rollowmng 1lst of tasks is not to be

’~takeﬂ as establlshmene of prlorltles, but to lndlcaee those

:ﬂ‘;i;for wnlch orlorltles need to be establlshed

.“

"5f*PreDare the 1970 budget, 1ncludlng brogram memorandum
’ﬂsﬂrepare a 1970 1eglslat1ve program to-. |

4{(a£4fcon51der selection of one or twWo prototype
. programs based on the new systems studies

..for congressional authorlzaelon of rureher

Gexploratory work; e ;

‘igffreorganlzatlon and reo:lontatlon, budgetmng, operaelons 1mprove~

'5mod1;y the 12-1/2% State allocatlon llmltaelon.?ﬁt'

. on capital grants so as to relieve pressure in . .

] I'_EL-C ),

f;revmew the DOT 1969 leglslatlve package and -
. .M select items not included in. current leglslatlon
o forra furtne: leglslaelve e;fort.v (See Sec. VI )

:Tf}Prepare organlzatlon and stafflng plans ;or,'
Washmng»oa ofslce,--ﬁﬁ.l e To

'iib- reglonal offlces. i...'}
”3.4;f;copplete ahe dellneaelon oslareas.of responslbllaty

‘fo; FUD and DOT under Secelons S(a), 9 and ll of the Mass Trans-

'i(hlghway acts,

_1.

ﬁ7f_several States (Callfornla, New York, IllanlS,_l{“-

fporeaelon Act and Ouher laws relatmng to urban transportat;on '.
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Develo det tai led procedu ' o oovern transacelons_'ﬁ
f DOT/FUD and local publle agenc1es, especaally where;

:‘o n grant soonsorshlp 1s 1nvolved but also to coo:dlnaee'

nd make effectlve s;nole soonsors 11y projects.zla fﬁﬂ"?-a“xr

L

Part1C¢oate ln the devcxopment of coordlnatlngﬁ-‘

7. Revmew UMTA operatln procedures and practlces to 1dent1f‘

.5.
; ;

“?SLreagths and weaknesses o; programs and recommend ad3ustments

'

l}b\-emanageme o ano survelllance of actlve pro;ects-

'-ffo}ﬁ rev1ew and evaluatlon of comoleted projects.

.;B' Develop a ratlonale for Congress and the publlc on the

aoproprlateness of Federal pare1c1patlon in urban mass eran31t

ey \ -

acthltles,gehe 11kely duratlon of Federal part1c1patlon, the

.

a.extent of Federal 1nvestment

Th¢S would 1nvolve arguments as-'f

~of mass transat, etc., ;L' E}-'Jj.'ujff'ﬁgj -f ';§7 giff
"'19 Consxder selectlon or oae or more communltles 1n whlch

v .‘,_.

ﬂprogram.a (If thls ldea lS adopeed, perhaps no expllolt record

of selectlons should be rad )
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V. TENTATIVE.RESEARCH AND DEVELOPME NT PROGQAM

N 'Theufollowing list of projects and tasks éhduld be
c0P51dered 1n develop&ng a Research and Developnenu program

almed at 1mbrovcment of urban transporta»xon.

ﬁfPeview and evaluate PUD s-New Systems Studles
on urban transpo tatlon. ‘Select one: Or more
worthwhile projects for furuher resea cch and/or
development s ; -

--Establish guidelines for development of per-
formance standards for urban transportation -
__systems, e.g., speed, frequency, comfort,
{cgnvgnience, routlng,|51gn1ng, etc._ B

Determmne besb ways and means of e::ec;;nc :
i significant improvements in urban transpovtation_.
“-'syStems by making very low-cost changes in the =
“use of present facilities, e.g., exclusive -bus
ﬂlanes on hlghways, LOPICS program, etc. AR

G SR

‘Provide for joint purchases ob'imprové& urban
-transportation equipment by a consortium of cities
- e.g., create a market for a new breed of urban.

P AL

'publlc transpo*tat on veh1cles.=n‘ "

. 5

p

"gProvzae for urban uransportatlon tes» s;tes,»”
laboraho les or: centers._j %A Ik GRETE O A

'Harness ﬂASA besea ch and developmenb exberlencer
“to"a DOT. R&D progﬁam for lmorovemeﬂt of urban
traﬁsporhatlon. s s N o s He




" VI.. ELEMENTS '_OF_'-A_ _BLOC_‘K'IGR}\.NT PROGRAM

Por thu 1968 leglslahlve program the Departmenf_propesed
n "Urban ;ransportatlon Demo;sur ien Grants‘Program“. 'This

wu was a move toward block grar ts and was d?afted w1thout regar

He ulesnate lOC&ulOn ef UMTA. Iu assuned nowever, a

1?;¥_ gree of coordlna ion between BDR and Uh* _that would haﬁe

* T;subStantlally 1ncreased tae flexlblllty of Fede al funclng for
fllocal uroan transnoreatlon aCthltleS._ Some o; the elemenas

icame from the TOPaCS program, and some have been 1ncluded in .

.}the nghway ACu of 1968

The followxnc llst snould be revaewed wltn the possmblllty.dh

ffﬁ_ln mlna of nackaglng all "rema;ncers“ 1n a new. pacxage for UMTA

gﬂﬁf:leclslatlon 1n 1909 .‘J-_ e - . "dshffa_u'iif“”'-

: - “ﬁ“?ﬂlneegraulon of mass tran51t terminals with - fue#
et ' ="‘park1ng.ae mqjor hlghway lnterchangesf_ﬂ'__ e o ., 5
llﬁ';d_ Ei;'ffﬁJOlnt Darklnc fees and tranSLt fares. g

,_; F;exlble rou ing and schedullng of transat venlcles.

C sy “Jltney“ serv1ce. W"‘7 ‘f £z £ ';.f E”H _iﬁui
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THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URZAN DEVELGPMENT
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20410

JUL 30 7258
Honorable Alan Boyd
Secretax Y.
"~ Department of Transportation
Washington, D. C. ' 20590

- Deaxr Alan:

I am sure that you are as anxious as I am to conclude °

the work required to 1mplement our unqerstandlngs as to

HUD-DOT relatlonshlps growing out of Reorganization Plan
No.. 2.

Enclosed herewith is a technical services agreement
that we need in order to proceed with necessary staffing
and other arrangements related to our providing the sup-
port contemplated. The agreement is basmcally the one
. you proposed for execution on June 20, and that we both
1ndlcaued.to the Director, Bureau of tne Budget, we con-

. curred in. The only substantive changes fronf’ your June 20 .

version are:

== to provide that the determination of major proj-
. ects to be reviewed by HUD will follow language
. consistent with our Summary of HUD and DOT Posi-
. tions on Major Reorganization Plan Issues of
- February 19, 1968 rather than rely solely on
Section 204 of the Model Cities Act.

-- to reflect this agreement was an initial stage
of the contlnulng coooe*atlve arrangement.

-- to confirm our understanding that DOT would not
expect any payments from HUD in FY 1969.

John Robson and Robert Wood reached agreement on these
*substantive changes on June: 20..

Your staff will find some minor perfecting language .

: changes made £from your version. These were discussed with .

_your representative on June' 24, and although we have not
had John Robson's reaction, I don t belleve they shoula
present any problem. :
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I have asked Charles Haar to act for me in concluding
‘the procedural understandings needed to implement our agree-
ments. I am confident that this can and shoula be ccompleted
within the next two weeks. . .
o - _ 5§;f>~ly:
Rogort C .Weaver
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July 30. Eccond, a decision will have ¢ v

should represent the D epartment in such discussions as we will b
with FUD. 1 can do this, but the ca
I am aitaching a lcu.cr for Secretary Weaver

assumption that you will approve the

Attachments

RJBarber:pk 8/13/68
cc: Mr. Mackey-2
Chron File . ’

cc is one you will have to razk
that precceds on the
propcsed Agreement.

250 Je  hrioaaddin

Richard J. Dazrher

e g -
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‘best ways i wm
at

~
le Rebert C, Weaver AUG 30 1569
ary of Housing and
U::’.;an Developraent
Washington, D, C, 20410

Dear Mr. Secretary:

'\-‘.’e have your letter of .')’ uly 30 to the Scerctary and share with you
a2 coramon desire o arrive 2t aa understanding concerning the
r'el.,.no*':.shm., between our two Departments stemmning from Con
adoption of Reorganization Plc-u. No. 2., Prior to the receipt of ym.:
letter, Bob Wood and I had been discussing the issues and the
Secrctary had established a working naxty of
in his immedicte offico to identily the issues
us, We have now doveloped 2 Memoraadum of Agrecment which,
though it differs f{rom the proposed '\u.omo;f'a.*"." m which you sent me
on July 30, scems to meet squarely >
mulual involvement in urban
that we rezlize, 25 cur Memorandur: recogniz

C‘( ri

senior ctaff members
which remeaia before

he key izsues pertinent to our

Jom -
CISansSRo »taticn.

I think,
that our con

blicew LIN00

interesis c‘;*\a" with zaatiers involving bolh ] ;mrnw ays and mass transii,
Axn uncderstanding should be reoached a3 {o both subjects and as to the
b

h we can cooserate consistent with tae spirit ol th

‘Reorgonization Plan and the urgent needs of our nation's cities.

We are prepared :':nmcd ately o diccuss with your reprosentatives

cur proposed agreement aud {0 miake every effort to arrive a2t 2 fina
agrecment at the carliest possible moment, This will permit us to
ir:—:nsl te this c.:zc‘:d.‘ agrecment i

\; w111 be our prwnc ipal point

. sTGNED: N
; JOEN E. RORSON

Vo - - . John E. Robson
Acting Secexctar
Rewritten .T“"Robson nreS.2: 8/29 /68
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SECRETARY OF THE

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AND THE

SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

A. Purpose. The purpose of this Agreement is to promote the

effectiveness of certain programs for which the Secretary of the

Department of Transportation and the Secretary} of the Department

. of Housing and Urban Devélopment are responsible, and to do so with

maximum efficiency and ecohomy, .by enabling each Department to

L &

make use of the experience, skills and capabilities of the other as

they relate to -~

(1) providing assistance to the planning of transportation and

(2)

(3)

other systems in a manner that promotes a sound future

development of urban areas;

developing procedures which will encourage State and local
e

‘planning agencies to work more closely together in sharing

v

planning facilities and resources and in establishing procedural

arrangements which assure maximum coordination of planning

for related functions and programs;
/ +
assisting in the solution of urban problems arising out of

construction or initiation of transportation projects or systems,




(4)

...(5},

or out of other urban activities that may have an impact on
transportation systems;
exchanging information and advice on urban needs, programs,

and technologies which bear upon the rel‘z-a..tionshi'p between the

h character, design or scheduling of transportation systems and

the development of urban a'reas; and

developing working relationships at national, State and local

.~ levels to insure coordination among programs supported in

‘whole or in part by the two Departments.

L &

B. General Understanding, The Secretaries of the two Departments

.agree to be gui&ed in all activities under this Agreement by the following

general understandings --

(1)

(2)

Every effort will be made to assure that full account is taken

of urban development goals, needs and problems, at the earliest

possible time, in the planning of transportation systems and
programs affecting urban area;.s; and likewise that early -account |
shall-'be': taken of the probable impact on transpo.:rt;xtion plans and
.prog_ram's of any other programs or pianning for- programs in .
which .I“.IUD. participates.

Every effort will be made to achieve, as rapidiy as possible, |

fully effective working relationships among transportation




- (3)

(4)

planning activities being carried on in or for urban areas

L R

pursuant to different Federal programs, and other federall'y
assisted planning activities in.thosc areas.

The fullest exchange of informati(;n and regular consultation
shall be maintained at all levels between the two Departments,
and shall be encouraged among State a;’xd local agencies and
interested industry é.nd private groups insofar as these }I1ave
responsibili%i.es or interests related to this Agreement.

All activities .are to be éarried on in a manner that will promote

A&
the expeditious handling of requests for assistance and the most

_prompt resolution of problems, consistent with applicable law,

regulations and policy; minimize the possibilities of duplicating
or overlapping effort; and simplify procedures and requirements

that must be met by State and local agencies.

L (1)

C. Program Relationshipi. The two Departments agree to establish

—_—

formal and continuing procedures for the purpose of cooperating in the
development and execution of certain of their program responsibilities,

as follows:

Urban Transportation Planning.

(2) The criteria for urban transportation system planning

will be developed jointly by the two Departments.



mailto:fo.I-a~@!!_~_e

(b) DOT will assist HUD in the development of criteria for
review and in the review of program proposals under the 701
Planning Assistance Program and other HUD programs,

insofar as they relate to transportation plans, programs, or
D —

requirements.

(c) HUD will assist DOT in the development of critgria and in

the review of proposed State allocations of'reg_g_ar_cl_l__ang_i__plannipg '

fu_zlc:irs_ (as provided for in section 307, title 23,. United States Code)

specifically involving transportation planning in urban areas.-
- T e e, r i ——— A ol .

(d) Procedures will be developed assuring the timely exchange
between the two Depa'rtm_er_lts of information on locally prepared

| transportation system plans or other local plans affecting trans-

portation systems.

(e) HUD will assist DOT by providing advisory certifications "
or other advice in connection with determinationslby DOT whether

" ‘l .
there is, or is being developed, a program for a unified or

_.officially coordinated urban transportation system as part of the

' compfehensively planneci aevelopment of the area, as required bf ; |

sections 3(c), 4(a); and 5 of the Urban Mass Transportati.on Act.’ ..

(f) HUD will ass.ist DOT by providing advisory certifications or

other advice, in connection with dete rminations by DOT as to the

adequagy of the continuing transportation planning process

o TR iy
- - -




(2)

- (3)

established and carried on in particular urban areas pursuant
to section 134 of title 23, United States Code.

(g) HUD will assist DOT in connection with the develop;rpent of

" criteria for joint development projects (e.g., the concurrent

development of highway projects and aéjacent land for other
'uses) and, as determined from time to time pursuant to this
Agreement, .other activities, projects, or programs involving
substantial or continuing requirements for information, -data,
or advice, r?lating- to comprehensive pla-nning and urban

development activities.

Relocation Planning T ) ; ;

HUD wil_i assist DOT, upon the latter's request, in the con-

sideration, formulation, and review of relocation plans

developed in connection with transportation projecté.

Review of Transportation Projects

(é)v'l‘he initial responsibility for reviewing transportation

projects for their consistency with the planned development of

urban areas rests with the review agency designated pursuant

~ to section 204 of the Demonstration Cities ‘and Metropolitan

L™

Development Act of 1966,  While primary reliance will be placec’;

upon 'the 204 review as a basis for DOT approval, DOT will dlso
- z " -_——_-—-__““-———

‘obtain HUD comments and recommendations on projects in the

——
——

following categories:
tlowl




'
1 '

(i) Projccts which the 204 review agency has indicated
would have a significant impact inconsistent with the
\ comprehensive planned development of the area;

o T --(ii) -Projects which have a significant impact on the

development of an urban area (usually those raising

~ issues requiring the involvement of the Secretary of

.

_ Transportation in the approval process);-
(iii) Specific projects in which HUD states it has an
interest related to the planned development of an urban

- Cne i SN E® 7
area, L A Y

To apprise HUD of all highway projects in which it might have

 an interest, the State highway departments will be requested to

supply a written notice of all public hearings to the appropriate |

HUD regional office..
. HUD will prepare and sﬁbmit to DOT in a timely manner
: / its comments and.-lz;ecommer!dat_ions on all projects being

: . re'vie‘wed underhthis -s_e'ction. " :
(b) I—lﬁD will ad;rise bOT of all Jiarﬁposed u.rba;'l development

|\ projects for which it provides financial aid which would have

a significant. impact on transportation systems.

x




(4)

Section 6, 9, and 11 Projeccts

- urban transportation systems and that HUD's primary interest

(2) In view of the mutual interest of DOT and HUD in the :

implementation of scctions 6, 9, and 11 of the Urban

Mass Transportation Act, the two Departments recognize

that it is imperative to develop suitable coordinative

arrangements for the consideration, administration, and r

e
LY

L4

review of project proposals and undertakings. Copies of

- all applications for funds under sections 6, 9, and 11 and

summaries of project proposals under consideration will

y A &
be exchanged by the two agencies. On a regular basis

representatives of DOT and HUD will discuss these project

proposals and applications with a view to the avoidance of

duplication of effort and the fullest possible exploitation of

.available funds. The Secrétary of each Department will
_ d'es‘ignate an official to serve as the principal point of con-

 tact in executing this overall coordinative responsibility.

(b) Although HUD and DOT recognize their common interest
in the administration of sections 6, 9, and 11, it is anticipated

that DOT's pi’illnary interest will be in the development of

— e i e m miem le ie s b g Ams = i -

¥




will lie in the asscssment of the relationships between

————

transportation and comprchensive urban development.
o ' e

D. Detailed Implementation

~

(1) The foregoing represents the initial stage of t’he continuing

cooperative arrangement anticipated by the two Departments.

~ .

r

*  The two Secretaries will each designate one or more

.~ officials, with supporting staff as neeéed,_ who shall be

responsible for .
(a) developing specific statements of work requirements
on a quarterly or other periodic basis, giving due regard

to the needs of the two Departments, the payments_ to be

- -made hereunder, .a.nd_the res_ponsibilities and capabilities

. of each; and N

(2)

planning for the next year.:

(b)* reviewing activities under this Agreement on a con-
tinuing basis and at least annually to permit adequate

vy

Within ten .days after the effective date of this Agreement, the"

1

two Secretaries will each designate an official to serve as

e

“ co-chairman of a joint task forcé to develop the detailed policy




and procedural documents necessary to carry out the
program reclationships set forth in section C of this
Agrccement. The co-chairmen shall submit bi-weckly

joint progress reports to the two Secretaries.

E. Payments

During the fiscal year 1969 the Department of Transportation

Shflll pay the Department of Housing and Urban Development for those

services to be performed under this Agreement by HUD (except those
services pertaining to the administration of the Ur]éa.n Mass Transpor-
tation Act), in advance, quarterly or more often if necessary, upon

submission of proper documentation. Such payments shall not exceed
R ) R ——— N S : — = :

—

"$300, 000.

Similar arrangements for paylmen:ts by .the Departrx;xeqt of Housing
and Urban Development to the Department of Transportation shall,
where appropriate, be made with respect to ac_tivities performed by
the Department of Traﬁsport-a.t‘:ion for the Iiepartmeht of Housing and
Urban Development pursulant éo this Agreement, |

Proéedure.s shall be _establish:ed under the.preceding section D f-orl

adequate justification of work, staffing and support payments.




10

¥. Duration of Agrecment

This Agreement chall continue ir force until canceled by n‘mtual
agrcement between the Secretary of Tieuspo: tation and the Secrctary
of Housing and Urbhan Development, or by cither party upon 90 days

notice in writing,

___‘__j{,,/n /?// LEtiins

SECRETAR _ T SECRETARY
DEPARTMENT OF PEPARTMENT CF

HOUSING AND URb_‘N I“E. \TLI OPN*L\IT TRANSPORTATION

SEP 8

)
(-"J

Dzte




THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
WASHINGTON, D. C.. 20410

Q{"') G . }oroa

Honorable Alan S. Boyd
Secretary of Transportation
Washington, D. C. 20590

" Dear Mr. Secretary:

I have signed and am returning the memorandum of
agreement between our two Departments which vou
- enclosed with your letter of August 30, ,1968. )

If you will return an executed copy of the agreement,
we will designate officials and staff to work with
your designees in the development of the operational
procedures necessary to implement this memorandum
of agreement.

&
We very much appreciate the cooperation of you and
Mr. Robson in this effort. I believe, as I know
~you do, it is essential to assure the fullest
. cooperation and assistance between our two Depart-
ments in our administration of programs having
. close relationships in their impact on urban areas S
and on planning for their future development.

Sincgrely yours,

Led e - [/[%,/

Robert C. Weaver
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SUBJECT:

—aw oy wr g

STATZS CGOVERNMENT

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

pate: September 13, 1968

In reply
Urban Transportation Coordination refer tor

Lhe Secretary

Under Secretary e~ T
Assistant Secretaries a0 : ;
General Counsel 0 2. e R

Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration
Administrator, Federal Highway Administration
Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration
Administrator, Urban Mass Transportation Administration

Y

Zstablishment of an Urban Transportation Coordination Group.

I am not satisfied with the Department's coordination.on urban trans-
portation projects and problems. While part of this may be due to
understandable initial organizational problems, I think we must take
some affirmative steps to improve our performance in this critical
area.

Accordingly, I am by this directive establishing in the Office of the
Under Secretary the Urban Transportation Coordination Group. Its
res: aon51b111ta.es will cover all direct and federally-aided urban trans-

portation programs and activities of the Department of Transportation.

ts mission, broadly stated, will be to assure coordination throughout

the Department, with other federal agencies and with outside governmental

and private organizations of the urban transporuaulon activities of the
Department. '

»

Within its broad mission, the Urban Transportation Coordination Group

would:

1. Insure inter-Administration and Deparimental
coordination on important urban projects (this might range
from a Linear City-type project to individual mass trans-
portation and highway projects)., It would include coordination

and joint participation by Administrations and OST in research

activities, particularly those where research grants are made
to outside institutions, :

|
y

'
At




2. Coordinate the Department's role in compre-

heasive urban transportation studics of the kind which
hawve been proposcd by a number of cities and regions
(¢cog., Denver, San Francisco).

3. Provide an initial focal point for contact with
other federal agencies on urban transportation matters.

4. Operate as a visible point of contact to which
outside inquiries on urban transportation matters can be
directed to assure channeling into the approprlate places
in the Department.

Composition of Group and Qualification of Members.

A Group member shall be designated by each addressee (except TIA,
TPA, TGC and TAD). The Under Secretary shall serve as chairman.
Members will serve as liaison between their agencies @nd each of the
other participating agencies or offices. While the Group will be
essentially advisory to the principals of the individual members, its
iirst objectives will be to achieve coordination and consensus, I intend
that, whenever necessary, controversial issues be referred to the
Under Secretary for final resolutlon of controversial issues by him in
consultation with the respectwe Administrators and Assistant Secre-
taries concerned,

It is my intention that semor staff personnel be assigned to the Group.
Members must be knowledgeable of the programs of their own and other
constituent agencies and offices and will be expected to speak authorita-
tively for the heads of their respective agencies. The respons:Lblllx.les

to be imposed on these people also calls for substantial general knowledge
of urban problems I assume that will require people at supergrade
levels. oETER

The success of the Coordinating Group will depend in no small part upon
its members not becoming totally immersed in the activities of the Group
but rather on their maintaining active roles in their own agencies. Only
in this way can they provide on 2 continuing bas:Ls effective liaison with
other constituent ac'enc1es a.nd oifices. :

&
"




Staff Supnort

A

Secretarial assistance will be provided by constituent agencices on a
rotational basis. It is also expected that statistical and other inforrna-
tion services, as well as drafting services on analytical and position
papers, will be provided by constituent azencies as reasonably requested

by the Group. '

Effective Date

U

lease advise thée Under Secretary of your designee not later than
ptember 23, The Group will be subject to call any time thereafter
a2t the discretion of the chairman or by request of any of its members.
For the present no fixed meeting schedule will be established.

wn ot

<
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Alan S. Boyd
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i

URBAN MASS TRAMSPORTATION .

