/ Senater Proxmire says’ \
- President Nixon’s budget
heuld be cut. Here is.
is counter budget faken |
. from the Gongressional

. Becord:of Feb. 65,1973,

Senater W, Proxmise

A PROPOSED COUNTERBUDGET-—
WHY WE SHOULD CUT THE PRES]-
DENT'S BUDGET AND REQORDER
BUDGET PRIORITIES

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in my
view the $268.7 billion budgét proposed
by President Wixon for the next fiseal
Year is too high and should he cut.

It is $22.4 billion, or 9 percent, more
than the $246.3 billlon the President
originally requested for last year.

It is $1% billion, or 7.6 percent, more
;hgn the $250 billion spending for fiscal

g73.

This must be one of the biggest in-
creases in spending the country has ever
had. We have rarely had a $19 billion
increase or more except in times of war
situation when we have mobilized our
-resources and increased our spending
very sharply. Bui this is at the end of
war. And the present President is asking
for a $19 billion increase in nationsl
spending.

In addition it violates the President’s
own admonition and warning as to an-
nual outlays which is to be found at the
top of page 21 of the document entitled
“The United States Budget in Brief,””
the more popular form of the budget
which is disiributed so widely and re-
printed so widely by the press and media.,

The President comments there thas
the ocutlays in the period fiscal years
1973-75 will average 7.5 percent. The

. {continued on page 15)..
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by Dorothy Boberg

Comcilman Louis K. Nowell, a wveieran of
ten years on the Los Amgeles City Council, is
being seriously challenged ai the poils in the
upcoming April 3 election. Howsver, the immed-
iate chalienge is not from the 5 candidaies who
have filed to run against him, bui from a citywide
group of homeowners and environmentalists whe
have formed the “*No on Mowell” coalition of
citizens to defeat the councilman. The cam-
paign by the “‘Ne on Nowell® forces is being
directed by Gerald Decter and his wife Betty.
Decter is a [.eos Angeles besinessman whose
residence camnies a Beverly Hills address even
though it is not in the ciiy of Beverly Hills.

The Decters and other members of the coali-
tion are some of the people who have been at
odds with Noweil’s atiitude toward higher den-
sity development for many years. Homeowner
groups ail along the base of the Santa Monica
Mountains and elsewhere have consistently

~fought against high density deveiopment in-the

Lowis o, HNawell

i
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hills while Nowell has jusi as consistently voted
for such development.

1971 INTERVIEW

Barbara Blinderman, a member of the ““No o
Nowell” coszlition, interviewed Councilman
Nowell for 2 July 16, 1971, isspe of FLAK. In
that article she quotes Nowell extensively, For
example, on open space Nowell said, “Recrea-
tiar is open space,” and adds, ““1 don’t think
there is any need for more open space as such
in this area.” And, “Taking private property
in the name of ecology is uof right,'* and ““until
you're 2ble to purchase 2 man’s property, you
can’t keep kim from usiag it.** That last state-
ment completely ignores all laws which protect
4 person’s rigit to use property for whatever it
is zosed. What Mr. Nowel! really means is thai
a psrson should be able te use his property in _
whatever “way hé waniS to use it. even if he

{ continued on pare 55
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acknowledgment in recent years, it is that above
a certain minimal level the amount of money
spent has no connection with the quality of ed-
ucation received. Since 1949-50, spending on
public schools in the United States has grown
from $5.4 billion to $46 billion, an increase of
758 per cent. The “quality? of education, need-
less to remark, has not experienced a corres-
ponding increase.

Freeman observes that in-New York City
alone educational spending over the past de-
cade has quadrupled--from $540 millien in 1960
to $2.02 billion in 1972. Yet in this same span,
the minimal growth of enrollment, the education-
al skills of New Yotk students declined diama-
tically. In 1965, some 54 per ceat of the stu-
dents were reading below grade level: by 1972,
this proportion of malperformance had grown to
66 per cent.