Goals and Priorities

= \ ’

The Urbdn Mass 1ranspor$at10n Act of 1964 estgbllshed'

. e 4 iy ‘..p.-._ i o —

the gu:dlng p011c1cs and purﬁoses of thc Federal program of

AT}

ssistance to urban mass transportatlon. The Act assumed
'that high quality mass transportation services are an essential
ingredient of an effective urban transportation system and a

pbime force in the achievement of desired patterns of urban

LS

growth.

When the Federal pvogvam was authorized, national policy

put hlgh pr-iority on Fedcral effori° to ald local communities
R PR e o

in coping with aggravated problems of urban:zatlon. The quality
of urban transportation services, continuing a long-term decline,
had become seriously inadequate to the needs of large groups of

city dwellers. All too f“equently, equipment was obsclete,

under-maintained, and severely unattractive. Even in large

citijes, carriers could not finance capital jmprovements to

provide minimum adequate service. Financially embarrassed
municipal governmenis could nolt come to their assistance. °

Massive P'ederal aid for highway construction had worsened the
; b
conpetitive position of mass transit and contributed to an

acceleraling decline in traffic, revenuc, and scrvice.

1hAH.IOP”AI]0H AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT v

Slransportation is seldom an end in itself. Rather, it

13 & mervide Tuncisan that should faoilitate the divepsno o




: geegpaphicaliy dispersed activities in which peopie engage.
The.incfeasing seﬁaﬁation of these activities'iﬁ metropolitaﬁl
areas has placed serious butdens on fpansportation and, more
_importanﬁ,.on.human beings Vi in'terme:ef time, energy, aﬁd
resources. The caf@inal.reaationship between.tfanspprtatipﬁ
"and eity size,‘sfPUCture,_g%owth ratee}'and the quality of
urbaﬁ.living must'be emphaaized.l In'ehért;Jtran5portation
musﬁ be planned and.developed consiatentiy-with'the primafy
goals of the cdmmueity andlas in integrai part of the process
-of eompbehensive eommunity“deveiopment'planning directed
ltoﬁard implementafion of’those goals. 'In urban development
and’ redevelopment transportatlon 1nvestments must be appraisad
.as alternatlves to other problem solutlons, and equally, the

_effects of other de0151ons and actlons on transportatlon

requirements must be carefully evaluated.

LONG TERM GOALS

In the long run, ﬁell—elanned urbaﬁ transportation
1nvestmente can a551st substantlally in the achievement of
"-selected dtvclopment goals of each urban area. They can alco
contribute to the achievement of broad objectlves established
by fhe'Department of Transportation for the Natioa's trans-
portatioe system: efficiency in the sense of-maximum 5pread
‘between all social cosfs and benefite;,respect for and wise
use’of the urban environmeht;lsafety and protéctien for

traveleru, shippers and others affected by transportation; °

and support of other national goals. The long-run goal of
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I _and.regulatién of transportation which favored private as \-

urban transportation ié to provide users witﬁ safe, fast; and
1conVenieht service as effiéiently and ecohomiéaliy as'possible:
while respec{iﬂg and preéérving other_commuﬁity:objectives and
values -- both within_urban communities and'betﬁeén_qitiés

" and theifﬁregions, the Nation and the'worid at. large.

'NEAR TERM GOALS

. Thé'sﬁqrter-fange-goals of UMTAbqre_cohsistent'with the
1oqg tefm objectivés just discuésed. They ére cast to some
extent, however, in fecognitios of (1) the abnormal conditions
into which'U.é;.cities-had driftéd 5efweep world wars and (2)
the decline of public tranéportétionisysteﬁs, resulting partly
5fr6m the lapgeiy unbohtfoiied rate and structure of urban

gfowth and partly frbﬁ_the_inequitahle promotion, taxation N

against public movement and the new and mdre_glambrous tech-

nologies against the traditional.

Short—rﬁh oﬁjectives,.theréfore, mdst.necessarily be
(1) tq.preserve éxisting pﬁblic traﬁ$p6fta£ion-by fostering
impfoveménta in coverage'and fréquency-of service, safety,
cbmfort, speed, convenience and effibiehcy without aggravafing
othér basic urban problems, and (2) to prcvide at least minimum
public transPOPtétion for those who ds not héve it now and

cannot afford private transportatibn for essential trips.
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These short-run objectives are classified and described -

in greeter detail below:

1. Improved Coordination of Transportatlon and Overall Develop—

ment Plannlng

a. Comprehensive Planhing

“If U.S. c1t1es are to achleve democratlcally selected

development goals, 1nclud1ng desired growth rates,’51ze

and structure, both ppbllc and private investment must

be tied much more effectively to comprehensive planning

and decision making. This applies\to‘majoﬁ'Sub-systems

including transportation.

While preSeﬁt plaening techniques in the United States

do not yield a close balancing of land-use ‘planning and

' oveérall transportation planning, steps can be taken to

improve immediate results:

(i)

The interrelationships between employment and
residential locations can be more clearly identified

— and explained. A program of education on the con-

sequence of alternative decisions is needed. Such

" ——decisions can substantially affect the amount and

(ii)

L)
e
e
e

(iv)

‘nature of transportation investments.

Large industrial, commercial and governmental

installations should be encouraged to provide

nearby residences for all classes of employees
or to locate where a variety of such dwellings is
in good supply. \

.Redevelopment areas in old cities, satellite towns,

new cities, and planned expansion of middle size
cities should be utilized as laboratories for
transportation planning and development experiments.

Use of air rights and joint developm:nt projects
involving transportation should be p'anned to
serve overall urban objectives and f o optiruia
invegtment in all sub-systems.
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b. "Transportation System Plannlng

‘Just as comprehen51ve transportation ﬁlanﬁing must

be 1ntegrated w1th overall communlty development

'i;plannlng, so transportatlon System plannlng must

“embrace all modes and 1nclude_connectlons between’
‘intraurbdn'and intercity SGrvioee; Cloee attention
¥musf be given-to‘
(i) Surface transportatlon to alrports, including
evaluation of rail and bus services as
' alternatives to private transportatlon, and
to - termlnal looatlons. :
(ii) Frlnge parklng to fac111tate transfers from

private auto to.bus or rail line-haul services
as a means of reduc1ng downtown congestlon.

2. Maintenance of Existing Public Transportation

For reasons already made clear public transportdtlon
systems are threatened with extlnctlon in many cities. Rail
commuter services and rail rapid systems are sustalned only

by cross-subsidization Or_outright_public-Subsidies in our

larger cities. To permit careful evaluation and decision on

the'place of these systems in 1oﬁg-term urban development plans,

;such system3 should be maintained, at least for the time being.

' Research, demonstration and modest capital investment to

maintain and improve systems offering reasonable promise of

long-run utility should be.assisted by UMTA.




3.. Imﬁroved Quality of PubliC‘TranspoPtafion;
‘a. Fof Users |
_ Transportatlon should be 1mproved to prov1de more
-; frequent, rellable and faster serv1ce, greate“ rldlng
;Icomfort better conneotlons and better information on
routes,-schedules and rates. Covered platforms and
shelters agalnst exposure toulnclement weather and
-5;.‘--oleEn and attractlve vehlcles would be 1mportant'

adjunots of 1mproved senv&ce. Together they should

help to arrest the dec11ne 1n PldePShlp -

b For Everyone

While publlc transportetlon causes 1ess toxic air
pollutlon than prlvate transportatlon, it has deleterious
impacts in the form of noise, odor and Vibration and
‘throuéh_its ubiquitous ugliness. Poor maintenenoe and
,unsighflg structures eonfribute needlessly to the
;generaily oepreesihg environment of urban_America.
Improvements in all of these factors would encourage

- patronage and-enliven the entire city prospect.

4. Impfoved Service Coverege of Public Traosportation
Persoﬁs_eifhout access to automobiles -- non-drivers, many.

houeewiv s,'tﬁe young, the old fhe hendicapped and the Roor

- afe‘lgéen deprived of moblll'ty 1f publlc transportat:on is

1nadequate or nonexistent. Major groups with limited mobility

must be 1dent1f1eo and their reeds must he met bv transportation

or other means as an evaluation of alternatives mcy. divect. !




A oarficular objective should be.to-oetermine the role
that publlo transportatlon can most approprlately play in
aldlng the poor and unemployed. Care must be exerolsed to
avoid perpetuatlng exce551vely 1ong conmutlng trlps, low
'wages or poor work oondltlons1 and dlscrlmlnetory hlrlng_
pract;ces. Evaluatlon of demonstratlon experlence 1n |
;extendin% the coverege of publlc transpo?tatlon to these
groUpe can avoid waste inifeeou?cee thfopéhiohcefteih or
_pnﬁound_ﬁolioieea-? - SO |

5. Relief of Congestion

'Traffio'congestion,'especially during the peak hours of

“travel to’and:from work, is'probably thehfoous of most articulate

‘discontent with urban tranSPorfatioh services. More informa-
tion aboﬁt the hatﬁre and extent of congesfion-iehurgently
néeded; The funotion.of cohgestion is imperfectly onderetood;
its extent,_caﬁees.and effects‘musflbelmore precieely identified
-so that appropriate remedies -- boto'freneportation and other --
‘cean be_devbloped. .Most.urgent is-the developmenf of new
'technologiee fof CBﬁ coileotion end distribotion service and
the development of a varlety of redevelopment schemes and
experlmentatlons w1th schemes of regulatlon, incentives, .

structured‘;axes, and administrative devloes that can affect

.the pattern of traffionin-urban centers.




6. Improvements in Financing Public Transportation

Both publicly- and privately-owned transit operations
require at Jleast near-term financial assistance tc restore
' »and maintain minimum adequafe service; For major improéements
__1n service. and essential system expan51cn, publlc a551stance
_as well as new methods of finan01ng and new sources of private *
f_funds appear to be essentlal In this connectlon, operatlng
COStS and revenues must not be 1gnored. Increased fare box
revenues and reduced operating costs alleviate ?nessune Tfor.-
: _outside.funding»- Espeéially:worthy of attention are fare

'experiments de51gned_to test elastic1ty of demand The dogma

=5

of the industry (that demand is inelastic) 51mply,1gncres the
~flight of traffic having choices (mcstly the well-off) and is
'1nd1fferent to the welfare impact of fare 1ncreases on the

captlve market (Sec 4. above)

To assure max1mum beneflts, greatly 1mproved flnan01al

and operating reports on public transportatlon opeﬂatlons are

imperative.

7. Other Short-Term Objectives

Many other worthwhlle changes are needed and appear to be
possible. Efforts should be made to reduce traffic in residential
neiéhborhoods-by divefsion of busdes to.freeways or by provision
of private rights-of-way. Experiments to reduce time loss from
cumbersome fare collection procedures are urgent. 1In the light
of transit's financial problems and the burdesome cost of publlc

transportation to the poor, entirely tax-supported -- "free" --
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g
" transportation should be carefully evaluated. Finally, no
0pportun1ty should be missed to develop, test and apply
devices to malntaln and 1mprove the already good safety

reqord of publlq:transportatlon.

¢ IMPLBMENTATION
UMTA ‘has the basic tools needed to 1mplement thesc goa]s
and pr10r1t1es 1nclud1ng

- Capltal grants and loans to sustain exlstlng
: operatlons, ease the flnan01ng of capital im-
"provements, and to prov;de incentives toc local
communities for improving transportatlon
serv1ce. _

-- A program of research, development and demon-
- stration to provide data and knowledge on which
to base capital investment decisions at the local
and Federal level. :

f—_Grants for managerial training and university
—~___ * _.research and training to enhance the number and
caliber of personnel available to address urban
‘transportation problems.

—- Technical studies for the plahning, engineering
' and designing of urban mass transportation projects.
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

October 15, 1968

Honorable Charles J. Zwick
Director, Bureau of the Budget
Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear_éﬁarlie:

The Urban Transportation program recommendations of the Department

of Transportation for FY 1970, and a discussion of the major program

. issues, are set forth in the enclosed Program Memorandum (Program
Category I). We have previously sent you a Special Study relevant

to Category I, titled, "Highway Engineering Improvements", and we

are forwarding separately a study on "Urban Commutation Alternatives".

The Urban Transportation Program Memorandum is the first one to be
submitted by the Department of Transportation for FY 1970. This
Memorandum, as well as the four others that will follow, differs
from the FY 1969 PM's in at least three significant respects.

1. The PM is addressed to a broad category of programs,
which cut across organizational and appropriation
Tines.- The PM's Tast year were on an appropriation
structure basis.

2. Since the Memorandum addresses a subject broader than
the responsibilities of any single operating adminis-
tration, it was prepared.centrally, with major inputs
from the operating administrations, rather than being
prepared exclusively by the operating administrations

. as was the case last year.

3. Per BOB instruction, it focuses on Major Program Issues,
and there is no attempt to discuss in detail on-going
programs in which there are no significant issues.

Turning now to the substance of the Memorandum, the funding levels
for FY 1970 for the programs in Category I have, by and large,
already been established by the 1968 Federal Aid Highway Act and
adyance appropriations for the Mass Transit program. However,
there are significant problems and gaps in our urban transportation
_ programs which we believe merit attention, and several of these
are addressed in the Memorandum. They are: peak-hour congestion,
transportation problems of the urban poor, advance acquisition for
mass transit rights-of-way, the potential effectiveness of fringe area 3



parking, metropolitan transportation planning, and 1nterd1sc1p11nary
“design teams and joint development.

Our estimates for FY 1970 for the Urban Transportation programs total
$2,384 million in New Obligational Authority (including $2,160 million
for the Highway Trust Fund?, an increase of $56 million over FY 1969
($10 mi1lion of which is for the Trust Fund).

Excluded from these totals are a FY 1970 additional appropriation

for mass transit which we now have under consideration, and major new
mass transportation legislation which we also are considering. We

are studying the large un-met needs in this area, financing possibilities,
and the possibility of a mass transit trust fund. We shall transmit
our recommendations concerning this program to you as soon as possible.

This being the first year in which we have had an opportunity to go
through a complete PPB cycle, we have learned a great deal about
the process. Our conclusions with respect to our progress and
problems in this area are being set forth in my letter to you which
summarizes the Department's overall FY 1970 program-budget
recommendations.

Sincergly,
Alan S. Boyd

Enclosure _ \
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FY 1970 PROGRAMS
PROGRAM CATEGORY I
URBAN TRANSPORTATION

October 4, 1968
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Program Category I
Urban Transportation

Introduction and Summary

A. Coverage. This program category consists of the following programs:

1. Subcategory A. That portion of the Federal Aid Highway Proaram
(administered by the BPR), which takes place in urbanized areas;

2. Subcategory B. The Mass Transportation Program (administered
by the Urban Mass Transportation Administration).

Neither of these subcategories is purely urban. Nevertheless, they
are primarily urban and can be looked upon as representing the
Department's main contribution to urban transportation. Specifically,
most Federal-aid highway expenditures in urbanized areas also facili-
tate inter-urban transportation; indeed, by and large they were
developed as part of an inter-urban transportation system. Neverthe-
less, we look upon these programs from the viewpoint primarily of
their important contribution to transportation within the urbanized
areas, even though some of the transportation is moving through the
area during the course of an inter-urban trip.

With respect to the mass transportation program, it is not limited
to any particular definition of "urban", as grants have been made to
several communities under 50,000 population. However, most of the
funds have gone to urbanized areas over one million in population.

Objectives The objectives of the programs in this category are
to serve the needs of urban society by:

1. Increasing the overall economic efficiency of the urban system;
2. Increasing safety in transportation;

3. Increasing the benefits derived from the preservation and
enhancement of aesthetic, environmental -and social values;

4, Supporting other national objectives when appropriate, such
as efforts to decrease poverty.

For the first time, highway program costs have been identified by
objective. For urbanized areas, the costs for FY 1970 are:

A

Urban Transportation: Highways NOA (millions)
1. Economic efficiency $1,438.0
2. Safety 454.0
3. Aesthetic environmental and social -
values 45.3
4, Contribution to desirable urban
development . 248.6

e —————

TOTAL $2,185.9
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C. The FY 1970 Program. Most of the program level decisions for the

urban Federal-aid highway programs (as well as the inter-urban)

have already been made through the legislative process, culminating
in the Highway Act of 1968. Nevertheless, the Departmtnet believes
there are important issues and new or revised programs which should
be considered. These, together with mass transportation issues, are
summarized in Part II below, and discussed in more detail in Part III
of this memorandum. The program levels estimated for FY 1970, com-
pared to FY 1968 and FY 1969, are as follows:

NOA (Millions)

FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970

1. Urban Transportation

(a) _Highways

1. Interstate program | $1,428.3 $1,460.5 $1,460.5
2. Federal-aid primary program 56.9 58.5 58.5
3. Federal-aid seéondary program 573 | 60.4 60.4
4, Federal-aid urban program . 182.0 194.2 194.2
e TOQICS -- 180.0 180.0
6. Railway-highway grade crossing

elimination 25.9 19.8 - 19.8
7. Roadside hazard reduction, spot et
~improvement 77.8 81.9 81.9

8. .Roadside beautification, billboard
and junkyardlreQUIation _ .4 9.5 25.9
9. Relocation assistance -- . 35.9 35.9
10. Advance acquisition of R.O.W. -- . 40,0 40.0
11. Metropolitan area planning 21.9 18.8 18.8
12. Urban Corridor Demonstration ' -- -~ 10.0
Subtotal, Subcategory (a) $1,850.5 $2,159.5 $2,185.9

(b) Mass Transportation Program

Total Program, Subcategory (b) 0121.f 168.5 198.0

Total, Program Category I $1,972.2 $2,328.0 $2,383.9
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Authorizations and appropriations have been made under the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 through FY 1970. However, because
this program receives appropriations one year in advance, decisions
must be made now concerning the authorization and appropriation at
least for FY 1971, and a possible FY 1970 supplemental appropriation.
Recommendations will be made in a separate submission as soon as
these decisions have been made. :

IT. Summary of Major Program Issues

A. Issue: What steps should be taken to reduce peak hour congestion,
especially on high traffic dens1ty radial corridors?

Alternatives: (a) No chanqe n current and newly authorized pro-
grams but a major effort exerted by FHWA and UMTA to coordinate
their programs;

(b) a carefully pTanned transportation demonstration program
focusing all available tools on this program in ten selected
cities with a higher percentage of cost sharing (75%) and
additional funds authorized for this purpose; (¢) a major new
program providing additional funding to solve this problem in many
urban areas.

Recommendation: Alternative (b). FY 1970 cost: $20 million to
be shared equally by FHWA and UMTA ; 5-year cost: $150 million.

B. Issue: What steps should be taken to improve "ghetto" area trans-

portation, particularly to jobs?

Alternatives: (a) No change in_current program levels, but a
reater effort exerted to decrease the severity of this problem;

?b) a structured, two-year mass transportation demonstration

program in 15-25 urban ghettos, as an increment to the existina

mass transit demonstration proaram; (c) a major new ghetto mass

transportation program.

Recommendation: Alternative (a). Fy 1970 cost: No additjional
funds reauested. _

C. Issue: Should the mass transportation program provide funds for
advanced acquisition of rights-of-way?

Alternatives: (a) No; (b) yes, on a limited basis; (c) yes on a
more comprehensive basis. — — ——

- Recommendation: Alternative (b). FY 1970 cost: $10 million;
5-year cost: $50 million. = :

D. Issue: Are there steps that would be worth undertaking to
improve the newly authorized fringe area parking program?
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Alternatives: (a) No change in the new authorization but with a
major effort made to implement the new provisions; (b) relax

the criterion that the parking facility be within or adjacent

to a Federally-aided highway right-of-way by changing existing
legislation; (c) provide a $20 million annual authorization in
the Highway Trust Fund for the program, with a 1iberal inter-
pretation of existing provisions.

Recommendation: Alternative (a). FY 1970 cost: no additional
funds requested.

~E. Issue: What reasonable steps can be taken now to improve, and
make more representative, the metropolitan transportation planning
process established pursuant to Section 134 of the 1962 Highway
Act? ;
Alternatives: (a) Evaluate the process by a study within FHWA;
(b) require representation on the Policy Committee of the metro-
politan transportation planning organization to be pronortionate
to the population of the communities in the metropolitan area,
and provide additional funds for their activities; (c) reauire
the establishment of Metropolitan Development Agencies having
authority not only to plan transportation activities but to

implement the plans. -
Recommendation: Alternative (a).- FY 1970 cost: no additional
funds requested.

F. Issue: How should the use of Interdisciplinary Teams and con- —

sideration of Joint Development be expanded?

Alternatives: (a) Encourage more use, and initiate appropnriate
research to measure their implications; (b) reauire the establish-
ment of Interdisciplinary Teams as a prereauisite for Federal
highway aid in urban areas over 1 million population, and provide
additional planning funds for their use; (c) same as Alternative
(b), and obtain new legislation for a loan fund for the extra
early costs of Joint Development projects.

Recommendation: Alternative (a). FY 1970 costs: no additional
funds requested. - i ,

In addition to these issues, the Program Memorandum reports on two
Special Studies which have been submitted separately:

G. Bus Alternatives in Urban Commutation -~ This study compares the
costs of two alternative approaches to meeting peak hour demand
in urban areas: private automobile transportation systems and
bus-based systems. :

H. SS-68-1, Highway Engineering Improvements -- This study makes
some preliminary comparisons of the costs and benefits of new
highway construction vs. thrée current proagrams for improving
existing highways.

-



The Operation of the Department of Transportation

It is evident from the description above of the Department's structure
and mode of operating that if the Department conducts its affairs as it is
designed to do, most of its activity, apart from purely administrative
functions, consists of: 1) advising the Secretary concerning proposals made
by the Administrations, or 2) suggesting projects that the Secretary may
assign to one of the Administrations. The character of this relationship
between the Office of the Secretary and the Administrations is reflected for
example in the Department's legislative program for 1968. _This consisted of
proposals for legislation that were worked out in collaboration between the
various Assistant Secretaries and the Administrations. Usually each proposal
is basically the work of one of the Administrations, but sometimes it will
reflect the ideas of a part of the Secretary's staff with the collaboration
of one or more Administrations.

The 90th Congress acted favorably on the Jet Noise Abatement Act, the
Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act and the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968. The
Federal Airport Development Act, on the other hand, was rejected by Congress.
Detailed discussions of the collaborative work of the Administrations and the
OST will be found in the discussions below of the operations of the Adminis-
trations.

The history of the Department's substantive operations as distinguished
from those of the Administrations, can best be set forth in a series of "case
stﬁdies“ in which the actions ‘'of the several parts of the Department will be
discussed. The sections that follow will consider issues with which the

Department was concerned during its first eighteen months. The subjects




were not selected because of their intrinsic importance, nor because they
required the most complicated action on the part of the Department, but

rather to show the workings of the Department in dealing with its normal

business.




Highway Beautification Policies

~—

The Highway Beéutification Act of 1965 had been enacted
in part because of Mrs. Johnson}s intense interest in im-
proving the appearance of the nation's roadsides.