Freeman further notes that in 1967-68 there
were 30 New York schools which had per pupil
expenditures in excess of $1,100 and 101 where
expenditures were less than $600. On the logic
of the Serrano-type rulings the high-expenditure
schools should have enjoyed the better educa-
tion; yet reading skills in the first set of

schools averaged below grade level while those
in the second set of schools avetaged above
grade level--precisely the reverse of the idea
that spending and educational quality can be
equated,

The confusions of this argument, indeed, are
almost endless. In general, urban inner-city
schools have higher assessed valuations back-
ing them up than do rural or suburban schools,
principally because heavy industries are located
in the urban areas, If we take the Serrano lo-
gic seriously, we wouldhave to decrease spend-
ing on schools in the central cities or increase
spending on schools in the suburbs--proposals
which are in perfect conformity with the view
that equal money brings equal education, but
otherwise are manifest nonsense.

The inevitable result of the Serrano logic is
that the federal government, and only the federal
government, is ‘‘constitutionally’’ eguiped to
finance the schools. This is so because dis-
parities in school financing are as great be-

tween the states as they are within the stales.

New York, for example, had an average annnal
outlay of $1,237 per pupil in 1969%70; the avet-
ape cutlay in Mississippi was $467. If the Ser
rane logic be accepted, then this disparity is
just as much a violation of the 14th Amendment
as differential assessments between one school
district and ancther. There is no **constitution-
al™ remedy but to have the federal government
take over the financing of education.

. As noted by our friends at NEA, this move
from local property taxes would unleash big gov-
emment and educationist forces for an orgy of
taxing and spending the likes of which we have
never seen. And, in addition, it would central-
ize effective control over America’s schools,
first in the state education bureaucracies, and
thereafter in the social engineers, busing enthu-
siasts and child developers who abound in the
Nation’s Capital.

Control, after all, follows finance, and if
local school hoards lose financial leverage over
education they will lose all hope of controlling
it as well. This pattern is already discemible
in states where legislatures provide a large
percentage of educational funding--and state
authorities prescribe texthook standards and
other particulars ¢f the school regime as a re-
sult. It is also apparent in the standards and
guidelines handed down by federal planners to
recipients of their *‘aid’’ in schools and else-
where. Once the schools are financed in whole
or major pait by the states or the federal govem-
ment, they will be totally controlled by whoever
holds the purse strings.

In short: If finance of schools is kept chief-
ly on the property tax, the spending forces and
social engineers can conceivably be held id
check, and local authorities can maintain some
semblace of control over local education. If
finance of schools is transferred chiefly to
state or federal taxes, the spenders and social
engineers will be home free, with unbridled
access to the public pockethook and thorough-
going control of the nation’s schools. The
Supreme Court’s impending decision is thus a
crucial one for the future of our federal system
and friends of limited government should be
rooting hard for the property tax. END



specific projects desired by the spenders.

With taxes of this sort, it is possible to ex-
tract much more from the taxpayer than would
be feasible if he had to sit down and write a
lump-sum cneck for the entire bill. Property
levies ignite the taxpayer into resistance; non-
property levies anesthetize the taxpayer and
make it easier to separate him from the contents
of his wallet.

Add the fact when these taxes are imposed
top-down by the state--or better yet, by the
federal government--there is no distressing
competition among different areas to keep the
tax rates down. Such *‘inequities®’ as a local-
ity’s deliberately holding its taxes down to
attract an industry can be eliminated: there can
be one (high) rate for everybody, with no escape
through ““inequities.” In this respect, the issue
is not so much the kind of tax, but by whom it
is imposed--the state or federal government as
opposed to the city, county or local school dis-
trict.

LEGAL CHALLENGES

Apainst the background, the seemingly para-
doxical demand that finance of schools be trans-
ferred from the relafively modest property tax to
booming state or federal taxes is more easily

g

understood. Spending interests meeting resis-

tance at the local level can finesse their oppo-

nents by conducting an end run to more lucra-
tive taxes at a remoter level of government. As
a pamphlet from the National Education Asso-
ciation frankly put it some years ago, “‘once
public education has been made as much a
federal responsibility as national defense or
national highways, more money than was ever
dreamed of will be spent on it.”?