During the first few months of 1967, before the Department
of Transportation became a legal entity, members of Secretary :E
.Boyd's staff were concerned with developing new standards ~
or guidelines for implementing the section of the Highway
Beautification Act that called for the control of outdoor
advertising and junkyards near highways. _Whalthe beautifi-
cation guidelines were submitted to Congress on January 10,
1967, fulfilling the directives of the 1965 Act, strong
pressure to widen the guidelines came from RepresentativeJohnIC.
Kluczynski, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Roads. He
stated that he was prepared to send telegrams to all Governors
announcing hearings on highway beautification regulation and’
endorsiﬁg the concept of a change in the basic 1965 1aw.1

In February, Mr. Boyd contacteé the staffs of the
Congressman and the Committee and asked for a delay in any
move to.revise the statute while the Departmept attempted to
work out a‘compromise through changes in billboard regulation
standards, thus avoiding the need to amend the basic Act? In

late March, the Secretary sent letters to all fifty Governors

assuring them that the Department of Transportation would




promulgate no standards on billboard control but would
negotiate such standards with each State. Mr. Boyd also
attempted to d ispel misunderstanding about the standards
submitted to the Congress on January 10, 1967, by telling
Governors that these standards were intended to serve the
‘Secretary as a basis for his negotiations with the various
States, not as arbitrary decrées.3

Despite his actions to assuage actual and potential
critics, however, Secretary Boyd realized that it.wquld be
impossible to avoid a public cﬁnfrontation on highway beauti-
fication legislation. As the date approached for the legal
activation of the new Department, he decided that the
Department should begin to assemble support for its beautifi;
cation program when Congressman Kluczynski's hearings began.u

Assistant Secretary thn Sweeney urged the Secretary to
modify the impression given by the March 22 letter to the
Governors that no minimum standards would be established
by the Department.s Meanwhile, delicate negotiations were
underway between Mr. Boyd and the Democratic members of

the Roads Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee.

On May 2l a compromise agreement with the Democratic members

A

-

of the Subcommittee was reached.
The agreement involved land that could be classified as

commercial or industrial. Under the provisions of the



Beautification Act of 1965, a commercial or industrial
establishment is allowed to advertise its presence or its
products with signs on the premises and for some length along
the highway on either side of the buéiness establishment.
Which authority was to establish the standards for such
billboards (e.g., how many feet on either side of the business
establishment may a sign be erected, how large may the sign
be, etc.) was the subject of the discussion between the
Kluczynski Committee and Mr. Boyd. The Secretary told the
Committee members that in areas which were subject to local
zoning ordinances, zoned areas, the Department was fully
prepared to allow the States and/or their local agents to
establish the stahdardé regulating billboards. The
regulation of signs in areas not covered by any zoning law
would be the subject of negotiations between the Department
and the appropriate local officials. Mr. Boyd did insist on |
there being at least one commercial establishment in any

area before the Department would agree to designate an area
as being commercial or industrial, thereby allowing some sort
of signs to be erected.6 Thus, the compromise consisted of
allowing local officials to control signs in zoned areas,

A

while the Department retained a voice in determining regula- )
tions in unzoned areas.
"This agreement formed the basis for the Department of

Transportation's legislative position for the renainder of the



.éession of Congress. The Democratic Subcommittee majority,

at the suggestion of Represéntative Ed Edmondson, agreed that'
Represenﬁative KluCZynski would announce that the settlement
.reached with Secretary Bojd would eliminate the-need for an
amendment to the 1965 Beautification Act.?

As a reciprocal mo?e, Mr. Boyd told the Subcommittee
members that he would not penalize the States in the coming
year for failure to establish highway beautification standards.
He explained that he would refrain from penalizing them
because several State legislatures, assuming that the Act
would be amended, had not enacted legislation empowering
theirEGovernors to make agreements with the Department of
Transportation. He added that the upcoming presidential
:election year made penalties politically sensitive.8 f

In a’later report to the Presidént on the effects of the
agreement with the Kluczynski Committee, Boyd stated that
while the standards negotiated in May of 1967 would'remove
approximately 115,000 fewer signs from the nation's highways
than would the January standards, the cost of the program
also dropped from $558,000,000 to $348,000,000. The highway
mileage free of billboards was reduced from the January
figure of 206,000 miles to 18l,500 miles. "Secretary Boyd's .
attitude toward the agreement with the House Subcommittee

was succinctly stated in the following comment to the




President: "It is my judgment that without these concessions
there will be a successful Congressional effort to amend

the Beautification Act far more drastically than we have

9

proposed by our administrative action."

While Congress was considering the highway beautification
program, the Department was developing procedures for imple-
menting a section of the Department of Transportation Act
of 1966 that was closely related to the problem of highway
beauty. Section I (f) of the Act provided as follows:

The Secretary shall cooperate and consult with
the Secretaries of the Interior, Housing and

Urban Development, and Agriculture, and with the
States in developing transportation plans and
programs that include measures to maintain or
enhance the natural beauty of the lands traversed.
After the effective date of this Act, the Secretary
shall not approve any program or project which
requires the use of any land from a public park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or
historic site unless (1) there is no feasible and’
prudent alternative to the use of such land, and
(2) such a program includes all possible planning
to minimize harm to such park, recreational area,
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site
resulting from such use,

On July 14, 1967, Secrétary Boyd met with Secretaries Udall
and Robert'd. Weaver and Assistant Secretary of Agriculture John A.
Baker to discuss the implementation of this Section, The
Assistant Secretary for Policy Development, M. Cecil Mackey,
had urged the Secretary to stress that the basic responsibiiity

for carrying out the provisions of Section L(f) should rest
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with the Secretary of Transportation. Accordiﬁély; Mpr.
Mackey recommended that Mr., Boyd should resist any effort on
the part of the other Secretaries to establish a committee
composed of representatives of each of the four Departments
to - administer L(f) on a

collective basis, Instead, the Assistant Secretary advised
that an interagency committee, composed of representatives
from the four Departments with Mr. Mackey as Chairman, should’
be created in order to "provide the three other Departments
with a full and fair opportunity to 'cooperate and consult!®
with us in fulfilling our statutory responsibility."lo

| The Federal Highway Administrator, Mr. Lowell K. Bridwell,
also provided the Secretary with suggestions for a Depart-
mental position on Section L(f). First, Mr. Bridwell wrote
that the Secretary should take the position in the meeting
that Section L4 (f) was to be interpreted literally, that the
requirement placed on the Secretary was to be limited to the
areas there specified ("public park, recreation area, wildlife
and waterfowl refuge, or historic site") instead ‘of taking
the broader language of Section 2(b)(2) which declared it
national policy "that special effort should be made to pre- _
serve the natural beauty of the couﬁtryside...“ll

Second, even concerﬁing these clearly specified areas,

the Highway Administrator recommended that the Secretary make



it clear that_he would not review individual projects, but
would limit his attention to broad programs. = He, too,
advised against establishing a joint committee with the
respoﬁsibility of enforcing Section 4(f) in route selections,
but, unlike Mpr, Mackey, Mr. Bridwell feared tﬂat such an |
arrangement would result in too much responsibility for
Secretary Boyd instead of too little.

The Deputy Under Secretary, Paul Sitton, quickly
responded to the Bridwell memorandum, strongly objecting to
Mr, Bridwell's narrow'interpretation of Section L (f) and
recommending to the Secretary thaf he broaden his concern to
encompass all natural areas and historic places. The
Deputy Under Secretary told Mr, Boﬁd that he had asked Mr,
ﬁridwell to delay issuing instructions to the Bureau of
Public Roads on compliance with Section 4(f), indicating that
Mr. Mackey would work on the project and would convey "a ﬁore
enlightened sense of what Section L (f) is intended to do."13

When Secretary Boyd met with the officers of the Depart-
ments of Interior, Housing and Urban Development, and

Agriculture, he seemed to rely heavily on the advice of Mr.

Mackej and Mr, Sitton. Mr. Boyd told the other Secretaries

Al

that he interpreted the Section as directing him to take
into account the entire social and environmental impact of

the transportation system, saying that he intended to comply




fully with the intent of these leéislative mandates as well
as with the letter of the law. Mr. Boyd stated that although
the responsibility for implementing Section L(f) was clearly
his, he did not intend to create procedures by which all
decisions would come to the Federal level for resolution,
preferring that most differences of opinion be resolved at
the State and local levels;lu'

Secretaries Weaver and Udall agreed that primary respon-
sibility for action pursuant to the Section rested with
Secretary Boyd, but Mr. Udall expressed the hope that the
various interests.in and out of government could be brought
into the route-selection procedufe well before the highway
engineers decided on what. they thought was the most desirable
alignment of the highway;?J;All seemed to agree that a review
process involving all the Departments in a project-by-project |
review would be unwieldy. Instead, a committee was established
with the Assistant Secretary for Policy Development of the
Department of Transportation as its Chairm;n to
,begin work on criteria for handling-Section h(f), The other
members of the committee were Edward Crafts, Director of
thé Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Department of the-Interior;

Assistant Secretary Charles Haar of the Department of Housing

‘and Urban Development; and Henry Nichol, Assistant to the

Assoclate Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service,
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Department of Agriculture.

Also during the summer of 1967, the Citizens Advisory
Committee on Recreation and Natural Beauty, under the chair-
manship of Mr. Lawrence Rockefeller, sent a report to the
President. The report contained a number of specific re-
commeﬁdatkns’concerning highway beauty, which prompted
Secretary Boyd to commmnf in detail to Secretary of Commecrce
Trowbridge on some of the Committee's suggestions. The two
"major recommendations concerned the selection of highway
routes., The first advised "that the Secretary of Transporta-
tion make Federal highway aid contingent on route selection
procedures that give full cﬁnsideration to resource, recreation,
and aesthetic values,"

Mr. Boyd indicated that he was in total agreement with
the suggestion, and stated that he was introducing several
new prdcedures to insure that highway selection procedures
do not contradict such a principle:

1., State highway departments must evaluate in writing all
resource considerationé prior to route approval by the
Bureau of Public Roads;

2. State highway departments will be required to solicit the
views of interested public resource agencies—-Federal,\
State, and local--on proposed routes prior to approval

by the BPR;

3. When conflicts arise, the State highway departments will
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be required to state in writing, in detailixfhéir
reasons for disagreement with the interested resource
agency;

j. Highways will not be approved for construction through
historical sites, recreation areas, parklands, or wild-
life refuges unless a case is made that there are no
feasible or prudent alternatives; and

5.‘ State highway departments will be required to give
adequate putlic notice of route location recommendations
prior to their approval by the Bureau of Public Roads,
thus allowing interested groups to express their opinion
before the route is formalized by Departmental approval.17
The second Rockefeller Committee recommendation concerning

highway route selection was that the Transportation Secretary

establish a Route Selection Review Board to deal with right-
of-way disputes. Secretary Boyd did not approve this
suggestion, for he feared that the creation of a forﬂal
channel of appeal to a high-level Federal board would "inevi-
tably result in having more cases brought to Washington for
resolution rather than having them decided in the field." 1In
addition, the Secretary thought that such a board, which the

Committee recommended be composed. of representatives of theé -

Departments of Transportation, Interior, Housing and Urban

Development, and Agriculture, would institutionalize a
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procedure that would compound differences between Cabinet
Departments and take them into the public arena.

Instead, the Secretary preferred the informal arrangement
worked out in the July 1l meeting with Interior, Agriculture,
and Housing and Urban Development. Such an informal procedure
allowed a broad exhange of views without creating formal
access to high.ngeral officials which would bypass local and
field channels.l The other Committee recommehdations were
more restricted in scope and the Secretery expressedgeneral
agreement with them.

By the summer of 1968, the Congress was once again
occupied with highway beautification in its consideration of
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968. Two ma jor threats to
the highway beautification effort appeared. First, the House
voted to eliminate all funds for the program, making it the
third straight year the louse had taken such action. Second,
the House struck out the ten-percent penalty provision for
States which had not enacted highway beautification legislation.

The Department had requested $85 million for each of the
next two fiscal years, for a total of $170 million. The
Senate authorized $85 million for each of the next three . .
years, for a total of $225 million for the highway beautifi-
cation program. The sense of the House seemed to be well |

William H.
expressed by Congressman/Harsha of Ohio, who stated that the
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United States could do without “1ﬁxury and cosmetic programs"
until the economic situation of the country had improved.19 |
The need for financing the war in Viet Nam and the associated
 tax increase request seemed to be creating a Congressional
climate which was not favorable to large expenditures for
highway beautification,

The conference report resolving the differences between
the Senate and House versions of the Federal Highway Act of
1968 seemed to be closer to the Senate Bill than that of the
House in the sections relating to highway beautification. The

# William J.
amendment offered by Representative/Randall of Missouri and
accepted by the House, providing-that the States should
determine whether billboards could be erected in unzoned iﬁ—
dustrial and commercial afeas, was rejected by the conference
committee. The ten-percent penalty clause was retained by
the committee. The only substsntive change in the 1968 version
of the Highway Act was in accordance with the agreement be-
tween Secretary Boyd and the Kluczynski Committee: that the
determination of "customary use" in zoned areas was to be
made by local zoning authorities. The report authorized $25
million for Fiscal Year 1970, the first time funds had ever
been authorized for the program, plus $1.25 million for Fi;cél

Years 1969 and 1970 for administrative costs. The conference

Bill also assured the States that before they are required
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to remove billboards, Federal funds will be available to
assist-them.
' Samuel S.

On July 26, 1968, a motion by Representative/Stratton of
New York to recommit the Bill to the conference with instruc-
tions to delete all authorizations for highway beautification
projects failed 166-167. The House then went on to adopt the
conference report by a voice vote. Three days later, on July
29, the Senate also accepted the report, and the Act was
sent to the President., Because some sections of the Act ,
particularly those requiring that certain segments of the
Interstate Highway in the District of Columbia be constructed
immediately, were objectionable to the Administration and to

the Secretary of Transportation in particular, there was some

thought that the President would veto the Act..

However, on August 23, 1968? the President signed the
Act which' received the number PL 90-495.
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION -
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

February 8, 1967

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION RE: Highway Beautification

Participants: | Secretary Alan S. Boyd
- Mr. Paul Sitton DOT
Mr. John Sweeney

Richard Sullivan, Chief Counsel, House Public
' Works Committee

Mrs. Audrey Warren, Administrative Assistant to

Congressman John Kluczynski

Congressman Kluczynski, Chairman of Subcommittee on Roads, was
prepared to send a telegram to all Governors indicating hearings on
highway beautification regulations and endorsing the concept of a change
in the basic law. We met to urge postponement of hearings pending an
opportunity to meet with conservation interests, billboard and other
outdoor advertising interests in an effort to work out a compromise in

the requlations rather than dealing with amendments to the Act.

We suggested the possibility of a modification of regulations along the
lines of permitting local zoning authorities, where such authority is
exercised over signs, to regulate commercial and industrial zones.
Mechanics would provide for certification of such exercise of
jurisdiction from the local authority to the State with certification

by the State to the Secretary of Transportation.

It is believed such an approach will resolve the bulk of the problems

of the Outdoor Advertisers Association of America. At the same time it
will eliminate the expense associated with regulation within urban
areas. This latter point has been a sore one for conservation interests., ~

- Mr. Sullivan and Miss Warren agreed on behalf of the Committee to
withhold notice of hearings but to publish a statement indicating that
all interests were attempting to wark out a solution to pending problems.
At my suggestion, Mr. Sullivan and Mrs. Warren will sit in on meetings

f




with the various interests and at their suggestion'-. Cliff Enfield, N
Minority Counsel, will sit in in a personal capacity. He has agreed that
information derived at such meetings will not be passed on to the

" Republican members of the Committee. . B g A e T S

I told Mr. Sullivan that we would give this matter high priority and '
L attempt to work out solutions by Pebruary 22 L aat: 2 el
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! honozable Lurlcm '»Ia.llace T e g
Governor of Alabeng batt B nese Tl st RN dy Bmertinl iy
¥ontgomery, Ala.’mma. .:6101s

Dear Govemo‘ Halluca: ' Ve

Wa have had mwmicrous inquirles regarding legislation to be cnacted by
the Stutes to Lgplement “the Highway Bcautmficut_on et of 1965,

". Thera amaars to be a widsspread mi-u_dsrst:m@"xg of the provisicas of
tho Act, s perticulerly as {o the doadline for cenacting State laws, and

¢ the lack of Federal standards.

- With regard to Federal stondords, tha Act doss not require the Secretary _
to pronmulpgate standards to conirol signs in zZcned and wnzoned arcas
adjacent to tha Interstate and prinsry systsms. Thesc sign controls as

o well a5 & detemination of an wnzened commercial or industrial aexrca must

bo accomplished by true negotiation and azrezment botween the Scerstary
and the several Stales and not by the prorml«mtion of Federal standards

-7 by tha Secrctery.

' Additionally, ths Act roquires ths States to provide for effective control

by January 1, 1968, The Sscretary has no authority undsr the law to : “
. extend this date wndor any circunstences. However, the 10 percent reduc- ~ .

= tion of Federal-cid funds apportioned to a Stale as provided under ; '

Pk ;;ggion 131 and 136 of the Act doos mot go into effect untdl Jammry > .

It & State has failed to provide for effective control by this date, the
. Secretary may suspend the 10 percent rednclion of Federaleaid funds only

* . when he deumines 1% to be in the public interest,

" " In view of thoso circumstances, we urge the States not to dslay action to
. provide for efféctive coatrel prior to Jamuery 1, 1968, We would recoimend

“that tha State Legislature consider 2 statute suthorizing its ndshway

- Copariment or other appropriate Stats azency to negotiste with the Scerctery
- and to enter into an agremmont as to the standards for slze, lizhting and -
* spacing of signs permitted in zoned and wnzoned comnprelal and industrial
areas, and the definition of an unzoned camercinl and industrial ared.
‘Since the Higluray Besutification Act stinmlates that no signs shzll be

. requircd to bo removed prior to July 1, 1970, tho State Legislatura would
g have omple time to consider znd rovicy the nogotiations and agresment

. entered into between the Sceretary and the Stats agency as to its pro- i
- priety. Such review could be accmlial.od wall b::fom the mquirad moval -

: 'ic.f.anyaig.:.

e ——
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‘Any renunﬂt for a au.n wion of tho pen,.,.lt; pmvision 'nust be nn,se..ted
. at the appropriate time. Each such request will, as you can rcg.dily
‘understand, be corsiderad on itg merits and mll be handlec. in a.ccoru.:mce A
'u.i.uh S'—*ctio'z 131(1) of t.he Act. :

- Bureau of Public Roads
RRJoh.nson je:dmf - 3/16/67

++ Coptrol No. None -
2 cutive Secretariat (3) 0T .
. Mr. Lowell K, Bridwell (2) .

o Retum to Burea.u of Publzc Roads
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B éarly Fcbruary we prevaued uson Conzressmen Fallon and

. control re'-unticns have escaiated and ¥ now believe it 1 imoo...albie

-"Mm;zo;u‘;hmﬁ' m THE ?Pz:bm..,.rr- T

Subj..ct | rprn % Heacings o Nonse Pu‘ohc W orLs Co::.mittcu

CBeawfleation Bl ol n

At TR S P et
l._- A8 : -8 AR o NS e ) Sy .

. Kluezyaski to delay heariazgs on changes in the Deautification v
Bill, periziniag to bllibeards, until we could determine whcther

p :' we couid satisify the Cm?r-..ss by re*uhtlon rs.taer tho ‘1 Ic“i l...tive P

revlslen. 3

7 V) e have been ncwoti...tm" with the staif ot the Pubbc “GI‘L Committee o

* for two month Tholr dw..n:.a:sds for a softenlnz of our biliboard

- to avola a pnonc confroniation oa lezisiation. For that reacon, we
wiu {ry to develep broad supyort tor thﬂ hem.tlﬂc..tmn n*o*ram \uhe‘z
thc ¢ he'u 1n:r:3 bagin. ;

3 . '_ e CeTE o

We do progose to relax our prevmns -;ahj‘j&SﬂO"L. on bim}a..rd co..trol o e

" 85 we now begia to negotiate with the siztes, We progoce that the -

- zoningz authorities provided those authorities do exareise coatrol over

" billboasds as part of 2 comprehensiva land use control progrem., In

the rural areas, we pregese o limit billboard advertising to those .

~arsas whare one commercizl aclivity is alrecdy in existence. We

guch pegotiations we hopa the Commiitee will recozalre that changes . »7

woalu. hope to yemaln flexible oa how much hizhway froatage oa cach
- side of that conunercial activity could be used for billocards.” Thig

- would vary from state to sicte depending on tl.e amsun: oi t:..fslc and
~-the churaaer o. thr‘a hi_:}z'?ay lt.:clt. . Waeg hoimo lad WY L

- ey <4 e
AL "y _..:-_ ARt TR

Vwe hope to have 10 or 12 I‘Q"Oa.!.."ilﬂ"la en '"r“c::"ncats wi th the gtates :
underv ay prior to the time we testliy before the subcommittee. With -

-1n the law are not BeCces ary m orc:.r to acnleve & rca.scnnble bmboavd

. _coat.ol program, | . . ostemis o0 T T SR MR R e S g ey T

SR -_ . : ol L bR . __'- . :';_ T _."u;‘
y vy - : a 3 ! 3 ._\. _|‘

i 1

" states may celezate control of urban outdoor adveriisiag to local B
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. fI am gaimv to work with Dougz Cater to develop a vocal susport base
-, in favor of sound billboard control. We hope to zat o subs tantial
. nuzober of tracitional conservationist spokesmen to testity oa b»h‘.l.f
of our ap;n-cach 25 233 mst IE”L:JH.ﬂVG amendmcnt

JSweeney/ fso
3/21/61
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UNITED STATES GGVERNMENT B 5w DEPARTMENT GF TRANSPORTATION

I\femo?anc]um L%

SUBJECT:

FROM

T0 :

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

DATE: Ma'y,lg, 1967 v

In reply
rafer I'P: J

John Sweeney ’gﬂu A—wu(—?

Paul Sitton

I have reviewed the proposed letter to Chairman Kluczynski on
the Beautification program. I have one comment that relates to
the philosophy of paragraphs 2, 3, and 4. It seems to me that
we are proposing a program in which there will be no minimum
standards but rather a state-by-state definition of what would
constitute a "zoned and unzoned commercial and industrial area”
and a state-by-state definition of what constitutes "customary
use" of billboards in such areas.

I recognize the diversity of billboard activity from state to state.
But there is enough similarity among many states that to permit
state legislatures and/or administrative units to come up with
their own definition which, implicitly, we will not look behind,

.. will create more problems than we will solve by such a proposal.

There is not that much difference between Illinois and Indiana in
billboard display, for example, yet I take it we will permit
Indiana to come up with a system that will remove far less

" billboards than Illinois. This will inevitably lead to pressure
-on the Illinois legislature to reduce its standards and I believe

will then lead to pressure on Indiana to further reduce its require-
ments. All of which leads me to believe that standards set by the
least enthusiastic state will inevitably become the common £ow g
demoninator for the program. :

Furthermore at the outset of the program, it strikes me, we will
be engaged in debates and discussions with all 50 states. I
cannot believe that these discussions and debates will not be
inflamatory. I believe all the focus of controversy will be right
here in this Department and the Secretary will be called upon to
make an ad hoc decision, with no guidance from the law, on every
single state proposal.

I do not believe such a position is necessary to preserve the Act.

It will immediately be tagged as a complete sellout. I think we
~ can offer the Committee acceptable minimum standards -- and I

 would urge we spend some t.ime deveIOping them.
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7 E SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

; February 20, 1967

S

Secxzetary Boyd:

'For your information.
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. ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

»

SUBJECT: Analysis oflPraposed ApprOaéh to FederaiLStatey
Agreements Under Section 131(d), Highway
Beautification Act of 1965.
This considers the legality of an agreéement pursuant to section
. 131(d) of the Highwa; Beautification Act under which local zoning
authorities would exercise conﬁrol over signs in zoned industrial and
commercial areas. The arrangement-w;uld call for certification by the .
- ~local authorities to the s§tate that such co#tr$1 was being exercised
.and recertification by the state to the Federal Government. Howeﬁer,
:   the agreements would not Spelr.out anj Qpecific standards for these '
~" .- areas.
We believe a respectéble argument can be mad;.that thi# is proper
1 under the Act.

The Act certainly authorizes,and Congress, the industry and the

Administration contemplated the negotiation of Federal-state agreements

... which preécribe size, lighting and spacing standards in specific numerical

‘terms, Nonetheless, we belieye that the Act can be feasonably intér-
preted so as.nothtu make specific agreed upon standards the 2312 appro-
.priate_device to accomplish the statutory objectives. Our arg&ment :uné
" as follows: _ B | G ©

1. The Act ciearly contemplates that the actual édministration and

~ enforcement of whatever standards were developed would not be a Federal

responsibility. The Federal Government is vested with no power to control
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or remove signs, in industrial and commercial areas under state juris-

~diction only witﬁ authofity‘to‘withhola highway funds wﬁere the state.
" has not "made pfovision for effective control."
2, The Act does not vest the states with.any new bower to control
signs. The states already had the power. Hawever, neither the Act nor
'jlthé legislative history deals with the questioﬁ of the précisg manner in
which a state is to use this power to implement the standards. Nothing

conmpels the conclusion that only agencies of the state government are’

required to police compliance. It is parfectly reasonable to assume that

© a state could vest its subordinate political subdivisions (i.e. counties,-

" municipalities, etc.) with the power and duty to enforce the standards

and would be considered to have "made provision" for sign control. This

is true bﬁth as to industrial and commercial and other areas.

3. Section 131(d) p;rmits the maintenance of signs in zoned and
agreed unﬁoned industrial and commer;ial areas if.(i) it is consistent
.with the purposes éf the Act (defined in Section 131¢(a) to include the
protection.or promotion of safety, the recreaﬁidnal value of travel, ;he
public.investment and natural beauty) and (ii) it is cohgistept with
customary usé," = -
| The pfovisions of Section 131(d) that thg si;e, 1ightipg aﬁd spacing
of the permitted signs are to be agreed upon by a state and the Sacretar§
may be construed as permitting the Secretafy to insist on séecific
numerical tests.‘ However, éhey may also be éonstrued as permitting the

Secretary to require the states to agree to observe size, lighting and

-

i




s’ - 3
-spacing standards which will achieve the more broadly stated, but clear, 2

.objectives of subsection 131(a). This approach:

A. rccognizes the developmental character of the standards

't(a characteristic commented upon in the House Report),
B. .relieves the Federal Government of the responsibility of
- determining "customary use", a determination made much

easier by the states because of varying local conditions,

C. permits accomplishment of the fundamental statutory objectives,

-

and

D, is nowhere prohibited in the legislative history.

4, The conclusion, therefore, is that the suégested apprbach.of local
control consistent with the statutory standards is withia the permissiblei
interpretations of the.Act. The certification ﬁrocedure is merely a
machanical device.

The above argument does LcZ assume that the states agree to seé
to it that local zoning authorities assert control over signs in a_mannerl
designed to achieve_the statutory purposes. Presumﬁbly the certificationl.
would not bé conclusive and the withholding of funds could be made if it
were determined that the_local authorities in a state had taken no legis-: *
lative action to deal with the problem. 1Im unzoned indgstrial and
EOmmercial areas the states would probably have to undertake to exercise
' -cﬁntrol until a zoniég authority was establidhed'and some definition of
these'areaslwould be provided in the agreement. - |

Mo
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. hopa thsy may havs prod

Honorahic John Xluczyashi g I R
Caairman, Subcoamiitiea on Roads : . ¥

Fouse Public Vorks Cormmitteae A e
- House of Representatives SO 9 HEE S TN PR e T B

- Dear i#r. Ché.i:'::\.&m:

. Tae recoat hearings before your subscrmdites hawve helped
us to wmderstand the I

ealings of your ccommittea, Ve
uced commensurats insight into our
thinking. Sursly nons of us are infallible., W2 earnestly

‘went to administer the Higiway Beautification Aot cf 1965

faithfully, znd to do oo in corplete fidelity to Congres—
sicnal intent. 7To this end, tha hearings nay havo been
productive of an improved climate of mutual understandlng,
Sincoe practically 21l of tha previous misundersitanding re-
volved around the divergent interprotptions of exactly what

wos meant in Title I of the bill, lat ma roiterate the follow-

o

ing fo

ur points which chould demenstrate cur total interest
and concern in adaindstering the law as the Congress would

want it adainistered:

. le - Az the law dirccts, we ara fully prcparcd to accept

- stata determinations with respect to zoned commarcial
and industrial arcas.

/2. Concsrning unzoned commorcial and industrial areas,

we shall be hanoy to roguest tha guidance and sugges=

tions of the saveral states with respect to desigaating
thesa areas. Thae oaly absolute reguirement upon wiilch

wo would have to insizt would be tha existence ¢f at

least ona commercial activity in any such area. Surely
~this coul3 not ba considored unrcasonabla. I S

L
-
i
i
-
-
P TTrY
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7 ‘,/4. " What is
eov s $ias &

Wi “ **”art to the aaucrn*awt-uh Lf vs*u coratitutc
Meustesary use” ia tsa zonsd ccmmercial and industrial
arcas, we shall ba ad to loak to the states for cer-
tification that exth  the state autﬁcrity or.a'tena
fidys. locoal ....3 a_ta_—t uhs—s-u-“l.mj-.mu-. c;;-...u ..n..f...".l Y C-\..u-n......a.u.....'li:l." --.:.- -
‘tion,  With respact to unzoned areas, we will recognize
local) practice on custenmaxy use as . nutually agrecd to
by State and Federal agenciese It will be-our policy-.
%o assumz the’ good ‘faith of the several states in this
rcgara. L T L W R L

~ The only “ceﬁtibn to the above would be a situation in -

vhich a state or lccal anthority micht attampt to.circumvant -~

. the 17 by,_onlrg aveca az “commercial® for billbcard pure=
 pozas only. Ve tn*nk you will agzree that tulg is a rea son=. -
ablz position, since we “wﬂv ch“_ tho Congrezs doseza not wzsn
for the law to 2 delike »ol; zvadad bj suatﬁrf",g. s T g

Lt 15 dczgxtznra ia gooq La1th By a buaa “;de local )

oxr stata z ng authority as “customary use" will be
- an accepthb‘e vasis for standards as to size, spacing
and lighting in the commcrclal and industrial areas |
within ne gﬂogkaanic“l Juviuulct¢oz of that state or

I h#l_cve that this memocrandum addraa z2g itself pubste ﬁtially

- to the principal points of concerm: expresscd Dy werbeors of

your subccumitice with respect to the hunaniutratlci of the
Act, We uculd ba very rlud to have youa concurrence w:th Ahis

basvc und andlng. : . wy o, el T ey ool SRR Al g o
'+ oos “Becretary BoydV: o v - erielShen Sim et iin L Sl st
; 5 3 I T A P T rg-_-,,'; , ‘ > 4
e ' i R .
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... empowering the governors to execute an agreement with the Department ;
- of Transportation. Because of this, I advised the caucus that I would . . .. %

. .involved in with the Congress on Beuutifzcat':on. The sum and substance S s
t of thls meetxnd “’as. N -_;-_“ g __-_ i ‘ - _ e ’..‘.. - ol _'__.‘._:_ .

ISub;ect- Beaut;hcatxon Bill

I B B . LI - Ao o et
- 4" . . : ] d - X : 3 .

- I met this morning, 25 you know, with the Democratic Members of the - 55
Roads Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee. ‘Taey have
the major reapon...ibxhty for the Beaucxﬁca.mn an. % R ST g

The meetmg was ag harshonious and as productive as any I have been

/ I agreed to send the attached letter to the Chairman. This letter,

in summary, commits two major decisions on billboard control.
}_/First we will leave control of billboards to local zoning authorities. =
Second, we will expand the definition of an unzoned commercial area .- &

and thereby remove less billboards along the rural stretches of highways. ol

Nevertncless. we will still have a sound bz.llboa.rd control program. ST aw
2 You wzll recall that K.luczvnsh wired all govcrnors of hls mtcntxon . PR
- to hold hearings to amend the Beautification Act. As a result, 2 number -
of state legislatures which were in session did not enact legislation I ot

not attempt to impose a penalty on those states which were unableto -~ & ="
- reach agreements until the next session of the legislature. I also stated o
] tha.t as a practical political matter, I did not contemplate 1mposin~ 5 Ead
enalties on any- state m a year waen the Presxdent would be up for -
-reelection. FRL O e g St e T e

" The caucus feels that a puolic announcement md:.cntma that penalties :
* will not be imposed where the states have authority to sign, will be

. & satisfactory substitute for an anendment I:o the Ieﬂi la.t_mn to ¢
requxrmrr a moratonum ' P R

k
9
1
i
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- 3. At thc suggestion of Ed ""‘dmond*on it was aﬂ'recd that the Cha.irrun o o

.would announce that the Democratic majority found my letter an . .. = .- By
acceptable answer to the questmns rmsed and JJ: would obwate the

- need for a.mendment. O I T e L T TN ol SRV

T '4. On the basis of riiy letter and the Chairman's *tatemenf of
- . -acceptance, 1 would immediately beyin to negotiate for agreements

Klan . Boyd

: JLSweeney/fao : :
i Rev:.sed.ASBoyd.Jap 5/24/ 6
cc' ‘Mr. Sweeney . = -

Exec. Secretary = . i % Sy A A
~Douglass Cater, Whlte House. wlcpy of ltr to Cong. Kluczynsk;

T

e



-.:5'4”.-

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSFORTATION

WASHINGTOMN,. D.C. 20590
XL 13 ER
MEMORANDUM IOR THE PRESIDENT
The White House

Subject: Highwa.a.y Beautification

I want to report t{: you on the results of negotiations I have conducted

with Congress on the Beautification program.

As you know, I have tried to prevent any amendment of our present
beautification legislation. In order to do this, I have outlined the
administrative steps that I would take to solve some of tae problems
which Congress originally indicated could only be solved by amend-
ment to the Beautification Act. The easiest way to sum up the effect
of my proposed administrative actions is in the following table. The
table should be read with onée fact in mind -- there are 265, 00C miles
of highways, streets and roads which are subject to the Beautification

- Act.

In a Jaruary 10 report to the Congress I suggested guidelines for
reaching agreement with the 50 states on beautification standards.
The Act clearly prohibits me from issuing any national standards

but says that I must reach agreement, on a state-by-state basis, on

a billboard removal program for each state. The first column in the
table shows what would have happened if the states had followed the
guidelines I proposed in January. The second column shows what will
be the result if the states follow the changes I have suggested in my
negotiaticns with the Congress. :

Standards Proposed in Standards in Present

- January 10 Report Negotiations
.Number of Signs to -
be Removed 1,017,000 725, 000
Co'st of Program $558, 000, 000 $348,000, 000

Mileage Free .
of Billboards 206, 000 184, 500

L I

16
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‘The necgotiations which I have conducted have largely mvolved two
basic issues:

v 1. What controls shall be exeried over billboards in arcas
where there is already billboard zoning? Obviously, these

billboards are in urban areas where there is a local z:onlng-
body. .

\/ 2. What standards shall p.reva.il out in the rural sections along

our highways where there is no zoning but where there are
commercial establishments such as gas stations, motels,
repair garages and the like? These are referred to in the
act as "unzoned commercial and industrial areas. "

3

As to point 1, we have agrecd to delegate billboard control authority to

the states which, in turn, will sub-delegate this authority to local

zoning bodies. We believe this is a small price to pay given the

fact that the beautification act does not touch on-premise billboards

which advertise the local businesses. Thus we could do nothing,

under the act, about the signs advertising '"Joe's Lunch' or "Carl's

Repair Shop' which stand in front of or on the building in which such
services are offered. All we could take down under the act would ! _
be advertising not related to the business involved. Such signs, . '
constitute a minimal number of those found in cities. '

As to point 2, we proposed in January that the definition of an
'anzoned commercial and industrial area' would be an area containing
‘two commercial or industrial activities on the same side of the highway -

and a distance, up to 500 feet, on either side of such-activities.
O .

We have agreed to modify that definition to require only one such .
a.ctw:ty and have agreed to permit a longer distance on e1t11er 51de )
of it to be used for advertising purposes.

-

'Under this January definition, 83 9', 000 signs would be removed. Under

i

/

‘ce: Messrs. Ma.ckey & Bndwell

the definition we have now suggested, 725,000 signs would be removed, .
a drop of approximately 115, 000 in the number of signs to be removed. o

It is my judgment that without these conces sions therc will be a
successful Congressional effort to amend the Beauu.f].ca.tlon Act far

more drastically than we have proposed by our- admmlstratwe ‘action.
13 ‘ . *

/

i

‘Alan S. Bo'yc.l_ -"' ¢ s - :
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Thais meeting is the first formel step you will' heve taken to carry out
your recpensibilitios undsar section 4{f) of the DOT Lct. The cpening
senteace of this svbecction direcis that you ! shall cooperate and
concsult with the Secretaries of tha Interisr, Housing and Urhan

Daovelopmant, and Agriculivre, and with the States in develeoping -
trzneporiation plans znd programs that include mazsurss o maintain
er enhance the matural beauty OI t‘xa ‘.a..ds traversed,' t tiz is mceting
you zhould . ‘ e
-- oxpress, ogel z, your wholehaaried sup pcr* i’c" {hae beauty
principles contained in ..h: OF Act:
-~ . mzke clear your w:l,m s to ‘'cooparate and con*‘mt ith
" 'the c.'ler ..accrc ane ona = ghlar bacis;
-- zmnouvace the creation of a hich-lavel, n..crr rvartmental”
- commities to deal with scction 2{f), designate ma to serve
a2 your principal raprescst::ivc ¢o head up the commiltes,
and ack each of the othar Secretarics to nominate 2 suitable
- reprecentative to *wc on t‘:.a committea; L
- == iadieate vhat DOT is presently doing to achieve 4{f) o
=4 - objectives and thus note implicitly that tho basic respon-*" - :
- 2ibility for imzlementing +{f} is your owa. = TS
) “..JCIE f«_aIN'f‘ CF POCSIBLE CONTENTION
The other S "t:lrics may urge the formation of a comumnitten, composad
of 1‘e;tvrcm'! t'ﬂn'c-' of cach of the four Departmonta, that would adminisrior
Y oaa Moctlve b.s:u... This wanld give cach Departinest uite voie and

v

.

T T
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uld remove elizctive responsibility from DOT. -The Iormation of

o
euch & comunittoe was proposed in tho ratent roport of the Citlzens!
Advisory Commities ¢n Recreation snd Natural Beauty, headed by
Laurcnce Rackafeller, This recommendation is prezestly under
review, pursuant to Presidenilal direciive, by Secrelary Trowbridge
end Dursauw of ine Budget Director Schulizs.

his proposal for the formation ¢f 2 commiitoe should ha resisted.
]

¥Final judoment as to its merit, and legalily, caun await assersment
by Trovwbridge and Schulize and by the interagency conmuaities which

you are eztablishing at the mecting.

The main izsue

’

. v i a - A >,

presentec at this meeting will be the impicomentation

of sections 2{'.:) 2} and 4(5) cf ta.e 20T A¢t, They provide as follows;

<

e p Ly

-

- altesnative to the vae of ..a.c:h
3

s L
- aves, wildiifs and wateriewl relego, or histozic site resulting

2{bX2). It iz hﬂrc.by' asci scd to ba the national policy that
special cffort should e made 10 preserve the natural beauty
of tho cou:‘trysr:zﬂ and public park axd recreaticen londs,

s

w*xdh-e and w tc*!o"» zefuges, end historie sites.

£(£). T e SQC“Q..B"'}' zha Tl cccp rate and eonsvit -"“h toe
Secretaries of tha Interior, Houzlag and Urban :.acm‘cmnen‘:,
and Agriculture, and with the Stale €eveloping transporty

ticn plans and prozrame that im: as to maintzincr
exlinnce the natural beaunty oi the land trc.vcrgec- Aftor the
eifactive date of this Act, the Jecrsiary shall not agprove auy
ProfTam OF project which rccu.*r the as

p..
0-
g
o H
Q
[
amfg
[
e

e use of y land from 2
e {2 and wateriowl refege,

eblic pari, recreation avaa, x.:'.l.d if dw
or historie & t‘.. tnicss {1) th a no feasible and prudent

f, } such progrem includes
auning to minis ﬁ.i:'e harm to such. patk, recreaiicaal

2ll possible

from such use.. = - - 3 i .

imilar concests may be fovad in the Federal-Aid “*i"!nmy Ac* of 1986
nd tho Historical Preserv&*icn Act of 1956, Probably the main impetes
zhind thoee praposals, insofar as they relate to highways, was

cnator Y::.r..orc:.*; who had vigorously oppoced 2 BPR prcu ect through
park in San Antenio.
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The Citizens' Advizory Committes on Racreation and Natural Beauty
 headed by Laurcace Rockefeller hasg just
to the Presidont. This reporé o

‘//l. The I:-'a;c:.rt,.* ut of Tran

that gu:-.ran 2a cf‘nyzcer *‘mr: oi maturs
reerestion and natuzal bosuly. Tho precedures
iaclude early invoivement of all
twe fuil nublic hearings, 2 com

N d-
"« o gresatoer counsideraticn to mztural valaes incompetition with

SLEROIIIC 20K

3
g,
(2]
TR

¥ -

e::.,iv.eerm« c:::':md::-:ztm::
- More speci :Eical‘y, t'm Commitice stoks--

2. Coordinztion with recourea agencics from the beginning,
B. .Lua*l‘f?- ublic haaring. TR

"U. y - z .
G econd public hearing, o i ’
- €. ¥ a...-.zz'i ‘decision oun'the {inal proposed alignment,

Q. ;-—;va tzal aarz._-* ’c:z.“.:-n.

L)

- Eelecilion Review -_:oa.rc?. “.’e suggest a five moember roview |
boaxd, which would Inglude reprosentatives of the Depart-
ments of the ...me.rio' Heusing znd Urban Deveal
Agriculiure as 1 29 the Departmont of Transportation.

L/{‘-s. Simnilar revicw boards should be eatablished by the povernovs

. The state planning offices might 2erve as the »

3 agency.”’ |

' cqcrdmut

m

The Rock _:caler 3:-9111; also Iccls that additional public serutiny of

proposed hishway construction iz in ozder if Mll eficct iz to be given
to £{f). While onz pu’::l:c hearing i2 row reguired on highway route
saleetion alignment, the Rocksisl lox pancl contends that it is
customacily beld caly after the highvay p;an.qcm have tontatively

chosen the route which they favor.” It receramiends an additionn],
cazlier hearing to ¢consider t:1a u.».-a rc‘.cx.s betw 2en w.rioaa ‘ntor;st‘.d
public grouss.,

"
"~

-y -
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e oy ' _ . Infoi» Messrs, Mackey, Sweeney, Hutchinson

' & Sitto
A' UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT - U DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
]‘ ) ; FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION .
! ) , e g ! ; : . ’
Aemorandum .- "
. . : ; S = . . !L v
TO  : Nr. Alan S. Boyd el T ST oAy JRL18 98
Secretary of Transportation _' e B
’ In reply refer to:

ey
Low ell n.n Br 4-51 "J“‘“ A

FROM : Lowell K. Bridwell
Federal Highway Administrator

- SUBJECT: Meeting with Secretaries of Interior, Agrlculture and Housing
' and Urban Development with respect to implementation of RN
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act e taae

With the hope that it will be heipful to ﬁou in connection with the
meeting you have scheduled to discuss Section 4(f), I wish to make the
- following comments: ..

' jf:{:; ;_ The first sentence is & broad requirement that "The Secretary ... lands i
ki ' traversed." y

“The Secretary shall cooperate and consult with the Secretaries
of the Interior, Housing and Urban Development, and Agriculture,
and with the States in developing transportation plans and programs
that include measures to maintain or enhance the natural beauty L
of the lands traversed.” '
'~ The second sentence calls on the Secretary of Transportation for specific
- .. .action, namely:
"After the effective date of this Act, the Secretary shall not
approve any program or project which requires the use of. any
. land from a public park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl
refuge, or historic site unless (1) there is no feasible and '
prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such park,
recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic
site resulting from such use."

Referring first to the requirements of the second sentence, an ‘instruc-
tional memorandum has been prepared, after thorough review, prescribing

"the specific procedure to be followed by the State highway departments in
processing plans for Federal-aid highway projects and by the Bureau of
Public Roads in connection with direct Federal construction. ‘I am
attaching a copy of this memorandum, which I am now about to distribute.

~ to the field. This memorandum provides for compliance with the requirement -

BUY U.S. SAVINGS BONDS REGULARLY ON THE PAYROLL SAVINGS PLAN
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. . 1in the case of highway programs or projects that require the use of land
o " from historic sites, as well as from parks, recreational areas, and wild- o
life and waterfowl refuges. .

c//In the preparation of this memorandum the Bureau of Public Roads requested
comments from the Department of the Interior and the Citizens Advisory
Committee on Recreation and Natural Beauty. Mr. John Shanklin, Assistant
Director, Burcau of Outdoor Recrecation, did not feel that he could appro-
priately comment until a definite position with respect to the whole problem
had been considered at Secretarial level in response to the first sentence
of Section 4(f). Mr. Charles H. Stoddard, Executive Director of the Citizens
Advisory Committee, made three specific points, which subsequently were
substantially included in the Annual Report of the Committee to the President
dated June 29, 1967. I believe these points are important since they are
consistent with the position of the Department of the Interior. I am
attaching a copy of Mr. Stoddard's letter.

‘pﬁe of Mr. Stoddard's points is easily disposed of. The Bureau of Public

Roads has repeatedly urged upon the States the holding of preliminary

public hearings, and a memorandum making this a requirement is now in

preparation. Moreover the attached instructional memorandum calls for

continuing review of proposed projects at various stages, as a further

means of insuring early and effective communication between the State high-
. way departments and other agencies involved. »

s "Another of Mr. Stoddard's pOLnts refers to the statement in Sec. 2(b)(2) of ° ,{
" . the Transportation Act that

W 5l "It is hereby ‘declared to be the national policy that special
) effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the e
countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and
waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.” :

Mr. Stoddard suggests broadening the scope of the instructional memorandum
by requiring that all projects be subject to review, and recommends the
expansion of the definition of "park and site authorities” in the memo-
randum to include Soil Concentration Districts and State and regional et L T
- planning agencies. It is my view that our instruction should comply liter=-
ally with the requirement placed on the Secretary of Transportation by the
. second sentence of Section 4(f) and be limited to the areas there specified.
Mr. Stoddard's point that attention must be given to the statement of policy
n Section 2(b)(2) is valid, but I believe it should be treated not in this
/ memorandum, but in a more general way under the response to the first sentence
 of Section 4(f). Moreover, as a matter of practical operationm, Section 2(b) (2)
is already being partially implemented through the application of Section 319(3)
of Title 23 (nghway Beautlfication Act of 1965) The 3011 conservation

~, % .

e
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5 3
uspect has been under study by the Bureau of Public Roads and the Soil
.Conservation Service, as recently reported to the Congress in accordance

s ‘'with Section 14 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1966,

N

Mr. Stoddard's remaining request is not acceptable. He proposes that there

u/ be "provision for coordination and review by the three Secretaries once the

iy

route has been tentatively selected and approved by the Bureau's District
Engineer." He does not say which three of the four Secretaries would
constitute the review team. The Committee's Annual Report proposes on
page 10, that "The Secretary of Transportation should establish a Route
Selection Review Board ... to include representatives of the Departments
of Interior, Housing and Urban Development, and Agriculture, as well as
"the Department of Transportation.“ The report does not specify what the
Board should "review" but notes that "the principles may apply to the

. problems raised by other forms of transportation as well" (as highways).