Legal challenges to the property tax dovetail
with this larger design, but contain some wrin-
kles of their own. In the series of rulings that
began with Serrano, the courts have gravitated
toward the view that reliance on the property
tax for finance of schools is *‘unconstitutional,**
since unequal valuations imply unequal educa-
tion. This is the boldest end run of them all.
On the Serrano logie, it doesn’ matter what
local voters think about higher taxes, or even
what state legislatures or the Congress may
think. The courts may simply order still more
spending -as a matter of ““constitutional® right--
presenting the spectacle, in Daniel Moynihan's
words, of **big government ordering itself to be~
come bigger.”?

As demonstrated by Moynihan, Roger Freeman
and other authorities, the reasoning behind
these mnilings is an intellectual shambles. If
there is one point which has achieved general

This ariicle by comcil observer Dorothy Boberg relates the efforts.
of ihe ““Noon Nowell”” waizimm to deiwi Uf:iemn Las Anqeies
city councilman ai'the. -upcoming elections,™

The task witlnot be o smvp!z one, since Now z!ﬁ i3 10 eH fmzdcd by
special intérests whom his votes hiave favored,

(continued from front cover)

tramples on the property rights of smmrounding
property owners.

SHADOW HILLS

About complaints from homeowners opposing
high-density development he said, *“They’re
trying to fell the owner what to do with his pro-
perty.*” The fact is that a developer doesn't
need to go before a planning commission or city
planning committee or city council if he wants to
use his properiy for the purpose for which it is
zoned, It is only when he wants to use it for
another use that he must face neighboring own-
ers.,

Shadow Hills residents threatened to recall
Nowell in November, 1966, when they charged
that he sold them dewn the river on a cluster
kousing condominium of 154 homes on a 5l-acre
plot,

Here again, the developer had ceriain propex-

ty rights for developing his property, but he '

wasn't satisfied with those rights and was ask-
ing for additional rights, completely ignoring
the rights of Shadow Hills homeowners.

JUDGE ‘‘A LITTLE TROUBLED®

The threat of recall didn’t even slow Nowell
down, as was evidenced during the 1967 trial
of Bryan E. Gibson, a Woodland Hills land de-
veloper who was being tried for grand theft and
conspiracy te commit bribery. After hearing
Newell’s testimany, Superior Court Judge Arthur
L. Alarcon, who was hearing the case without
2 jury, said he was *‘a little troubled’ over
Nowell’s reply tc Depity Attorney General
Jack Goertzen s questwn regardmg possmle

Doro[by ”Ufli(*rg -

bribery, adding: “*You say there was no reason:
for you te investigate. . ., you were going te
vote on a resolulion involving the individusl
(accused of bribing someone). . . couldn’t ihat
have been a reason for you to investigate?*?

“Ne, I don't think I have to know exactly
what’s happening on an investigation made rel~
ative to a matter before the City Council,®”
answered Nowell.

One gets the impression that Mr. Nowell is
determined to extend certain property rights to
certain people come hell or high watet.

HILGARD AVENUE near UCLA

The R-5 zones along the south side of Hil-
gard Avenue between Le Conte and Weyburn
Avenues, and R-4 zoned property between Le
Conte Avenue and Strathmore Drive, zoned for
unlimited high-rise, were being considered for
down zeming in July, 1970. The 16-siory La
Mancha building, heusing mostly UCLA students,
was the subject of many complaints from sur-
rounding homeowners.

Mrs. Rebert Stevelman, chairman of the West-
side Community Planning Committee, represent-
ing several homeowner associations. with 30,000
members, asked for a 3-story limitation.

Nowell, one of the three-man council commit-
tee hearing the roll-back witnesses, vigorously
protesied even the 6-story limit finally voted
by the committee.

Councilman Edmund Edelman, who represents
the area, said he wanted the roll-back to fore-
stall construction of anymore high-rise in an
area “‘already suffering from traffic conges-
tion and parking problems.*

Nowell showed where his concern was with
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the statement that ““this means quite a bit of
money for the owners of these properties. **

Mir. Noewell could solve the problems of such
properiy owners by calling for 2 ““zoning fung™
whereby properiy owners coniribuie io ihe fund
when higher zoning is granted. The contribu
tion should be the amount of the increase irnland
valge resulling from the zone change. Then, if
zone toll backs should take place, the lost
-value could be paid Lo affected propetty owners.