Senator Jackson in a letter to the Secretary of Transportation of Apri1'20

made a number of points, one that the law was intended to apply to all forms

of transportation, not merely highways, and another that the two sentences

. of Section 4(f) "should be read in juxtaposition with each other," and that

the cooperation and 'consultation with the other Secretaries applies to "any

:-‘Eéﬂﬁfiﬁzgéﬁgggjgct." Under this interpretation the consultation and cooper=
ation o

e first sentence and the review procedures of the second would

.. all apply to plans, programs, and projects. . The Secretary in the reply of
. May 23 said that the Senator's "recommendations are most welcome."

Despite the intent of the Act as ascribed by Senator Jackson, it' would, in

o Jﬁny opinion be utterly impracticable to open up opportunity for review at
.. Secretarial level of individual projects. This procedure could only result

in innumerable appeals to one or more of the Secretaries, with the consequent

= impossible workload involved in attempting to array and resolve quantities

of data and opinions to reach a concensus in each case. Opportunity for
" appeal of decisions with respect to transportation are now readily available
“to anyone, and the Department of Transportation may be expected to consult
with other interested agencies whenever the situation indicates that to be
desirable without a formal review board. Beyond that, by its very existence

" such a board would invite complaints by parties believing themselves injured-

by a transportation decision. In the last analysis the responsibility for
administering the transportation programs rests with the Secretary of
Trarsportatlon and cannot be abrooated to a "review board.'

' To sum up, my views are that the attached instructional memorandum carrys
" ~out the requirements placed on the Secretary of Transportation under the
‘)//’second sentence of Section 4(f) and that nothing in that section calls for

review at Secretarial or any other level of projects processed under the

* procedures he prescribes, I believe, however, that there is need for more

consistent consideration to be given to preserving the natural beauty of the

countryside, as called for in the Transportation Act and as emphasized by the’
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- recommendations of the Citizens Advisory Committee. The Department of
Transportation could well take the leadership in this effort, under the
provisions of the first sentence of Section 4(f), at" the meeting of the
four Secretaries this coming Friday.

This sentence calls for cooperation in "developing transportation plans
and programs ... to maintain or enhance the natural beauty of the lands
traversed," It does not refer to projects, nor is it limited to highways.

. Moreover, it calls for the Secretary of Transportation to cooperate and
consult not only with the other three Secretaries, but also with the States.

I suggest, therefore, that this Department take leadership, through the
cooperative and consultative approach, in developing guides or criteria-

for use in plans and programs, for all modes of transportation, that will
promote the objectives of the Transportation Act with respect to natural
beauty. These guides or criteria would incorporate the results of research
now being carried on to identify and evaluate social and community values.
They would be directed to the physical design of facilities to recognize
their social and envirommental impact dn the areas they traverse, to alleviate
their ill effects and emphasize the benefits they can produce. They would
also cover the administrative procedures and communications processes found ,
to be desirable to insure that the proposed transportation improvements are
consistent with overall official plans for development of the areas they
traverse. They should also describe the obligations of local jurisdictions
and of private enterprise to insure the continued compatibility of transpor-
tation facilities and their environment.

Departments specified in Section 4(f), and appropriate representatives of
the "States" (not just State highway departments), it could produce a
document that could bear the signatures of the officials cooperating in
the effort and be a solid step in aooomplishing one of the objectives of
the Transportation Act.

L//i believe that if the Department,could obtain the cooperation of the other

Attachments

cc:
DOT Exec Sec (3)~

FHA Exec Sec (2) ' ) ' g . . 5
Signer :

Central Files (2) . i
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Form COT F 1320.1 (1-67)

;_KU‘NITEDJSTATES GOVERNMENT -I . DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 1€
e e CZ . ‘ OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
i\demoran Uum o w . . )
Secretary Boyd's meeting with HUD, OATE: . July 24, 1967 .
sweer,  Dgriculture, and Interior on section 4(f) nosoly
of the DOT Act
FROM +  Assistant Secretary for Policy Development
°

The File

On Friday, July 14, Secretary Boyd met with Secretary Weaver,
Secretary Udall, and Assistant Secretary Baker of Agriculture
to discuss ways of implementing section 4(f), Mr. Boyd opened
the meeting by discussing some of the background of section 4(f),
citing section 2(b)(2) of the DOT Act, and also referring to the
Federal-aid Highway Act of 1966, He said that these statutes

\/indicated clearly the Congressional intent that"transporta.tion

planning should take into account fully the social and environ=-
mental impact of transportation systems. He said that he felt
this reflected not only the intent of Congress but also the general

‘/éttitude of the public. He stated further that he was determined
t

o comply fully with the intent of these legislative mandates as

- well as with the letter of the law, -

He then turned specifically to the language of section 4(f) and

said that, while he thought it was absolutely essential to develop
close coordination with the other agencies involved, he was not
going to turn the decision-making process into a town meeting and

.that the responsibility rested clearly with the Secretary of

Transportation, The first and most important problem, as the

.Secretary viewed it, was to be sure that DOT was in compliance

with the statutory mandate since the date of the Act was the .
effective date of the applicability of section 4(f). He said that what

.- was needed was a set of criteria which could be used to establish the

values which should be taken into account in decision-making on
transportation investment programs and projects. To the maximum
- extent possible differences of opinion should be worked out at the

L/Si:a.tnta and local levels and we should not create a procedure which

would cause all decisions to come to the Federal level for resolution
and which would inevitably produce conﬂlct among Government -
departments on major proposals. «



\/éecretary Weaver responded saying that he aéceptéd the proposition
that the Secretary of Transportation had the responsibility for making ¥
the decisions and he was glad that it was that way. He went on to
say, however, that, in his opinion, it was inevitable that the other
departments of Government which had major interests which would
be affected by highway decisions and similar transportation projects
would have to be involved. He cited 2 number of cases where local
groups had come directly to HUD to seeck help or to plead their case,

He concurred wholeheartedly in the proposition that conflicting
interests should be resolved at the local level as much as possible

and said that too often local authorities were simply trying to pass

the buck to someone in Washington, He thought that the Philadelphia
situation had proved that cooperative effort among Government agencies
could produce acceptable solutions where their had been an assumption
that no acceptable solution was possible,

JSecreta.ry Udall likewise agreed that final responsibility had to be
with the Secretary of Transportation. He made reference to the recent
~ report of the Citizens' Advisory Committee on Natural Beauty and
_ (/ discussed the possibility of establishing a review committee as the
 report suggested. He said that he thought there were a number of
_possibilities which had not yet been fully utilized for bringing program
responsibility and financial resources from other departments to bear
on highway problems in the hope of getting broader scale solutions. -
He suggested that the Interior Department ""Open Spaces'' program and
similar programs from HUD might provide money that could be used
in connection with highway funds, He was hopeful that the various
interests could be brought into the procedure at an early stage--well
~ before decisions had been made by the highway engineers as to what
- they thought the most desirable alignment or highway would be.

Assistant Secretary Baker was in general agreement with the reaction
to Mr., Boyd's remarks as stated by Secretaries Weaver and Udall., -

After some general discussion which seemed to reflect a coneensus .
that a review process involving all the departments in a project~by-
project review would be unwieldy. It was decided that a committee
-would be established with the Assistant Secretary for Policy Development
\/in DOT heading the effort with representatives from each of the other
departments to begin work on criteria for handling section 4(f). The
representatives named from the other departments were Edward Crafts,
Director, Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, Department of Interior;




Assistant Secretary Charles Haar of HUD; and Henry Nichol,
Assistant to the Associate Administrator of the Soil Conservation
Service, Department of Agriculture

o Y

M. Cecil Mackey
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Formulation of Maritime Policy in the Department

The Administration's formal proposal to Congress in the spring of
1966 for the creation of a Department of Transportation specified the
inclugion of the Maritime Administration in the new Department. The
Congress; however, at the insistence of the House Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee, voted to keep the responsibility for maritime programs
in the Department of Commerce, while at the same time establishing the
Department of Transportation with the responsibility of developing a
national transportafion policy.

Accordingly one of the assignments of the DOT (Tripble) Task Force
was to suggest "organizational arrangements'" that would facilitate a good
working relationship with the Maritime Administration and the maritime
industry. The report of the Maritime activities working group suggested
that the Department would need a capability in maritime matters to parti-
cipate in interagency activities for coordination of water transportation
programs, to relate water transportation policies to overall transporta-
tion policy, and to-coordinate repof}s and recommendations dealing with
water transport policy, port development, and related matters. The.
rationale for this conclusion was that even if the Maritime Administration
remained in the Department of Commerce, that Department's responsibilities
as they affect national transportation policy would be subject to the
national transportation poliéy coordinating ;esponsibilities of the

Secretary of Transportation and for that reason the DOT would need to have

effective staff liaison ‘with both the Maritime Administration and the

[




industry. Because the Department would have to coordinate port
development matters that related to national tramnsportation policy,
it wogld also need to conduct liaison with all other interested
Federal agencies. The existing effective relationships between

the Coast Guard and the industfy should be maintained. Having
examined the structure of the Department, the working group decided
that the appropriate location for the liaison function just described
would be the Office of General Transportation Liaison.l

When the President signed the Act creating the Department, he
stated that He would look to the Secretary of Transportation to
formulate the nation's maritime policies, despite the fact that
the Maritime Administration was not responsible fo the Secretary.
Even before the new Department officially came into being, therefore,
_ Secretary Boyd and his staff were concerned with the formulation of
maritime policy.

Mr. Boyd believed that if the Administration, and more particularly
the Department of Transportation,,developed positive proposals re-
garding maritime policy and vigoréhsly supported these policies,
the later transfer of maritime programs to the Department would be
greatly facilitated. By thus seizing the initiative, the Department

could better frustrate attempts by certain segments of the

.
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maritime industry, labor, and Congress to establish an ks
independent maritime agency.la”Secretary Boyd feared that

if the Administration failed to develop a positive mari-

time policy, Congressional hearingson the matter might result
in the crystalihation of sentiment opposing the transfer of
the Maritime Admihistration to the new Department.2 Mr.

John L. Sweeney, the newly appointed Assistant Secretary of
Transportation for Public Afféirs, stated that "the Adminis-
tration realizes that it cannot hope to sell the idea of
combining maritime with the Department of Transportation" un-
less some type of new maritime policy is proposed.

After making the decision to tie the issue of placing
the Maritime Administration in the Department to the Admin-
1stration's new policy proposals concerning the maritime in-
dustry, Secretary Boyd began a series of conferences with key
people in the industry in order to gauge opinion on the

Department's maritime proposals and to marshal support for

those proposals. In February of 1967 he met with Solon

Turman, éﬂéi%ﬁgﬁibfnﬁhe;ifﬁés_ErﬁfhéfgiLinéfmf}anﬁ-ﬁ;ﬁgél_“ '
President of the Lykes Brothers Line and Chairman of the
Committee of American Steamship Lines; Joe Curran, President
of the National Maritime Union of America (AFL-CIO); Lane
Kirkiand, ExécutiVe Assistant to George Meany, AFL-CIO; and
Warren Maénuson, Chéirman of the Senate Commerce Committee,

Messrs. Turman and Nemec told Boyd that their organizations




would probably support the transfer of the Maritime Ad-
ministration to Transportation if the Maritime Subsidy Board
were guaranteed autonomy within the Department and if the
Maritime Administrator - were given statutory authority
over most maritime affairs., |

Mr. Curran of the NMU gave the Department his full en-
dorsement of its plans to assume maritime responsibilities,
ﬁnd was critical of Er. Paul Hall, President of the Seafarers Inter-
national Union, for his efforts to have an independent
Maritime Administration created. Mr. Curran opposed an
independent agency because he feared that such an arrange-
ment would leave the maritime industry without a spokesman
in the Administration. Mr. Kirkland was asked by Secretary
Boyd to speak to Mr, Hall and attempt to get his support
for the Depértment's maritime plans.6 Senator Magnuson ex-
pressed strong support for the relocation of the Maritime
Administration.7

In testimony before the ﬁppropriate Congressional
committees, the positions indicated to Boyd by these wit-
nesses were formalized. Mr. Curran said that his union now
supported the maritime reorganization because the proposed
Maritime Administration within the D?partment of.Transpor—
tation, unlike that of the first version of the Administra-
tion's Bill, was granted sufficient autonomy and status to

protect the interests of the industry. He repeated his




fearsnthat a Maritime Administration independent of the
Executive branch would result in loss of influence and
funds within the government.

"Frank Nemec of the Committee of American Steamship Lines
told tﬁe Senate committee that his organization supported
the proposed move of the maritime programs to Transportation.9
These statements of support were added to that given by the
Chairman of the Federal Maritime Commission, Rear Admiral
John Harllee. Strong opposition to the proposed transfer
came from Paul Hall, who said that his union objected to
the assumptiop of maritime responsibilities by Secretary
Boyd, who, Hall stated, had been tainted by his association
with the Interagency Task Force on the Merchant Marine. The
report of this Task Force had caused Mr., Hall to believe that
the Administration and Secretafy Boyd in particular were not
sympathetic to revitalizing America's Merchant Marine.lo

The American Society of Civil Engineers and the Trans-
portation Association of Amer%ca both dommunicated their
support of the reorganization in letters to the President
and to Representative Edward Garmatz, Chairman of the House
Merchant Mariné Subcommittee.

Meanwhile, the Department was working out detgils of
- a reorganization plan to present to ehe President. Alan

Dean, Assistant Secretary for Administration, suggested to

Secretary Boyd a-plén having the following featurest



_ 1)  all maritime functions to be transferred directly to
the Secretary of Tfan5portation; 2) the creation of a
Federal Maritime Administrator; 3) the creation of a
Civil Maritime Board; L) all maritime functions should
Civil Maritime Board

either be assigned to the -/ collectively or to the Federal
Maritiﬁe Administrator, whocould in turn sit on the Board;
and 5) the only authority to review, reverse, or remand
ofders of decisions of the Board should be assigned to the
Secretary.l2

Although arreorganization message was prepared by which
the President could inform Congress of his intention to remove
the Maritime Administration fZom the Commerce Pepartment and
place it.in the Transportation Department, the message was
never sent. Rather the substance of the reorganization
message waslincorporated into a set of proposed amendments
to the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. The transfer proposals
largely incorporated the suggestions made earlier by Mr.
Dean, and were eventually sen} to Congress on May 20; 1968,

Later in the year, Secretary Boyd met with Senators
Magnuson and Bartlett and Representatives Garmatz and Downing
in order to work out an informal understanding concerning

' the Administration's .merchant marine policies. The agreement in-
cluded a commitment to increase ship'construction to thirty
ships & year and to build all ships in U. S. yards. The

Secretary could get no commitment on the question of moving




the Maritime Administration to the Transportation Depart-
ment, though Senator Magnuson indicated he favored such a
move.13

The year 1968 saw a worsening of Congress -Adminis-
‘tration relations over the Merchant Marine issue. The
Department took four major decisions to which the Congress
objected. First, in responsé to Congressional calls for a
$6 billion cut in Federal expenditures, Secretary Boyd an-
nounced that thg Administration was considering a complete
halt in all ship construction. Second, Boyd stated that it
is the Department's objective to eliminate subsidies for
ship construction except for shipping considered vital to
the security of the United States. Third, the Secretary
said that the Government ought to subsidize American ship- _
ping companies to build ships in foreign yards if that séems
the most economical way of serving the national interests,
Finally, it was decided that only the Secretary of Transpor-
tation would speak for the Adﬁinistration on maritime issues
before Congressional committees.

These decisions and proposals stimulated some vigorous
opposition., James Farrell, Chairman of Farrell Lines, said
 that Boyd's attitude on ship construction subsidies caused:
him to reverse his firﬁ's previous support fof transferring
the Maritime Administration from Commerce to Transportaﬁion.
Mr. Farrell felt that the Department of Transportation would ”

not grant to ships the necessary funds for efficient operation,
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’The Senate Merchant Marine Subcommittee reacted sharply to Boyd's
program and even promised to hold hearings on a Bill to establish an
independent Maritime Administration; a move which had previously been
confined to the House.l5 Joseph Curran of the NMU attacked the proposals
as "designed to kill the United States Merchant Marine", and the Committee
of American Steamship Lines also attacked the plan.16 Senator Bartlett
announced that he was reluctantly calling up the Bill for an independent
méritime agency.17 The Administration policy resulted in ordering
James W. Gulick, Acfing Maritime Administrator, not to answer any
questions regarding maritime policy or data during his appearance
before Rep. Garmatz's House Committee. The Secretary of Commerce said
that Mr. Boyd had Beeﬁ designated to speak for the Administration on
maritime matters. This so aroused Rep. Garmatz that he wrote to the
President that same day saying that his Committee had been "treated to
é rare indignity which we collectively feel has been most offensive."l8

The Administration response to Congressman Garmatz's letter was
conveyed in a letter from Mr. Boyd to Mr. Garmatz on June 1l. Mr. Boyd
explained the President's rationale}for looking to Mr. Boyd to advise
him on maritime matters even though the Congress had not allowed the
proposed shift of the Maritime Administration to the Department of Trans-
portation. The need to consider and coordinate all modes of transporta-
_-tion lay at the base of the President's attigude, and in addition,

Section 4(a) of the DOT Act placed in the Seéretary leadership in

coordination and planning a national transportation system. The
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conclusion of the letter was a recognition of a basic disagreement
between Congressman Garmatz and the Administration as to the wisdom
of keeping maritime matters out of the Department of Transportati.on.19

At this point in time, therefore, it appears that the chances of
transferring the Maritime Administration to the Department of Trans-
portation have been lessened by the events of the past few months.
The eventual outcome, however, is difficult to predict. As of mid-
sﬁmmer, 1968, the Maritime Administration is still not a component of

the Department of Transportation.

L
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‘measures which would revive the ¢ metrchant narlne . gives the maritime policy
" .:problem a hloﬁ Levcl pa*tlsan thSt that it hasq bad bnlorc. et
B e 3f Lheir °fforts ‘seen: to Ha aﬁty;flﬂq Sunnort f~ow D:&Vlounly
; gninu=*c=tuc CORFILSS”“H ( ep CellntAl a 3. Eoy&l

: L =" R
T 43 Era'L;stcr V;llc s Reaoe s Dlgesc article (Dec. "'66) has
. geAttochuent oo ;.tgvs “public irLLxe,h,'nat16d—wzdé,";n=b we have scen
© since teleasad Sf the Interagency Maritime Task Force. (There have been a ' .7 .

| ey PLSittonskam 1/31/67. 2nd White House relerrals on 15} Thare is to be .| .

cciicSecretary Boyd, ja auary or :ﬁbruary._ e N oy

: - Mr, ‘Sitton Lo e G e S

Mr. Mackey " ',f "Qin’,ﬁ Frar e~ e i

. Mt Bridwell o e 3
E:cecur.iva Secre :ariat-z

)
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policy action to be taken by the Department of Transportation. This

MARITIME POLICY ACTION

Opportunity: There is an opportunity (and a need) for some maritime

 view is based on the considerations given below.

Current Activities by Maritime Labor and Industry:

Ty

The Paul Hall wing of maritime lahgr, qifh snpport from the

—

"AFL-CIO Executive Council and most of the maritimelindustry is making a_

drive to push two major items through Congress:
z;)//l: An independent Maritime Administration.
2.

Legislative authorization of MarAd funds by the House i .

" Merchant Marine and Flsherles Committee.

-“fSignlflcance:

j:is not a member), w1th speeches by 1ndustry and political flgures.

Currently underway is a program of public. and private meetinga

sponsored by the AFL -CIO Marltlme Trades Department (Hall s group,Curran

A number of factors give thls campalgn more sxgnificance than

f"past efforts* eTEA ey o Hw .” . Il s Lo LEH

"2 Whlle past union efforts have been prlncipally oriented for

_.p'f:maxlmum public relations effects, this*one appears to be almed at (and
s ;3?organ1zed for) a serious, substantive Yesult. '

2. Rep. Gerald Ford's remarks at the first session of the program,

h'tii;th "leﬂlslatlve outlook conference' that the Republlcans would ""support

.'measures which would revive the merchant marine," gives the maritime polioy '
problem a high- level partisan twist that it hasn t had before. '

3. Their efforts seem to be gathering support from previously
unxnterested congressmen (Rep. Celler for example)

‘

'&. Mr. Lester Velie's Readers Dlgest article (Dec. '66) has

'generated a more intense public interest, nation-wide, than we have seen

.55‘fsince release of the Interagency Haritime Task Force. (There have been a

number of Congressional and White House referrals on it) There_is to be
a follow-on article in January or February._ . L u

) SR T
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Administration Problem on Maritime Actions:
-~ All this:comes at a time when due to:
' 3 Formetion of DOT without MarAd- and

s Secretary Connor s departure, g li ;2 B '

':ﬁg there is an 1nability to act forcefully by parts of the Adminlstratlon'

o2 vacuum, -

-4

’;'is that_the people behlnd the qn;on drive_are very ewere of this powerff

-

. Near Future Consequences: - TR RSN L L T T

RY

The,imﬁediate use to which they intend to put.ail the poli;icel T

?'support and public'aﬁareness being generated:is:to-influencelthe upcomiﬁg
f;Maritime hearings-by.the Senete_and'ﬁouse Commirteeé; _Now,llook at two

:contrasting possible outcomes : \

‘1. If the Adminlstration is prepared to present a program at the '

: coming hearings, broad Congressional support for the union/industry view-
" point may be blunted. Then the President can (without fanfare) send over
- a reorganization order to place MarAd in DOT which would then risk only a
... .very small possibility of Congressional rejection. This would move MarAd
“ ‘into DOT without placing any encumbering commitment on the Administration

';*1-with regard to maritime policy or program size other than the package it

A

Fl

.H"'backs. ey i b R “~-_”?' SRR e AR

: ?f-;_submltted in the hearlngs. This, of dourse, is the consummation devoutly -
%f'to be wished. "o ' " ’ " 4

- 2. 1f, however, the Administration remains mute on policy issues

7 and the hearings do generate broad Congressional support for the union/

" industry views, both the "independent agency" and'legislative authorization"
. measures could be passed. They would be very difficult to veto: Maritime

3 programs tend to come wrapped in red, white and blue, are inexpensive related
* to other national programs, and under the probable public relations condi=-

tions at the time, would cause considerable criticism if vetoed. The f

“.: Administration would continue to be faced with many unresolved policy 1ssues,'ﬂ

and the likelihood of later success would be lessened by the previous set

A

3 whxch would normally be most directly concerned Best avallable_lnformation l'_"


https://vailab.le

3 .'-}1? | : |
~."3nf . ; 1
ﬁctlon Opportunlty .”, t | o f.' "?Ij: : : ik :
i s: | The foregoing polnts up the need for- T i .;fg-_f*[ \f_
g DOT (with White House blessing) to take the initiative - ?"'ff%'f

1

J -on maritime policy and program in a quiet way, but as soon as poSSLble.,

2. DOT to develop a proposal for submission to the Congress
as part of the strategy to prevent the hearings from generating strong -
pressures for "independent agency" or''legislative oversight," so that

.. a reorganization order can be smoothly moved at an early date.
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¢ future, a high Government offi-
- _cial said yesterday.