Such a zoning fund would build such sur-
pluses that money for parks and open space
would be limitless. Of cowrse, My. Nowell,
while calling atiention to causing devaluation
of land valwes by zoning, is sirangely silent
about higher land values caused by ep Zoning,
multi-million dollar roads and -other public
spending which increase certain land values.

TARZANA HILLS

In March, 1971, Mrs. Emest Frapkel, spokes-
man for the Tarzana Property Owners Assn. and
others appeared fo oppose rezoning before the
Council planning commiitee which suppeorted the
Planning Commission in dering rezoning fer
the 107 acre housing addition to the Braemar
Development. Ms. Frankel and others pointed

out that major problem areas are traffic and
drainage.

Agzin, Nowell was right there for the develo-
per. He requested city specialists to prepare
recomimendations on how the prablems can be
overcome. He said he wants them in time for
his minority report to the council. He suggested
there might be some improvement of Mulholland
Drive, now a dirt road in the area.

“You can’t hold the developer up forever,”
szid Nowell. ' '

In blaming the Planning Department for the
problems, he said, “there shouldn®t be any prob-
lems right now with traffic and drainage. Other-
wise, we were not doing what we should when
we allowed the other area to develop.”’

There, Mr. Nowell hit the nail on the head.
Yet, he was all for granting the requested zon-
ing no matter what the costs are to the city and

the homeowners of the area.

BEEA BURN DEVELGPMENT

The Brepiwond Community Federation, repre-
seniing six homeowney groups, on July 29, 1971
sent out the following press release:

“Homeownsr groups and builders are prepar-
ing for a coniroversial final hearing before ihe
City Council July 30, 1971, on the propesed
Braeburn development west of the San Diege
Freeway and South of Mulholland. The Coun-
cil’s decision will set the precedeni for all fu-
ture development in the Santa Monica Mountains
and the issee of density is being vigorously
contested by both sides. Greai pressure has
been brought by the building-land speculation
interests on local and state agencies to pro-
moie high density developmeni in this last, un-
expleited open space in Southern California.

“In a surprise announcement July 23, Coun-
cilman Louis Nowell (First District) indicated
ke would *. . . place a motion before the City
Council on Jaly 3G, 1971, to consider City Plan
Case 23088 (Braehurn). . ."" Nowell is precip-
itating consideration of this zoning matier at
the request of Barciay, Hollander, Curei, Ine.,
{(owners of the Brasburn property), before the re-
port of the Committee can be finalized and pre-~
sented to Council members. The strategy behind
this move once again confirms the alliance of
Los Angeles peolitical figares with the ambitions
of the building-land development industry. The
Committee’s report is expected to recommend
decreased densities and to bring the matter be-
fore the Council without this recommendation
and without the benefit of months of public
testimony and study will be clearly to the build-
ers’ advantage.

*Councilman Braude, in whose eleventh
Councilmanic District the proposed development
lies, is alsa expected to challenge the motiva-
tion and tactics of Nowell in forcing the matter
out of Committee in behalf of the builders.*

Again, there was Mr. Nowell right out fromt
to grant increased property rights (and values)
for the developer to the detriment of the pro-
perty rights for surrounding homeowners.

in the share of national product consumed.
These long-term data, moteover, conceal a
fairly recent decline in per cent of GNP ab
sorbed by property taxes--albeit ¢ decline with
an upward curl at the end of it. The Brookings
Institution netes that in 1927 property taxes ac-
counted for 4.9 per cent of GNP, and fell as a
percentage until 1956 when they stood at only
2.6.  Thereafter, the curve turned upward,

‘arriving at 3.4 per cent in 1971. The percentage

rise from 756 to ’71 reflects in considerable
measure an almost incredible binge of spending
for public education, Since 1957-58, U.S. spend-
ing on public schools has trippled, to a level of
$46 billion a year—~or an increase from $335 per
pupil in 1957-59 to $867 per pupil in- 1970-71.

In tempo with this spending splurge, property
taxes have doubled--from a national take of $19
billion in 1962 to more than $38 billion in 1971.
Even so, the hike in property levies is less dra-
matic than the contemporaneous increase of
other state and local taxes--which zoomed from
$22.5 billion to more than $56 billion. So even
in a period when property taxes were growing at
pethaps their fastest rate in history, they were
not increasing as fast as other levies.