" ‘been nominated by President
"Johnson as the assistant secre-
_tary of transportation for public

" leased “in a month or so.”

*% - eral

-+ Sweeney filled in for Senator
', Brewster (D., Md.) the sched-
.- uled speaker. Brewster was in

~will make public a proposed

“*“outlines” o¢f a new maritime

_ now is before the Senate Com-
-+ 'merce Committee, spoke at a
" -Junior Association ef Commerce

*"port and industrial development,

.- to Baltimore in nme for the
?-"_meetmg. :

SHIP POLICY

Mar:ttme Plans Wil
BeMadePubthoon,.-
Sweeney Says’:

By JOHN B. O'DONNELL, JR.
The Johnson Adminisiration

new maritime policy in the near

John L. Sweeney, who has

affairs, said that a study on the

policy is now under way, and
that the proposals should be re-

Sweeney, whose nomination

committee luncheon. - .
Spoke For Brewster

Now the chairman of the Fed-

Development  Planning

Committee for  Appalachia,

Europe and was unable to get

-

{ "time policy is proposed.

, study, which is being developed

Sweeney read a speech which
SLnaicr Brewster had prepared
for dclurmy The Brewster
* speech recommended several
_ steps which should be ‘taken
to  improve the American

merchant marine, including the

farmulatmn of a new Govern-

1 ment maritime paolicy.

- Before reading the speech,
. ‘which was critical of the

Govexnmcn., Sweeney  said,

. "“The views expressed in this

.~ speech do not necessarily repre-

- sent the official thinking of the

.. Department of Tr. anspor..atmn 2
K Question Raised

Following the speech, he was

. asked what the Transportation

" Department planned to do ahout

* having the Maritime Adminis-

tration brought into the new de-

. pariment.

Sweeney told the group that

“the Administration realizes that

it cannot hope to sell the idea of|
| ‘'combining maritime with the

Department of Transportation”
" unless some type of new mari-

He said that after the Adminis-
. tration concludes the current

by the White House, “we hope
. take it to the mdustry and

j find out what the consensus is.”
He indicated that, if the pro-

* posed new policy is attractive to

- the various segments of the in-

. dustry and Cowress, the Trans-
portation Depart:ﬁent then will

- initiate an effort' to have the

- Maritime Administration, which!

© mow is a part of the Depar‘..mentl

Mmas  mE e

“'I,...u.....a ™o ..

FULEY 3 L S P

* lof Commerce,

Transportation Department.

The Administration attempted
to have the Maritime Adminis-
tration included in the Depari-
ment of Transportation when
the new Cabinet-level agency
was created. However, tne
move was blocked in the House
of Representatives by a coali-
tion of Republicans and Demo-
crats whe are cons:lered pro-
merchant marine. :

Many of these same congress-
men, and many segments of the
maritime industry, who also op-
posed the Adminisiration move,
advocate the creation of an in-
dependent maritime agency.

Sweeney acknowledged that
the ‘‘coalition (of congressmen
and industry and labor organiz-
ations) that has developed is 2
tough' one. The question is whe-
ther we can make this thing
(the policy under discussion) at-
tractive enough to them.”

Funds Urged

In his speech, Brewster called
for the formulation of a “pro-
maritime policy” by the Admi-
nistration.

ment of legislation allowing the
Senate Commerce Committee
“to authorize such funds-for the
merchant marine as it thinks

propez' 1___":!

2 S e T SO (OSNRN: 10 Xl

moved to the.

He also called for the enact- -

S
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rmomma OF CONVERSATION WITH SOLON Tumm, CHATRMAN OF THE BOARD, "
- LYKES BROTHERS STEAVSHIP LINES -

" SUBJECT: Maritime Program

. Mr. Turman is responsible for the very extensive ILykes interests in

banking, insurance companies, ranching,and steamship operations. He

- ,is also a nmember of the Business Advisory Council and is well known
-to the President. I outlined to him the proposed Maritime program.
- He'was particularly interested in the so called incentive subsidy .

.approach and related to me the history of past efforts in the Maritime

- subsidy field. He indicated his belief that the "lump sum" agreement
+ which was utilized in the late 1920's or early 1930's was similar
- to the incentive proposals which we are suggesting. He also discussed

the mail contract payment method which he concluded was unsuccessful.

.. The strong impression I gathered from him was that he does not think
- too much of any other type of subsidy than the current method of
paying parity. Although he did not say so, he e.xpre.;sed an interest

in studying ‘l:his in more de‘ta‘].l.

.. In his eyes, the major problem is the one of dealing with the Maritime
labor. He feels that as a part of any package, the proposal the
" Administration takes forwerd must include an agreement among the
- unions with the operators for voluntary binding arbitration of disputes.
. He feels particularly strong about this in the area of automation.

" He also indicated that in his view, the industry would accept 't;he

Anclusion of the Meritime Ad.rnlnistraulon in DOT pronded the Senate

_ a.;ppr_oach was utilized. This.was the legislative effort of of 1966 which

- .would have provided complete sutonomy for the Maritime Subsidy Board,
' "as well ms delepating by statute to the Maritime Administrator, the

¢ of the remaining authority in the Maritime Administration. I
told him that while I was not sure the operators would find it in °

.. their best interest to have an autonomous subsidy board, this should
~ not be a matter which would kill any proposals that 1 nﬁ.ght suggest
* to the Adnﬁ.nlstration.

In sumery, Mr. Turman had questions about the subsidy propo.;als. He
".insists that an agreement on voluntery arbitration is essential to

any program. - He feels the proposals mst be acceptable to Iabor and

- would personally agree to the Senate version of includ:mg “he Ma.rit:.me
' Admnistration in the Department. /@ i ;
_ ' =

. Alan S. Boyd

——— ey g e w
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.li'ebruary 17, 1967

bIEEfIORAi\WI OF CONVERSATION WITH FRANK NEIIE"‘ C, PRESIDEE\IT » LYKES
- BROTHERS STEAMSHIP LINE AND CHAIRMAN OF CASL, AND
AD\I JIMY JAMES, E}CE'-CU'I'IVE DIRECTOR OF CASL

! SUBJEC‘I‘. Mari‘b:.me Program - | '. 5 w0

S discussed wi‘bh 'bhese two gentlemen the Maritime propo &l which
I have discussed with others. ADM James was particularly interested

in the subsidy proposal and wanted to know whether a triel period
of an experimental subsidy would delay the renewal of a subsidy con-

 tract such as that of U. S. Iines which vill expire in 1969. I told

him I had no idea but it seemed to me that if we could get something

~going in the way of experimentaticn, it might be possible to merely

extend the existing U. S. lines subsidy contract for another year or
18 months to see how one or more of the experimental procedures s
might be working out. v

These gentlemen indicated that there is a coxrroleue split within

- CH éL council over the trade route versus trade area argument. _They also_

SR

) ex.pres.&ed the belief that the CASL operators would be interested in

- transferring Maritime Administration into DOT on the basis of the

“Senate versio_n__gf the Bill in 1966, They felt the CASL operators
would be willing to enter agreements to provide a certain quantity
of ships to DOD on a nondiscriminatory call-oult basis provided the -

DOD is willing to pay a reasonable rate. They had considerable

complaint about the rates which DOD has offered in the past.

In sumary, these gentleinen felt the proposals I outlined were a
reasonable basis for discussion. This was expressed as their personal

" views. They felt that Lebor support was quite important and indicated
- -& desire to get contract arbitration agreements with the unions and

- promised to provide me with a draft of the conversation which they .

- proposed to send to the members of CASL. I asked that this be provided

'oy Monda.y ai‘ternoon .

(L ¥



https://res.s_e.o.__:t.he

.

: ' THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION |
W .. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 Y

. h February 28, '1967

(v

/w\“

i LR

& ME:MORBNDUM OF COWSATIO‘\T WIT:I JOE CURRAN
. 'SU:BJECT Haritime progren
"I spent en 'hour and a half with Joe Curran on Saturday morning,

; “February 25 at Miami Beach. In the course of our conversation,
I outlined to him the Merchant Marine proposal which I have

: - outlined to others. He advised me that several years ago the

.. Marine Ingineers Union MEBA had gone on record favoring foreign
. eonstruction although he does not know their present policy.

" He was very critical of Paul Hall end his efforts to cbiain an

*_independent Maritime Administration stating that independence

e y_gu_l_.g._'p__e____M in this case, because such an Administration would,

have no voice in the policies of government. He says that there
is a great deal of re-thinking going on among the Maritime Unions-
relative to their position on foreign construction. He has no

o qualms whatsoever about foreign construction. _He also believes

—————

. the Maritime Administration should be a part of the Department
of ‘Ii'a.nsporta:tion. , ;

. I asked him for his views on the proposal I had outlined. He

commented that it was a very good basis and that while he might ' =

f quarrel with the number of ships to be constructed, he felt

"~ this was a worthwhile program. He also believes that we should
make some sort of a start and build from there. In his words,
it is possible to build a one story house this year and put a
second story on next year, but if no effort is made to build the
-first story there can be no second story. He indicated that if
‘we were able to get a program through the Congress at 15 ships

& year U. S. constructed, he might very well be back before the
.~ Congress next year urging a larger number of ships but he would
... -not want that to deter support for the original number of ships.

(Fro:n W’ 5\#5,/)

N
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_;-.-;-'MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH Mr. Lane Kirkland,, Exec.
Assistant to George Meany, AFL/CIO

.. Subject: Maritime Programl

- Tuesday, February'lltl, I spent an hour with Lane discussing the

" : proposed Maritime program. He was quite enthusiastic and expressed

~‘the view that the package contained all the elements for success,
-although he could not express a judgment on quantities insofar as
~.U. S. construction is concerned. He advised me, confidentially,
"__that Paul Hall has indicated to him he has no objection in principle
to the Maritime Administration becommg a part of the Department of
Transportanon ;

i Kirkland feels the. key to this méttér is providing a means for Hall to

disengage himself from the shipbuilding unions. In this connection,

'_ Kirkland believes it will be important to get at least the assistance

. or acquiescence of some of the shipbuilders. He is convinced the
shipbuilders can have a strong influence over their own unions.

© .Kirkland was to call Paul Hall, on a confidential basis, to try out the
' “program I had outlined to Hall through Kirkland. He also agreed to

-  -ask Hall not to create any ruckus in terms of resolution, publicity,

.- .etc, about the lack of a Maritime program at the Federal level.

¢ . Alan S. Bog'rd
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-' .I-EE‘ORANDUM OF CO'WERSATION WI‘I‘H SEI*TATOR I-:ARRIEI G. MAGNUSON

' SUBJECT: Mar:.'bime Program

“an i ¢ : ; v "
- I discussed with Senator Megnuson the outline of a proposed merchant
- marine program. His responses indicated.a generally favorable attitude
~ toward the outline. He was critical of the number of ships suggested
- .to be constructed in U. S. shipyards and indicated a strcng feeling:
© that with the support of the Department of Defense he could easily
-~ obtain sufficient appropriations to build 20 or 22 ships per yeaxr in

* the U. S. shipyards. He feels very strongly that the Maritime Admini-

- stration should be 1ocated E['Emn ‘c.he Depa.rtment of Transpor’da’cion.
e :

e

.~ He feels the program will run into trouole in the areas of quantity-

--of ships constructed in U. S. shipyards and also on the basic question
- of foreign construction. He did not state this as a personal feeling. -
- In fact, he indicated his amusement that many people seem to think
- that there are shipyards in the State of Washington which would be

£ effected by one or another Maritime program. He stated the Washington

" State Shipyards have been primarily involved in custom operations and
.~ do not appear to be pa.“' "cula.rly concerned. with Mari‘c:.me Admim.stra.‘-:ion
activ:i.‘bies. n T o ;

e,



https://should.be




w o STATEMENI’ OF JOSEPH CURRAN - " e
; PRESIDENI‘ NATIONAL MARIT IME UNION, AFL CIO
JULY 17, 1967

I am Joseph Curran, Pre51dent of the Natlonal Marltlme

Unlon of Amerlca, AFL-CIO. & ' o-'df

Mr Chalrman, thank you for thls opportunlty to appear
before your commlttee on a matter which could have a most

'*important bearlng on the future of the U. S. Merchant Marlne.f

55Q;Th15 hearing 15 most tlmely and you and your commlttee are

lto.be'commended for your falthful and oontlnued efforts”to,;'

s R I'IT_"._‘-_ Lot

F7promote U S flag shlpplng. B

Your JOlﬂt statement w1th Senators Magnuson and

Bartlett set forth the proposrtlon that the dlfferences

ufiwhich exlst w1th re5pect to the bUlld forelgn and

independent agency 1ssues, would not prevent the Congress

fl

”from moving ahead on all other maritlme matters._ Thls

£




We belleve the prlmary motlvatlon for your efforts, comes

'-not oan from a basic understanding and apprec1at10n of the
““Tbeneflts of an Amerlcan—flag merchant marlne to thls country,"
ff'but arises also from a deep concern over the Soviet’ Unlon s,

*’;tremendous merchant Shlp expansxon program. ‘This concern is

’;'shared by us also.d

ifftons.f When added-to their existing fleet they will have overﬂ;7h

.%ﬁ;1'700Iehips totaling'approximately 14 miliion‘deadweight tons."

;“gioverall strategy to take over the forelgn commexrce of the world

-ﬁg'increase the scope of 1nternatlonal communlsm, and create the _

Currently the U.S.S. R has over 500 ships under con-

" The Sov1et long range merchant Shlp burldup is part of thelr

:;?junder deve10ped countries.

When thls ma551ve marltlme effort is related to the

..

“ﬂ_precarlous status of our own merchant fleet, a very great

&

-ﬂ(,danger to the securlty of our country is brought ‘into’ focus.. ’

You have 1ntroduced H.R. 159, and altogether, some 104;n

Jf_simllar bllls have been introduced pertalnlng to the sme

‘z'fsubgect We would llke to, review some of the impllcatlons

?kaarising from thls proposed legislation,
Two apparent m15concept10ns exlst,'ln ‘our Judgment, con-_
iniicerning the establlshment of an independent agency. The flrst

!:ﬁ_misconceptlon is that there 15 a way ‘that an 1ndependent agency

g

-can be sét up that w111 av01d the exercise of financial control
\..___“_____‘—_ . =il :

by the Bureau of the Budget ) Other adminlstratrve pro-t

cessos can also tend to render f’

““i etructlon or on order, totallng more than 5 million deadweight.-

:ﬂSeallft essential to supplying c1v11 confllct in emerglng and .



?_% the so -called 1ndependent agency meanlngless. The second-
I;f-misconceptlon derives from the flrst -- and that is, the
';Icldea that an 1ndependent agency, in 1tself can build a strong
W ot We all know that this is untrue.
}ﬁfﬂmerchant marlne /’The condltlon of the U.S. Merchant Marlne
"Li%durlng the years ‘the agency was 1ndependent did not depend ~f
ffaﬁso much upon the agency s independent status, but rather i _
;fiupon economic and other world situations and the Admlnlstratlon s d'
-e:own marltlme attitudes. * '_';;:Q f;:_'-j. el '“-v?tﬁtﬂ '
| At the outset therefore, I want to make it clear that_gneh

nnﬁ of the prlmary problems which has confounded the Merchant

Marlne and the Congress srnce World War II, has been the

,-'

-admlnlstratlve frustration of our maritime policies and the
-_"_—-__-_-_-'"---__

. negatlon of reSpon51ble Congre551onal efforts to bu1ld up our
: ————

.‘“ Merchant Marine. ~Without some-basic solutlon to this problem,

&s? nothlng else whlch the marltlme 1ndustry or the Congress can

I do will have any: substanrlal meanlng. Ihls hrlngs into per;;w;_s;d
?ii spectlve the matter of where marltlme functions are to be |
_‘ lodged w1th1n government | | | .

When we last had thP prlv1lege of appearing before Your - --_- -

E?Lfcommlttee, we spoke of many 1ssues, includlng the establlshment |
of an 1ndependent agency ‘which we, at that tlme, advocated
We supported the lndependent agency concept when H. R 13200
hiﬁ was introduced 1n the Congress (thzs was the admlnlstratlon

blll to establlsh the Department of TranSportatlon and to trans—

fer MARAD from Commerce to the new Department)



https://bH{t/est;b.ii
https://independe.nt
https://ol~.ti.on

ll

Wh;le we dld not oppose the Department of Transportatlon':
'.as such we obJected to includlng MARAD for the follow1ng
'.:‘reasons._ P ' _
fﬂjt'dff 1. The orlglnal bllls downgraded water tranSportatmon y” :
.ﬁk/// : by maklng the Marltlme Admlnlstrator merely a oy
department appointee. While a later bill,
X}ﬁ (Revised Administration Bill, H.R. 15963) was
7k[ ﬂ introduced and amended to make thls official a
ﬂ“ Mﬂhﬂ Presidential app01ntee, subject to the advice, and. —
A Wﬁntﬂ consent of the Senate, it Stlll dJ.d not clothe him P
f‘ with adequate authorlty to admlnister maritime dv
“fj: ’ ‘ laws and polic1es, unhampered by multlple echelons o

of superv1sory control

:}TThe Administration_prOposals-further downgraded

;Vﬂffoaritime”tranSportation by denying to it a maritime

* ~ board to handle promotional and quasi-judicial

s.é;gfunctions. Under the origdinal bllls, such functlons_w
i:were delegated to the Secretary of Transportation

{;to handle as.he_w;ll. No other medium of transp0r;'f'.
T.*itafioo is deniedte“iegular quasi Judic1al body E-:'?tf""“

f""dthrough whlch to dlscharge such Speciallzed

'fiQrespon51b111t1es.f_‘-' - T;x'lﬁf;' e o g g D

'fffiiig. There was a complete vacuum in any fundamental

fpollcy and program pronounoement from the Admlnistratlon.'

i:;fi“jThls is preponderantly more important ‘and vital than _:-;

'merely decidlng the partlcular agency ‘in which

-
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marltlme affalrs are to re51de. To throw marltlme
functlons under such a roof with all the other
.:tmultltndlneus facets of tranSportatlon, without
:_ﬁ adequate eafeguerds and without a program,vouid
;;;;9i' ;;tbe to_relegate it tota'pesitien of relative insid{fi_

';-:":.t-"_:_lnifig:‘.ance'- 'FO_I' our "p_art, we could not trust

SRR S
R
fai yia #LNAD

i maritime affeirs-te'any Department under such an ;'

T,arrangement.

The marltlme 1ndustry, from March 1964 through June _
I 1966 suffered almost three years of the most negatlve ®
; ?ﬁadmlnlstratlon at the hands of the most inexperienced
'ﬂ;and academlc admlnlstratlve leadershlp There 1slno_:
E;counterpart to thls exper;ence in all our long metig
__ggtime Hietofy. During this'peiiod, the image of'tned
Jiggmericen Merchant Marine.wasbserionsly damaged.‘
'fa;TFuture;expansien was ruled out end an appreciable

T surrender to forelgn Shlpplng interests was openly

¥ f:advocated. The 1ndustry was taught a most important

:it;-:lesson -- that,without a positive maritime_program,

;?fthere is no real hope that mere changes in organizational

.5ﬁ'structure would serve in themselves, to reverse the

fgjy_;urrent ‘downward trend ef our‘Merchant Marlne.

,_T?;g The Pr951dent's own Maritime Adv1sory Commlttee, in’
S dts flnal report, submltted p051t1ve and WLdely acclalm—'

' 3 ed recommendatlons for ach1ev1ng a strong U.S. flag

;:;ffrﬂf fﬂ fleet,- Yet, these have neither been off1c1a11y
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"J}Jf:endorsed nor adopted, nor has any substantial
”egcommitment.been made with iespect to them._ Some'__
p051t1ve action by the Administration in this

;g regard 15, therefore, imperatlve. The announcement
"": —

~;,F;?i~ﬁﬁ of the Admlnlstratlon s program should precede, or

at least be coordinated w1th the determlnatlon of

*————_,__________‘._- A
where marltlme functlons are to be housed within

¥ o R e el
Government. ; | AR R

pl;i'“aril‘l_béc.aus.e..of 'ithe efforts of this ‘committee JLn .'
ﬁlf?;}emoving MARAD.fme the Departnent of Transpoftationsin'tne.
‘?House, a. rev1sed Senate ver51on of H. R 15963 was Offered “.zt’
bv that body. =~ - ' | _

. Thls bill contalned the followlnglcorrectlve measures
4r_~that are b351c to a workable admlnlstratlon of our nat10na1 0

maritlme 1aws and policies:

a) A Maritime Admlnlstrator appolnted by the Pre51dent .
“ with advice and consent of the Senate.

b) Greater independence of action on the part of the

Maritime Administrator, unfettered by pyramiding

echelons of authority within the Department.

¢ Finality of authority in all matters involving

.. public hearings or public notice. (Note:  H.R. 15963

'Rad already been amended in the House to require.

app01ntment by the Pre51dent with the consent of

the Senate) _ _ :

A bk s

s c)‘A Federal Maritime Board app01nted by ‘the Pre51dent o e
w1th advice and consent of the Senate. Egmtn 4

i d) Flnallty of Federal Maritime Board dec151ons even

7 ~."_ within the Executive Branch of Government and with
" - no appeal from such decisions except to the courts .

% (we would now suggest a modification of this to

: _[\’La allow the private parties affected to elect to appeal"

i7" 'to the Secretary of TranSportatlon as well as to thel
'+g; courts). _ i ,

e e e e e e e e e o i et Moy < it



~-e1L//Le) Retention in the Congress of the authority to
v . establish criteria and standards for transportation
investment controls with no abdication of such
. eriteria and standards to the new Department.

'} e We felt that'these provisions made H.R. 15963 an accep- L0

s table b111 and we joined w1th the Labor- Management Marltlme
sl B 0L marl el

. Committee to support it as-the preferable solution to theh_

——

: ?ﬂorganlzatlonal problems involved. This was consistent with'f'

:?ffpour positlon of supportlng the ba51c obJectlves of the

;;;f;ZﬂBonner Blll

It is obvious to us that the modlflcatlons of H.Rs 15963d::_ v

ﬁieeffadOpted by the Senate would have insuff1c1ent meanlng unless %
xffthe admlnlstratlon came forth with a pollcy and program

1;;declarat10n rever51ng the negatlve maritime concepts promul - f;

"< gated over the past several years; addltlonally, there mUSt

fﬁfbe a. commitment on the part of governmental leadershlp to

.;pfhenthu51ast1c promotlon of such a positlve and well- concelved..h'
;.iithfnatlonal maritime program. Th;s, as we have stated is over-.tt
Eir1ding It supersedes the questlon of which admlnlstratlve
;iHouse the Marltlme Admlnistration is lodged w1thln..

P Seems apparent to us that Whlle there may be suff1c1ent

igcongre551onal strength to keep MARAD put of the Department of

: Transportatlon, there may not be enoUgh to enact leglslatlon &
:creating an independent maritlme agency. -We would concede
that it may well be p0551b1e to pass an independent agency
bill through the House. Our contacts w1th the Senate leader-’;

shlp, however, lead us to the flrm conc1u510n that the Senate

- - -'ll = -

- g L'an M:-.nihTa T
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'hfit is our further belief that the Pre51dent would veto 1t
.qllThls is nothing more than takrng a hard, reallstrc and \7
'ii_pragmatrc approach to the srtuatlon.