Why, then, the specific outcry ovef property
taxes? The answer is relatively simple.
Property levies are visible, they are painful and
they ate locally imposed. They are in most
cases paid in a lump sum, by sitting down and
writing a check, and the people who vote them
are relatively accessible to public pressure.
And some jurisdictions require a popular refer-
endum to raise the rates for certain purposes.

These factors serve to make the pablic acute-
ly conscious of property taxes, stir resistance
fo precipitous hikes and give the taxpayer means
of deing something about them.

The net result is that there are limits to the
amount of spending that can be financed from
such taxation. Watching the proliferation of
government at every level and feeling heavily
overtaxed, people react by digging in their heels
against the form of taxation most noticeable to
them. The “inflexibility®” complained of by the
critics of the property levy is therefore not
economic, but political; the property is there to
be taxed —people are simply refusing to accept

increases in their rates. (It is note-worthy that
in 1970, nationwide, about half the referendum
requests for hikes in school taxes were defeat-
ed,}

Similar comment might be offered about the
charge of *“inequity** leveled against the property
tax--which generally means assessments in
many cases are too low, and that they are kept
this way for purposes of drawing industry to one
location as opposed to another. One critic
complains, for example, that many tax jurisdic-
tions “have been created, and are perpetuated,
precisely to provide preferentially low tax {reat-
ment of property within their boundaries.?® This
is another way of saying that, because they are
locally imposed, propeity taxes are subject to
competitive downward pressure--which is bad if
you are a govemment spender, but not quite so
bad if you are a taxpaver.

It is for this combination of reasons that
property taxes have risen So much less than
other taxes and appear to have reached their
limit as a funding source for educationists and
other political spenders.

SPENDING SPREE

If schools and civil city functions continue to
rely on property taxes, the spending splurge of
the past 15 years will have to be brought under
some kind of control--and this, of course, the
planners do not want. They have thousands of
exciting things they want to do with your mon-
ney, an army of civic counselors to be put to
work, and countless social engineering dia-
grams on their drawing boards—if only the pro-
perty tax with its built~in limits weren’t stand-
ing in their path.

The answer, quite plainly, is to get away
from property levies and shift the spending base
to forms of taxation where the psychological and
political factors don’t get so squarely in the
way. Sales and income taxes, for example, are
relatively “*painless?® and “invisible.’ They
are gradualist in nature, usually collected by
withholding or by adding a few pennies to pur-
chases. In addition, they are generally imposed
by levels of govemment remote from the tax-
payer, and bear no discemible connection to
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F?\ﬁﬁ‘s se mueh 121k shout property tay relisf from politicians, itis &
refreshing to see arficles fike this oue which puts the fnger on the
alternatives and the results from these alternatives.... . MORE GOW-
ERNMENT SPEHODING, WiTH HIGHER STATE AND FEDEBAL

This arficte is repeinted from the Feb. 3, (973 issue of HUMAR

by M. Stanton Evans

The outcry against the local property tax
which has long been a feature of state political
discourse is fast becoming converted into a na-
tional issue.

Everybody who is anybody, it seems, has
muscled into the act. President Nixon stressed
the need for *property tax relief’® a year ago in
his State of the Union address and adverted to
the subject again in the fall campaign. Sen.
George McGovem, not to be outdone, proposed
a massive return of federal dollars to Ilocal
schools to ‘‘assure substantial property tax
relief.””  And the nation’s judiciary, beginning
with Serrano v. Priest, has mandated a2 series
of actions to correct supposed inequites in this
form of taxation.

There have been, it is true, some counter-
vailing developments--most notably a study by
the Advisory Commission on Interpovernmental
Relations suggesting the matter be left to the
states.  Yet the issue is being inexorably
dragged into the national arena by tax reformers,
educationists and the courts. It is scheduled
to come center stage this yearwhen the Supreme
Court decides a Texas case in which finance of
schools through property taxes has been brand-
ed unconstitutional.