The composrte result of hav1ng falled to create an in-

fﬁﬁ marltlme out of the Department of TranSportatlon would leave |

———

'fl-us just where we are today. The Marltime Admlnlstratlon would jjj

”?Efstill:be in the'Department of Commerce where it has been

practlces of recent years have been infllcted on: 3t

Havrng weighed all these factors, we have concluded to
__-_--—-"""‘-—..

support the transfer of Marltlme functlons to the Department

! -— i ]

ﬂ?:Of TranSportation. Many new developments attest to thls.u

%fnecessity

s known adage which admonlshes that "no man is an
'vlfﬂisland," Ioday, no transportatlon system is an
‘fisland to itself. Contalnerlzatlon and automatlon

f“fmeld together the varled transport interests

entlre arterlal system of tranSportatxn. Thus,
“'J:ieﬁa}fei‘:the interrelatlonships in the review and fo’n”1a+l°1
£ "?Qf;of natlonal tranSportatunn pollcy are fac111tated :

. by o over- all department of Government dedlcated

}flto thls purpose.

T,' dependent agency while, at the same time, succeeding in keeping

.t"submerged for years and where all of the destructiue,_chaotic 5

; hﬁJIntermodal transportatlon is developlng on: 2 WorldW1den

‘Lbasis with ever acceleratlng 5peed There is a well—_-

Li;and form a blood stream that flows throughout the,nl_
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*552;‘ The sole argument that an independent agency is:

" preferable because unfriendly personalities hold

"~ " high office in the Department of TranSpgpggtiQQ_i§

" not valid. It is an almost universally supported

concept in Administretive prccedure and practice,_

that organlzatlonal structure should not be ad-

iljusted to personalltles. Rather, it should be de-
;?vised to meet basic organlzatlonal needs and requ1re-'
.ments.' PeOple should be fltted to the organlzatlon --i
not the organization to the partlcular personalltles.iu
: -People are temporary iHCUmbents of p051t10ns. Organ- ;
ei izatlons should be permanent 1nstruments to achieve: .~
;ﬁlong range governmental objectives. Admlnlstratlve; ”
%fﬁ?‘expeiience' under the 1936 Merchant Marlne Act

forcefully proves thls concept

;JiAdeQUate financial sbpport'is such a key element in

LE%;Q revitallzlng our merchant marlne that full backlng by_

k .,ef;}y[fithe President is most essential. .E&EEE&EEEEE

1ndependent agency for which the Chief Executive has

rlf;':;; little or only token r95p0n51b111ty would not

-f?fac11itate thlsvcause. The Chief Executlve would

: .:5w probably be less than enthusiastlc about recommendlng

‘the substantlal apprOprlatlons needed for an agency

'{ﬁii}:.over yhlqh ‘he has little or no control or_respgnsmbllity.



B

‘Conversely, uere the Congress to appropriatelsuffioient
-}_moniesfto adeguately inplement our maritime laws;.there is noii'f
ﬂ’certalnty that the Executlve would carry through in their use
# - or expendlture. Such a.51tuatlon would bring to a standstlll
‘?i;our efforts.as a natlon to create_and malntaln a modern and |

: ﬂ?viable merchant marine.

L [

As a clear example of this, the Congress in 1958 approved
ift{constructron of and authorlzed {unds for, a replacement for
'fggour then second largest passenger vessel, the SS AMERICA.
-;fThls:has never been 1mplemented.. Two years ago, the AMERICA

twas retired She has srnce been sold forelgn and is now
;fxpermltted to operate under forelgn flag in competition wlth -
"?;Amerlcan shlps,' and no actron has been taken in response to
f!éthat 9-year old Congressional mandatento replace her. _
o Earller I 1nd1cated that the most pre551ng problem con-
gajifrontlng the merchant marine 1s‘that of admlnlstratlve frustratlon
.jgiThe House and the Senate must give attentlon to this problem --
"and insofar as possrble, f1nd approprlate solutlons before_
'f}~-any real progress can be achieved |

Passage of a House measure to create'an independent

Al

;3hpmar1t1me agency and subsequent farlure to enact 1t 1nto law could ’

'ivﬁhave the effect of stalematrng the 1ndustry for at least an

'*'.Iaddltlonal Sesslon of Congress.

L

We have hOped for some time now that the admrnlstratlon

; would present a p051t1ve and well-= rounded marltlme program to

— ———y - — e ———



- from whlch we could begin, But, as we all know, the

'_.-11—

. e
T .

satisfactory, it would at least, represent a starting p01nt.

'._ Administration has failed to do this., While this situation

Lr”may compllcate the task it should not prevent the Congress )

7 structive maritime program.

aiand the 1ndustry from mov1ng forward in formulating a con-'

We said, last year, as we have said many times, that

‘Qiﬁnormally Presidential action is needed'before a meaningful
:; program to re-establish and develop our merchant marine can

gh_be developed. However, if the Pre51dent does not accept this

ﬂ“ileadershlp, 1t is then necessary for Congress to act on its own, = . .

;;J“wé; therefore, urge that thls Commlttee contlnue to work wlth

. the Senate Commerce Commlttee in an effort to solve our over-i'

h;:all maritime problems.

We presented an exten51ve program to the Senate

f?;fCommerce Commlttee on June 29 of this year for their con- "
'tffsideratlon in developlng a marltlme program, Our recommendations
3-;;unquestlonably can be 1mproved upon. Some of them will not be |
-l;lcompletely accepted by all partles.- But, above all, we submit
fﬁthat,neﬂmust have w1thout delay a program sufficient to get ourp'
ﬁ?codntry”started'on rebuilding thehAmerican Merchant Mariner‘
_;There is no time to lose. It is our hqpe that your commlttee

fﬂwill move in thls d1rectlon._ When it does we are readY tO 35515t-

Again, may I express our 51ncere appreciation to you, the

pother members of thls Commlttee, and the members of the Hou5e,

sy;ifor the contlnued mqmprtof a U S flag merchant marlne.




R S T R STATEME‘.NT 01' FRA\IK A. NEMEC % ' '
i Chairman Committee of American Steamship Lines
B hv;{';;f; " Benmte Cousierce Goumlitcee i”.'fja??*ﬁf”'r‘
EEN e oo i T (Subcommittee on Merchant Harine) ; :
g 1 June 26, 1967 ;
e ' ] (Based on. Advance Text) . ey

{by the Interagency Maritime Task Force Report. The good points of the '

"Boyd Program 1. e., doubling of CDS, retention and strengthening of

cargo preference and retentlon, strengthening and extension of ODS meet

o

. .'

- cance of the two points which form the basis for opposition | The proposed

2 use 311 svailable private funds and make the issue of according forergn

]

‘ffbuilt vesscls U S 'privileges an academic one. Whether MarAd is in DOT ;:11

] S

B

A}

% 'are the existence of an Administration.policy and an effective agency,
2 l

?ﬁenjoying the confidence of the President. CﬁSL SUPportS the Boyd Program

;:since it will provide enough mOney to permit the building of ships when .

,‘

“ the real necds of theindustry and greatly outweigh the prac;ical signifi-._

'CASL believes the protracted dialogue regarding a”new‘maritime j':::h{of;i

policy is drawing to a satisfactory close after a 1ow point represented )

tlevel of subsidized construction (30 ships per year) will more thsn likely-gf

T_or independent is of no real consequenco to the industry, the key issues h";i:f .

et

e

b e e e o S A e e,
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TTftrusteee having'innustry; snpplte;;‘pfefeésieneltend governmentai: 'fﬁ{tijﬁv I
membership which would select research projects to be 30Lnt1y-tunded 5 ?:'.‘“ ;

:}f by industry and government. 'ﬁ'_'fﬁn ‘,]‘;fi f f;::grﬁfiif}_li:, | .%

| GASL supports ‘the transfer of MarAd to DOT as e logical nove. er- :i
ensure independence of decision and continuity (of the Maritlme Subsxdy . :'f
'Board?) 1t proposes a. three—man board of Presidential appointees. To ;;;31.?"~' f

ol 3" £

' get the best qualified personnel,.it supports amendment of the "conflict"'
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s A B T Ry SUMMARY OF STATEMENT OF PAUL HALL -~ ./ | Mg
Aoy 2 BT AN Pre ident Secafarers International Union 2T R e O,
LQ.;?.'l““_fgﬂj‘-i“.ig';_-e _ and W R G g E
SIS X R ;p‘" 5 AFL-CIO Mar1t1me Trades Department v o 58
5 ;_ﬁ;, i "“; Senate Conmeroe Committee L :4.rp,g &% E
BTSN ‘(SubCOmmittee on Me rchant Marine) = .
. > -':'I . _ '., .F I. ‘_ : ._.:; ""I.:-‘:.' . .. o
g yi 5o 7 ) June 23 196? L e me R S G
s (Based on Advance Text} G & 5

When Secretary Boyd entered maritime scene the Maritime Advisory -

- 'i'_Committee was meeting regnlarly“and there'was an'air of optimism that the

: Administration would finally get g01ng on a marltime program The Committee,"
- with broad membership, developed and reported out a. sound program which,
lj;ﬁ“*"_houever, has nevcr been given serious conszderation or publicity. Rather

w;ﬁft; a so-called Interagency Task Eorce,.which had a very narron representationaln

*%w;?base; issued a report wnich Secretary Boyd adopted and wideiy promoted_‘é

'“5_ The report was rejected. by a11 elements of industry, not °n1Y for its

f&_unsound recommendations but also because it was prepared in secrecy and o

""

'dfnits proponents refused to dlSCUSS its ramifications.l Secretary Boyd's .

;

: :ﬂ'”siobjectiVLty in maritine matters is tainted by his association thh this

f; :-report notwithstanding the Eact it has been rejected _Ihis taint'led in !
T?:part to labor inhting the move of MarAd to DOT and'it;is the basi5°for
? ‘Gpsome resentment that the President has tapped Secretary BOyd for his current
: -:l._.___ -8 ey ~—-..._ — . . S e,

{:ulrole in selling a maritime program.'f ;

‘_ ‘'Hall opposes Boyd Program at this ttme because it is not specifit

?'and can 't be analyzed (He resents "confidential“ labpl whieh was placed

i : o_

q{f- on it whe n it was discussed with him in the faco of the fact prscticnllv A

. . = X
everyonc knows the'Hetails.”) g iﬂi e By €
e e *h i “aging ST . qt'-
‘ : A N L A - 3% 2 .
A ' . it A A ;
- ) . g :‘.“ .'- ; .- peaf ’ - ._, . -
. i e .
» e,
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,:j‘_ . if}The constructionlsubsidy proposal is typical -- nowhere is the

hdmanneriof‘determiningithe_rate,wor the amount stated.l This is important__
:Q}xhecausc rate selected. haslgreat'impactzon ﬁ‘s industry. Therejis no_dT
pecified limit on foreign construction for U 5 documentation . .Theh.
'mfwhole concept of foreign conpetition involves a battle with industries
-tpaying substandard wages ‘repudiates the U S, cabotage‘tradition aﬂd-KEQULKES;.
..Qigfthe repeal of well conszdered Iaws.; The 15 ship per year level initially :
'n:;proposed is grossly inadequate ‘and even the 30 ship level lsemble/ doesn t
'ghlleave enough left ovcr (15) for the sick elements of the industry B, s

- fbulkers and tankers,-- td embark on a ratioaal replacenent program.

~— ?1Pretermitting the question of the adequacy of the commitment - who is

'giving it -- isn t it the Congress role rather than the Executive s\ f,

35 . 3 ? .

Labor has tried to be objective -- it really doesn't make any

difference who builds ships if it means jobs for U S ‘seamen =- but threat -

to U S. shipyard industry and unions is too great.f The program is a foot

}-in the door for their destruction._ﬂ P ;u'..‘;:fa AR e

}. H . - . E - o . ....I'_".
U S shipyards need lotsof money to get in shape to compete or ac:

.L; even to build types of ships that are needed today. Hall has suggested :
:to Secretary Boyd that industry needs a Government 3uarantee of work at
E'full capacity (as determined administratively by Secretary Boyd) for a ,
Isufficient time span to get on its feet. Secretary Boyd has rejected this

‘jsuggestion as inflationary but 1sn t this a matter of degree -- doesn L n;‘

-

--"".'.‘ R LAY -..;

i the increase from 15 to 30 ships pcr year Sccretary Boyd has ag eed to




s

Ll

' reatelinflation? Seoms a11 Secretary Boyd -- a man who sees positive

5 e
- . v ; . .
-  f, - 7 .
ik g

virtues in forezgn construction -- wants is to get control of the i

[

-
"

industry and he has given Congress an ultimatum¢ S 'p_- nFi: '- .';?:.i-
‘Secretary Boyd doesn t believe the industry is capable of building

the ships he feels the u. S. needs, but didn t he have the responsxbillty

20 ;:as under Secretary of Commerce Eor Transportation to review annually with

the Secretary of the Navy the state of commerc1a1 shlpyards and report

'; unsatisfactory conditions Has neglected his duty, wby should we

-

i*feel he‘ll dooany better wemdng a different hat?

...-.

-’E; Hall supports a11 the objectfves of the Boyd proposal -- who

'-g_wouldn t? But he does not see that the:e is a program -- does one exist?

. * ‘

What will ODS program for bulkers look 1ike° What will happen to operatprs
;Iwith large investments at U S. prices? What are the gurdelines ko be for -

_Ethe hearings Secretary Boyd describes as a solution to the problem’ o
. g ". & _’, 3 " . - 3
i _; Hhat can we expect from an administrator who says hls procram will

L}

qﬁcontinue cargo preference provisions but who is philosophically opposed _

o to'the concept and who has the misconception that cargo preference ‘has beeh
};of no real help. The U S bu]ker trade has lived only because of caigo "

":preference and many Iiner operations have relied heavily on its benefits.

"How can exten31on of ODS be spoken of as a new proeram’ The law
_ - . Nae"*

now permits ODS for many operators not receiving this support The Eailure '_

Ll e £ug T nt

to approve applications is but another element of the Administratlon s.




e

i, X A . e
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neglect of the industry.' The proposal to give presently subsidized operators

a monitoring role 1n new ODS programs is ridiculous since they are direct
L ; =] = -.[. o ey e i ATl -_. '- PR S TACRICT I o SN Tor "
_ﬂ*competitors.'; ; :vj”.f”ﬂ “ud"; ’:_. ' % Ea M '

Labor supports a nuclear merchant vessel program but doubts state

of the art warrants dxver51on of funds which could be used for conventional
miigii?bvesselﬁ. B ﬁla.iii?'“}ﬁ7'-'j: ‘ f._’“ ;“ R

'E-tabor“supports'anrincreased researcﬁxprogram.

Labor doubts it is worthwhile to upgrade the Vlctqry Ships

but is reconciled to the Lnevitability of this DOD sponsored program.

The Boyd proposals do not do Justice to domestic lines and give

hort shift to their progress in container trade.

Labofs opposxtion to the transfer of MhrAd to DOT was not a "bargaining

¥ T ; =yt

pllz The move promised nothing fo Mar&d_&hé&_éiﬂ_ngt already exist. What

L :bindustry wants is a program, an able administrator and an administration ey
i '?eommitted to saving the merchant marine. g b

—; — =8

:?The announced support for the Boyd Progran is’ not what it seemS' .

- -

--'CASL speaks for only 13 subsidized oporators (and not a11 Sl o] il
P r‘ - o : 't._r_;,'.-,-..'P u's .
‘Zsubsidized lines are members) - T

= 4 PO PO s P
3 ¥ ¥ . P M AL 0T

o . K ! A .: e te Telemh "y
- . . . 3

- AMMI only speaks for many CASL members and some internatiOnal o
oil and ore companies who operate foreign flag vessels (and some
Lvs 'e LI ~ ; Pt e . 5
membets have resigned becsuse of AEHI position) ;' ‘g-‘}ib;':“-go"’-
2 ‘ e dedat e 1l Lptea Frlosl Lok \'.‘xf— 3. Ao
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7 We offer the following 20 point program as a solution:' '
g 1,"A commitment ‘to all U.S. vessel construction. -

%.2. CDS at current rate to presently subsidized companies nf;.";:”

to permit building 15 vessels per year. 'f
.‘h CDS to replace unsubsxdlzed fleet-:‘BO vessels -Ist rate ;:
'”f; of 16 vessels per year for 5 yearssrtﬁE ?ﬁ'ifﬂ'iiii?}c?ly?LQQTl_ ;
f4.i ODS for the 80 unsub51dized vesselsrﬁJE. R o B f— ;i
: “ : |

'f minimum 30 ships per year for 5 years.

v e

6} Standardlzed bulk ship deSLgn.

IHi?. oDs for bulk fleet on cost'ParitY baSis':

FPB.-'Caroo preference rates for all Government-cargoes.ﬁ" g ;.i
i_ﬁ{e Centralize admgnlstration of cargo preference in MarAd-J:;:iji-:?:l; f;
?lb;irReserve 30% of lxcensed and quoclcargo for u. S. vessels ;:l :if?;;.; -ﬁ
ﬁlleifA study.to lmprove‘passenger vessel competitive position.fw j! I;’J .:T
112;2“Control of foreign cruxse vessel operatlonslfrom U S por:s;.j.l: T-_;g
?13;“1Authorization procedures for maritlme funds. o 3 ?E
§;§;14;:1An independent MarAd iy .‘;I L2 i?
: T?iﬁé;;Federal aid to develop nuclear commercial.;essels.h EE

i;ilG.I_Extend Construction Reserve Fund to a11 vessels._i.-
: als ‘

: 41?.:;Procedures to expedite handling Tltle XI applications._f' .

IB.f_Increase of cargo reserved for U S vessels

Ga R 2 ':19.ﬁTControl of ICC ratechterminat1ons where competing rail ’

.and water cerriers are involvcd
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‘TeLePHONE Puaza 2-6800

"WILLIAM H. WISELY
soLE AoDRES: ,Claz New Yoax

. ‘\ . ' EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CIVIL ENGINEERS

UNITED ENGINEERING CENTER

345 EAST FORTY-SEVENTH STREET « NEW YORK, N. Y. 10017

FICE OF THE PRESIDENT ‘ S nts g ‘.
\RLE T. ANDREWS w wil c, e .
0.BOX 245 : SRS L : : £ S 52
IRKELEY SPRINGS, WEST VIRGINIA |, . = | _ocieoo tate o e June 15, 1967
¥

{- - The Honorable Lyndon B J'ohnson
.- The White House
" Washington, D. C.

5 ..'r ¥

_Dear Mr. President:

The Ame,r"i’can Society of Civil Engineers, by virtue of its
‘continuing interest and concern with transportation, has studied the
- pattern of department and agency organization developing in the Federal
ablishment under your leadership. The aggressive assumption of its
~_.igned responsibilities by the Department of Trans&_rtatlon has been
' most encouragmg

b As originally proposed, and endorsed by this Society, the -+
i.- coordination of all Federal non-regulatory transportation functions under
one Department has, we believe, many advantages. Our purpose in
" writing to you is to emphasize this viewpoint, at the time consideration
is being given to possible further changes in jurisdiction. '
More specifically, our studies isupport the conclusion that Loty
maritime and shipping should appropriately be included within the :

responsibilities of the Department of Transportation. This same con-
clusion applies also to urban transportation. A

)

Extensive studies of this interrélationship have been brought
to your attention, It would seem unnecessary and presumptive therefore
to repeat or reinforce such thorough analyses of the circumstances

* involved. The possibility of conflicting approaches by several separate
agencies of government, on matters so closely intertwined as are modes
“of transportation, presents a real and serious problem. The inter-
. dependence of land and water. transport, as a system, is a constant

o
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The Honorable Lyndon B. Johnson gl
June 15, 1967 S
. -page 2-

reality fa'éing engineers involved in planning, désign, construction and
operation of such facilities. Similar potential problems and the need
for their resolution through an integrated systems approach are relevant

also to all modes of transportation mvolved in serving the needs of our
urban centers.

_ It is our considered opinion that the inclusion of all Federal
" non-regulatory transportation functions, including those of urban
transportation and maritime and shipping, within the jurisdiction of
the U. S. Department of Transportation, would assure the maximum
I result from the new empha31s gwen to the role of transportation by
‘ '_your adm1mstrat10n. : - :

Szncerely,

sk el L T RGBT e B i “Farle T, Andrews
i iy e e g e Ye  President
. ETA:fm 1 - | _
. . R
: % -.|'I‘~ ..

.
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/1101 176 STREET, N.W. * WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036 * Telcphone: 296-2470

|
AROLD F. HAMMOND : . I v V) o AT _ : :
t“"l'"." . : ) ' " < Rit! i g = e August l": .1967

a

Honorable Ednard A. Garmatz

Chairman : 3 %,
- House Merchant Marine bnbcommittee_ 2
U. S. House of Representatives N
Washington;, D. C.

'tDear Cnairman Garmatz*' '

.q~;Since the question of where to place the NEritime Administration in our Govern-
./ ment's orgsnizstional structure is ncw beilng considered by your Subcomrittee, I

- should like to express. the views of the Transportation Association of America

~of this issue. _ . : : s

y o BT _ . i o . ; :
..~ The TnA Board of Directors has adoPted the following policy position on the over-

- all question of centralization of non-regulatory transport functions within the

wly created Department of Transportation: : : p

'.f “The Transportation Association of America favors the establishment of a
.*. Cablinet-level Department of Transportation within which would be central-
... 1zed the major non-regulatory transport functions of the Federal Government.
. which the Executive Branch of the Government i1s empowered to administer.
‘The Asscciation strongly opposes any transfer to such a Department of econ-
- omle regulatory functions, such as control over rates, entry, and routes,
.from the Civil Aeronautics Board, Federal Maritime Commission, and the Inter-
- state Commerce Commission, which should be independent agencies directly
responsible to the Congress." . _ g

-ﬂIn_line_withﬂthe above pelicy, TAA is in favor of the transfer of the Maritime

-_fl;&dmin*qtration from the Department of Commerce to “the Department of Transportation.
Our rasic reason for being in favor of centralizing all of the Government's func-

. tioms within the Department of Transportation 1s to provide for & more rational

l'ngnd balan ed policy approach to the nation's over-all transportation problems.

... For the record, TAA is a national transpcrtation policy organization made up of
. transportation users, suppliers, investors, and cagrriers of all modes who work
.7.together to develop national policy positions designed to maintain the strongest

ﬂipossible transport system in this country under. private enterprise principles.
: If a formal record is to be made of the current hearings on this policy isaue, we
request that this letter be made a part thereof.

Sincerely,

A, vrewr fon
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_drafis of the plan and message reflecting my comrnents.

! be consistent with what has been done in other m.odes. Furtnermore,
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- Department of Transportation o
Assista.nt Secretafy f;:r Adminiutration. . Al S T

The Secretary

.1 realize that it may not now be urgent to move 2head with the preparation

- of 2 reorganization plan transferring maritimne functions to the '
* Department of Transportation and providing appropriate internal
~arrangements in the Department. However, you may find of interest

my reactions to the draft prepared by Carl Dawis, which I understand
to reflect various discussions with you. I have also attached reVLSed

- From a theoretical standpoint, it would be desirable to transier all
. maritime functions to the Secretary and to make no provision in the
' text of the plan itseli for the internal structure designed to carry

them ocut. Most reorganization plans over the Iast 30 years have used

‘this approach because it permits flexibility in making subsequent

organizational adjustments and is consistent with the approach taken
"b} the Hoover Cormnssxon in 1949,

¢

The Depar&nent_ of Tran5portation already departs, however, from the

theoretical ideal in that the major operating elements are specified

m the Transpoztation Act. 'Ihe-estab‘llshment by plan of a-Federal .

f_‘—‘_I—n—.___‘_‘_‘—
the political realities of g,:ne:i:‘n:lnﬂr the plan d.ccepte:i would appear to

We should, however, attempt to provide for maritime functions in a
manner which is reasonably clear cut and consistent with the general

- organization and management philosophy of the Depariment. In some
- respects, the draft plan falls short of these objectives. I suggest,
_ L suggs

- therefore, that the reorganization plan, when eventually submitted, have
. the following features: T ‘

' / All functions should be tra.nsferred directly to the Secretary.

(T}ns is consistent with th<. preseni draft, )

2. A Federal Maritime Administration should be provided for
7 .with 2 Level IIT Administrator and a Level V Deputy. (The
“: " present plan does not prcvade for a Deputy Federal Mant:.me

-Adnum. strator. ]
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5 B 4 A‘.‘ll maritime functions transferred by the plan, othetr than /
those to be assigned to the Civil Maritime Board, should be
administered by the Federal Maritime Administrator as the
head of the Federal Maritime Administration. This intent
should be made clear in the message.

. 4, The entire concept of a Director of the Maritime Administra- SR
. .. %7+, . tion and of the Maritime Administraticn as distinguishable o
P o 8 from the' Administrator of the Federal Maritime Administration

- should be eliminated from the plan and message. The current
- provisions are confusing and would be almost impossible to
.defend to either the Bureau of the Budget or the Congress.

.5, 1 sea no need to create an Office of the General Counsel.
2 This can be done by administrative action as is the case in
the other Administrations of the Department.

' '_ 6. The need for a separate Civil Maritime Board is recognized - L/ '
: but it is dubious that its Chairman could be an official ' '

as far down the hierarchy as the proposed Director of the _ e
Marl.tlme Administration. '
L :
: <~ 7. The provision for review of Board actions by the Federal g 5
vt Maritime Administration in addition to the Secretary is et
cumbersome and would be hard to defend. It is suggested '

instead that the Civil Maritime Board be recognized as one

of the major elements of the Department reporting immediately
to the Secretary. It would, however, be permissible either

to provide that the Federal Maritime Administrator be the
Chairman or to provide that the President designate an

official of the Department of Transportation as Chairman.

The only authority to review, reverse or remand orders or
decisions of the Board should be in the Secretary.

I would suagest that whenever it appears timely you meet with members \}Q..

of your staff and Carl Davis to discuss the draft plan and the various qg' \
' suggestions I have made. ' - : § é}'? @\" o
R s, A *:‘ $ Qe
o E e (T W \c,e \\e

Alan L. Dean \

Atta chr_n ent
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‘ﬁ@yo W a*r‘”me Stand Attack @u

* By GEORGE PANITZ mdotse;I_Sncn_th:_Bmd

“The head of a subsidized

sug- ‘many prob!ems of the mctcnant
g‘.snon “that the Mdvilime Ad“.' marine are the result of a na-|’

American ship line charged yes-|Ministration be part cf Uiane- tional confusion over poliey.
( terday that rccent proposals by mrlmcnt—of 'llanspm fation in-  The 1936 Merchant Marine Act,
Transportation Seccretary Alan slcad of its present location in| which ecstablished subsidies for

shown that neither he nor his

S. Boyd to curtail aid to the|lhe Department of . Commerce,” |« companies such as Farrell Lines
ocean vessel industry h a v c|he said,

.and others to compete against

. in view of Sccre-| foreign lines, must be retained

agency should be given control|iary Boyd's most recent utter- ‘as the basis of maritime policy

over the fate of the merchant|ances, we do not believe that ci-| for the U. S., he said.

marine, ' ther he or a depuly would grant| Conceding that the law sbould
James A, Farrell, Jr., board to ships the necessary funds for| be updated and amended in

chairman-of Farrell Lincs, said efficient operation.”

Separale Admimstr'\tlon
ks i . Speaking 1o cadets and guests
. |caused a reversal of an carlier|at the 112th graduation exercises .
(- |view_fthat the Department_oflof the State University of New ‘{id:d lsiome backing for defense |
' |Transporlation be _allowed ™ to|York Maritime College ot Fort| = “W™ . - e b

that the Boyd atlacks on subsi-
dies_for Ameiican _ships_have

tg,k_ech.r_s_lnmm__nolm_nm]Schuyler. he added that_Farrell Validity of Koutes
. |grams. Lines will now support proposals; “It seems 1o be quite forgol-
i “Farrcll Lines had previously ho’_eﬁeﬁnsh the Marilime Ad-lten that the strictest require-

i mlmstration as a scparate cnt.t}
+ of the federal gm_'e:'nrncm.
. Mr. Farrell,

: whose shipping
- . ... ‘company is a kay element in
—xoUTE o ow e o United States trade with Africa,
. ~Australia and New Zealand, in-
s eEr . ¢ dicated that while imvitated by
T AL (i " Mr. Boyd's views, he was not
TUASR TR S I 'pessimistic about lhe future of
- ', % _ . American - flag shipping. The
g 7" merchant marine is not likely to
_'be totally lost as long as the in-
" dustry can retain the support of
.many -leaders in Congress, he
o ! said, -
B B0 R 1 Cautioning the 125-man grad-|
Loy 2 " ‘uating class to “harden- your-|:
L . selves against the temptation to
-be discouraged by jrresponsible
-mouthings" directed against the|"

part, Mr. Farrell added, how-

ever, that Mr, Boyd's view that
support be given tu  shipping
only to the extent I.hat it pro-

ments of the 1936 act are {o as-

trade routes and only secondly
' to provide shipping to serve as
- war auxiliaries,” he said.
. While objecling to Mr, Boyd's

prapcsals on subsidies for the
; merchant marine, Mr, Farrell

. said that the transp ortalion sec-
retar_y wus correct in_urging
““changes in puucnt “law so that
Amc_nc'm “owners could buy

“ships in _fga_‘g;gg_cour‘tnes and fo

iuse them- withoul restriction un-
_dnmcan flag.

“If the American shipyards
cammt provide better delivery
“than is their current practice
L and if there is to be insufficient

|eonstruction funds available for

27+ 7 lindustry, Mr, Farrell said that
T A e T —~L" lowners to build. abroad and to

"~ nerations and have them eovered |
" ltby the remaining provisions of

, |must be made fm: American-llag
place such ships under the
| Arerican flag for offshore op-

lhe existing 1936 Merchant hie-
| rine Act,” Mr. Farrell said.

surc the validity of essential|

huilding at home, then provisionf

ff"*l-le also indtcalcd that Mr,

‘| Boyd's pwposal to phase out
subsidies for passenger liners is
a proper stand smcc subsidizing
“pleasure cruising” is like sub-
sidizing reexrcation resorls in the
Poconos, Adirondacks and Mi-
ami.” The only subsidy fov pas-
senerers should be where this is
consistent or complimentary 10
{em'go servlce h;. mi(cd
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PERIL 0 TAX
TOTES FOUND
IN SHIP PLAR

Garmatz Unit Blames}
~ Loss Of Funds On
- 6-Billion Cut

; _—
By HELEN DELICH BENTLEY
* [Maritime Editor of Tha Sun)

Washington, May 21—The Ad-\
4" ministration’s “double cross” onj; -

a . national maritime- policy

. could well have cost it at least|

30 to 40 sorely needed votes on
the 10-per-cent surtax, the
chairman of the House Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries
Committee predicted today.

In closing remarks -at a fiery
hearing with blasts from Demo-

-1 crats and Republicans alike at

-l
!

the Administration and parlicu-
larly at Alan S. Boyd, Secretary
of Transportation, for present-

! ing a program completely con-
- ‘trary to what had been agreed

upon with congressional leaders|.
late last year, Representative|.
Garmatz (D., Md.) stated the
President had taken an unwise
step at a time whep his tax
‘program already was. in trou

" Garmatz Regrets Visit
- “I am sorry that President
Johnson sent Boyd out to try to
make friends and influence peo-

5 '.tple,“.,Chairman Garmatz said|

PR Y L7 S

i ' rine”—

A Manumé “Administration

surtax.” : %

possible that every member of
the 33-man House Merchant Ma-

[will oppose the tax program. __
e pointed out that the mari-

‘a complete halt in all ship con-
‘struction if the cutback accom-

_|ipanying the surtax is as much’'

as $6,000,000,000, the amount
agreed upon by Senate and
“House conferees. Under the pro-
. gram other ships are to be bujlt
\in foreign yards. :

“None Of Us Can Accept”
“None of us can accept this,”|
lGarmatz stated.
‘Representative Clark (D,
Pa.) called for the committee to!
report its pending bill out and;

Administration.

The bitterness has grown out
of Boyd's presentation of the
long-awaited Administration
program Yyesterday before the
Senate Commerce Committee
and after senators and repre-
sentatives reviewed the docu-{= =
ment which calls for sweeping|
changes, including a big foreign|
shipbuilding program and drop-
pmg passenger ships. ;

‘Management and labor—in-
¢luding particularly those who
have been supporting Boyd to
date—also issued strong denun-
ciations of the Administration
program. .

Curran Moves To Dissent

Joseph Curran, chairman ' of
:the AFL-CIO.  Maritime Commit-
‘tee, and | presjdent of the Nation-
“al Maritime Union, <escribed’
Boyd's program as maﬁ uate,
| ‘Gnimaginalive ‘and unsat ?acto-
ry” and “designed to kill the

| [United States merchant _ma-

“The program he ad'mcﬁtes 9

B | Curran said, “borders on being
: -~ |an arrogant affront to the Sena-

tors and congressmen who have
labored long and hard to restore

| the American flag to its rightiul
. |place on the seas.”

_Curran, who has been sup-
porting the Administration_and’

lBoyd on the transferring of the

the Department ot Transporta-

tion and other -general points’
uutﬁnea in the- past hy Secre-

“time industry has been promised,

“ram it down the throat” of t.he

+|[to pass legislation to establish it

into!

?‘...*z-—;z—wué::,

as the hearing ended. “He cera- tary-fi'oﬁd' today &ecl'aréd his
tinly has not helped to gain allabor unions were “complete!y
single vote for, t’ne m—per-cent op posed “to any such “step”—

abandonment of our na:mnal

Afterwards Garmatz elaborat- maﬂtlme policy as it is embod-
fed by 5aymg-—maf—z~f%3@ als ied in the 1936 Merchant Marine!

Act” .
Ship Committee Hostile

‘rine—and _Fisheries Committee| -The Committee of American

Steamship Lines, which likewise
has been gencrally following the

' Administration” line,  described

fthe program as presented by.
[Boyd as most “unrealistic.” .
W. T. Moore, chairman of the
committee and board chairman
of Moore-McCormack Lines, re-
ferred to the recommendation
of suiting the size of the mer-
chant marine solely to the
needs of the Defense Depart-
1ment as “indeed shortsighted.”
Paul Hall,
AFLCIO Maritime Trades De-
‘partment and of the Seafarers
International Union of North
America, slmply remarked:
“T told you so.”
Hall Always In Opposition
Hali has never, wavered in his
opposition to Boyd and the
transfer of the Maritime Admin-
istration to the new Transporia-

tion Depaifment. . SHIS continued

‘on his_belief that Boyd was no.

ghant marine an and never _would
be. .

Hall and his group led the
successful fight on Capito! Hill
to keep the Maritime Adminis-
tration out of the new depart-

ment and in getting the House

as an independent agency.

Yesterday after Boyd had out-|

lined the Administration's pro-
gram, Senator Bartlett (D.,
Alaska), chairman of the Senate
merchant’ marine subcommit-
tee, remarked that the agree-
ment they had had with the
Administration obviously - has
been *‘rudely shattered.” .
Calling Up Agency Bill
Bartlett then went on to an-
nouace thatf he was calling up
lifhe " Bill “for an indépendent
ageicy, a step he had been.
reluctant fo iake before.
When the Administration was
in trouble last March with the
civil rights bill and the filibus-
liter on the Senate side, Hall and
his team were called upon by
}the AFL-CIO at the request of.
ithe White House to help swing'
the needed vote. . . "+

president of the|:

A -

antigonism has been premised °

frlend of the American mer- 1 '

\N{.
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. The President
‘;;ho "nch Houqc
H“ﬁsnin“ton D C.

':;De&r_ﬂrt President: e i

+occupation with pmany vital matfters of national concern. TFew cen
‘effectuating’and/or initiating prograwms and policies of cur

‘Elon the essentidlity of creating cooperative attitudes and
relationships betwecen the ¥hite House and the Congress.

Iﬁ‘recert days, I personall%, as Chairman of the House Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee, and my colleapues have been

nos* orfenulve. _ _ ; g ' =
: o e IS o RS
A forﬂulate nodify end improve our merchant marice through a
“'national polzcy. Ye recoruized ;hat it was'impossible to delay
‘“wucﬁ longer irnitiating mechanisng to rectifv the many things
wrono vith our maritine industrv. .

: “e.invitec the Secrctary of Cornur;e. in whose Dcnar; rent the -
i Maritime Administration operates, to appear. In respoinse, I was

?Only as a last resort do I write you, knowing full well your pre- "'~ °
.appreciate wore than you the responsibilities of the Congress in ' -

povernwent. Certainly, I cannot add to your knewledge anything ;77“

- treated to a rare indiﬂn;Ly which we collectively feel has been

~Cn April 23, 1903 our Committee comnenced hearxﬁos on Jeg1sls;zow

L 0ME M, BRowY

ChRl F ELUINTEL

- BERMARD 4, %5oHR.

CounzIL

KCO P, EVERLTT

COUNSEL -

ARTHUR PANKOF, JR.

MIKOAUTY COUNZEL ©

»" advised that "all trarsnortation functions were placed by vou in @7

" charge of the Secretary of Trenspcrtatidn. This, in spite of

“ethe fact that the Congress in apnroving the creation of ting

Departncnt of rnnsno.tgt‘on, sne;*fiéuil" excluced from t‘at
_DPepartipent maritime functicos.. “.oreover, this year the & OLH&
~'agreced to’establish an independent E?ritire Administration

outslde of any specific entablishcd 9ovcrnment dcnart ent.,

T
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511_“0“ the Secrctary of Commerce, with ma wwitine authority unfcr Hlm,' . TR
~ to declire our invitation and, in fact, delegate it to the L e R T

) SLuletmrv of Transportation wvho has beer denied such custody, ' :

: ~crentes COuELbiOﬂ for 2ll of us and even worse, denotes a2 total

1 | ragecLlon of the expres 550 wlll o[ Con'ress. '

s

Ve all realize that our nerchant narinc Dronr1m is ]1r~e]v coaLinﬂcu*'f' ay s
uron the scone of federal anpropriations thercfor. Yhile we are in. . .

‘the nidst of prolonged and basic hearings on this vital subject, we - Sl
',erlweru kept unaware of the Administration's thinking on the amount of ';f'j' ~jf_" L
34.ﬁ appropriations that miglit be requested in the future. Instead, we . ..i. o PRI
- learned of the Acninistration's point of view in this regard from = . . . o !
.the public press on fay 9. On that day, the Baltimore Sum reported, " '» .. ' .. 4|
- .&n¢ Secvetary Pové has confirmed the relichility of. that report, to BT P
“othe effect that if- the Adninistration is required to seek reductions .. - - oo
° -in federal cxnenditures, one of the vehicles chosen would in effect . A
Cdecsinate even the very limited aooronriaticns earlier requested. s

This, “r Preeiﬂert, ig the equivalent of cnuinﬂ new morcnant : _ u:' :*1i  B
.. construction for.at lezst a full year. nhrhapé_;pﬂﬂer - This step ". " e LT, 2
‘was apparently taken within the Aéninistration without nrlor ST Ao b s e

; consultation with responsible congreassional lecaders of your own
Party. You can, I am sure, appreciatz nmy shock,. rot only at the 8 e Ty
- ] % » - s 3 :
suhstautlve sugzestion but at being advised thereof by the press. - .. .. o>

L st fall, ir. President, you indicated to me and others of the Youse _
f:*“éand Senate your desirc to move forward with an imnroved modernized hame fhegt
/s ‘merchant marine in light of its present decer*t state.  You e Al S R

srecognized maritime industry's vital trade and defense role wHiCA . 2 e, 8,
‘will contiruc to be dcnandad of it anf wvaich demands it n 1S al"ayq J ; o8 o ¥
. met iﬂ the prst. ~ e BT Ry SR o

“That r.eev1 contipucq at tqia very monenu-but no NroUress:’ is a8 yeb. . Ul ewegelel o
in sicht. Instead, we are treated to a few:examnles of lack of PO A
;..conce*n——p;rnaps even worse. S : S e S5 Db f B

‘ In these crxt*cal tﬁ“es, it is essertitl that noqitlve and conatructwve _ AR
_detlarations on our merchant marine conz from. vou 2as our national '3 ;‘_..f
: ﬂlcaoer. This is a pressing need, %e in Tongress can then scel to 4 B
‘legislate your maritime wishes. Ye must rot, hovever, be placed in ; :
“a position of being both slighted and igrored. The Adminiqtrution's g e i
- spol:esian at. the denartnental level nust not be tne head of an 4 St
.h&nge1cy vho has been ccnied_Fhi; authority by’ pngIConnrcss_;;gelfpm ;;",
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““onefrl]y, it is not already too lth bun I fear on]y you can
rihﬁt the ne«lect and wronn our “erchant Harine h s_felt for L
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Honorable Edward A. Garmatz i 2 ﬁ
Chairman, Commxttco on 'viorchant ; ek Y
Marine and Ficheries R ST

U. S. House of Representa.tives LS A Al N A ;
Washington, D, C. 20515 © i & .ot G o
Dear Mr. Chairman: e o T 0w g e R

The President has asked me to respond to your letter of May 21.
1 do not think it is necessary for me to emphasize the President's
- appreciation of the need for wholehearted cooperation between the
".Congress and the Executive and the value which he places on it for =
- advancing programe and policies which are in the national i‘z‘cere*t.
‘He has repea...ed.; stated this conviction which ho holds so firmly. .
: :, the circumstances which prorapted you to write him do not
1. .ect any disposition on the part of the Prasident, or on the part
of his Administration, to slight the essential role of ..he Conaress
- in the. devalopment of national policy. x i . =
_._‘On May 15 I replied to your tclcgram of May 10, regarding tho
_ possible impact of Government-wide expenditure reductions in fiscal
.year 1969 on the current maritime program. In acknowledging that
the matter was under study, I had hoped that I made it clear that no
, had yet been made; that no decisions would be made until
- expenditure levels were settled; and that thé Congress would be con=
" sulted when the time for decisions came. (Separately the President
~ bas indicated that he would welcome initiatives by the Congress to
identify areas for reduction.) However, I did state that it would be
unrealistic to ignore the possibility that maritime construction program
_could be drastically affected by heavy overall reductions in Federal _
~expenditure loevels. Many vital social and economic programs, in which

) ." A) . - j
-..the consequences of reduced expenditure levels might be even more sericus
‘_than those of reduced maritime oxpenditures will have to be considerea
for reduction or climination in the event eaoendlmre lcvela are reduced

_-»

d {"oave

more -.han £our b:.lhon dollars.

: T —— i
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1 that failure
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5..ou1d .mt pl Y its pro-: 5 2 rc.lc in the

{,:Oﬂsrhc pisl
I caanet {ind a2ay such m.ggc..tx. N

 are pendlags

" I am coazerned that you have soncluded that this Administration has
hibited & “lack of concorn == parhaps even worse® in i35 consideration
of maritime problems and its declzions on marvitime policy. Ican o
of no single transportation fsgue to which I have personaily devoted more 0
time. Iean also assure you thet other leading figures in the Admialztrae o 7
tion have spent countloss hours on thiz subject. As you know, [have - %

made avery cffort {c talk with all the intercsis that are irwolva.d inthe 5.0

_-induatry. I have also held numorousz conversations with Members of . u

Congress concerned about the fu‘urc of L.‘zc mar 1timc program. :

'- L - . S TR L : i : R : 3 : i . -_*,'I;.\'

I (.ccply rogret that our efforts o c.cvcma a gound now maritirne prog

_ have yot to result ia an agreement, I share the desp concern of m...ny

“_._membe.. ¢ tha Conpress for the future of the merchant marine, and L :

“yespect their efforts in aovc.loni"'w 2 pregram which will be acceptable to :

tbe i..c.u.,try, the Coagress and the Sdmialstration. But I do not bclievc ;

: ¢ to find 2 concensus cﬂecta oa the goodwill or integrity of

--aay of tac partics. . Indecd I balicve thot continued ._x::ct.saiun can u.ti-

*ly rcaal'm tno stxn out ta.m.mf' i‘-‘.:‘uc:&.' ;'i_ ST L I e

rcla 23 tn Prc xdent‘a chie* advigor and

Wmun on tI"’n‘?DOrfi’.tih‘l 2ffairs {including mazitime ma terg) has

-_\‘been a source of frictmn with you and cther mcm’b&’:s of the Congrer{.,.._, ._
‘mv;fy i thic arca is not based on any intent of the President to
“ Qisregard the clearly exprocsed desires of the Cengress to continue _

X p*cz.cz:t oncrmwn:xl ‘.umority for the maritimo program in the x)epart'nen‘
 of Commerce and of the evidonce that msny m.em’:;ers of the House of "7

i Rco.eacm:.tive. would pvcfe.r that the Maritime Administratien e age 7

i corded independent status. Rather, the Pro Pm‘s.ac“.: i3 faged with the f3ct :

5 that Lr..ncpm-ts,ti solicy can no longer be formulated on 2 rmodal bat‘-is.

in epcudent © of thc other forms of tr nsgorht!un. _Thie has become ine

craas‘nrly *p-ra:.'::cz:t with the dewlo':"ncn* of the ..ew tochnology in shipping.

This now technolegy cleasrly forecacts a totally interrelated arans'oortatmn

I any a.lso conc:cr-wu tha.t rP:

systcm. . The rezponeibility for Federal Coveinment Iaaderuhip for a.

ga*lod..i transpertation gystem is ve 3tud in me by Scctwn 4(.3.) of thc -

I‘F
(Y

- : ¢

Dcpartmem of Trz 1cpurt..tlon .ﬁ.ct. L e Y QAT RS e
.:1.—. q.\ AL ‘_I"r:"l . A r \_ . ‘ ] ,'. . .‘

“On }.ia.y 7 t’hu Urban Mags "‘r‘ngaa: tation Administration was truna‘crred
“from the Deparin ment of Housing and Urkan Development to the .;epa,rtmcm

o£ ;rananartnt.m. . Thus the onl,r‘ma_;o ¥, nan-rc«ulatory. tra-.x partation

maw

.
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fusctica of the Fedoral c;c'v..«rnmnz still outside the Department of
Traneporiaticn is the Maritime Adminisization. I hope you wiil

“therefore taderatz=ad that 0o incull or rebuill to tho Cengross is X
intended because this Adnl..i styation ¢oatinuves to hold the view that i
such zn omission ie unwise when related to the future of the Nztion's '
* transporiation system. I assure you that wo recognizo that ma:&y o
: ;. others in the Congross share the view that such 2n emiasion iz sau..d‘
. While we disagrae, sincarely hops > that our dizagres r:"zt can
dlsc\..,.x.ed without ..ry personal animoslt o cl*a.a* 3idc un

i

r.-wn w reached. :
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