To veteran watchers of state legislative
battles, it all has a strangely familiar ring,
Wherever state lawmakers assemble these days,
they are thronged by educationists and govern-
ment experts who tell them the urgent need of
the hour is to pass major hikes in statewide

0

M. Stanton Evans,
Indianapoiis News

taxes to provide the citizenry with ““property
tax relief.’” Almost invariably the major feature
of such proposals is the idea that funding of
local schools be transferred in whole or major
part from the *‘inflexible® property taxes to
‘‘broader-based”® and supposedly fairer sales
and income taxes.

To judge from this continual uproar, one
could only suppose the properiy tax is the most
oppressive levy Americans have to bear, and
that it is increasing at a raie above and beyond
that attained by other taxes. The truth, how-
ever, is exactly the opposite. While there are
legimitate criticisms to be made of property
levies, the simple fact is that the aggregate
burden of the praperty tax is considerably less
than the burden of the other taxes, and that
compared io the rate at which non-properiy ley-
ies have been growing, the increzse of the
property tax is almost infinitesimal.

Consider the record. In 1902, property taxes
equaled some 3.3 per cent of the Gross National
Product; in 1971, they equaled 3.4 per cent.
Though the increase in absolute dollar amounts
has been great, the proportionate weight of
property levies on the total wealth of the na-
tion has hardly grown at all,

By way of contrast, other forms of taxation
have been going through the roof, In 1902, non-
property taxes were comparable to property tax-
es in their total weight~—amounting to 4.7 per
cent of GNP. But by 1970 their proportion had

soared to 31.4 per cent, a seven-fold increase

ARLETA RESIDENTS

In December, 1971, Nowell told the council,
1 am nol in apreement with these peope want-
ing to falk. 1 did nol iniend io open it {the
meeting) up to 2 public heating. You will hear
the same argamenis all over again.” “*These
people’ wers some of Newell’s constiiuenls
who showed up in force at a first reading of an
ordinance graatling double the housing demsity
recommended by the Planning Commission for a
20-acre site southeast of Wentworth Street and
scuthwest of Arleta Avenune. Nowell cast the
sole dissenting vote against the council Plan-
niang Commission recommendation of lower density.

When Council President John Gibsen said,
“The people say they came .40 miles to be heard
this merning,* Nowell responded angrily, ““They
came 20 miles.”

Wiy waz MNowell for the developer and against
his own constituents? Maybe it°s because
homeowners don't make large contributions to
his re~election campaigns.

COASTAL BOARD APPOINTMENTS

To top the relentless campaign for developers,
Neowell was successful in having Council Presi-
dent John S. Gibson, Jr., appoint him as the
only representative on the 1Z-member South
Coast Regional Commission which will prepare
a comprehensive plan for the future development
and protection of the Los Angeles-Orange County
coastline. The appointment stirred up a storm
at City Hall. The end result was passage of a
measwe, introduced by Councilman Joel Wachs,
which provides that the Council could; as it
sees fit, direct Nowell on how to vote upon
crucial issues which come before the 12-man
commission.

Later Wachs said, **I was pleased that my
motion passed, by a 10-3 vote, because [ think
it will be a significant step toward insuring
compliance with the basic tenets of Propoesition
20, and thus protecting our precions coastline
from further destruction.

THE PUBLIC INTEREST

Hew a ceuncilman votes on key issues is not

the only measwe of his stewardship of the
public interest. It is, however, an important
factor and one that is, perhaps, the most easily
compared and avaluated.

No one person can be an infzilible judge of
what should be considered key issues or wheiher
these votes are actually in the public interest.
However, Council watchers frem homeowner,
civie and environmental groups in the city fre-
quently agree aboui which votes are clearly in
the public interest and which ones are not.

Most of the voles recorded in the 12 follow-
ing items represent clear-cut issues to these
Council watchers. The votes on the issues of
annexation fee retentien and Tujunga Wash
Levee financing do, however, involve several
complex considerations which will be discussed
below:

Issue 1 Convention Center In Elysian Park

The Council voted on a proposal recommend-
ed by Mayor Yorty and an organization of city
businessmen to buiid a conveniion center in
Elysian Park. Former Councilman Jjohn Holland
brought to Lthe attention of the Council that this
proposal was opposed by thirty organizations
incivding League of Women Voters, American
Institute of Landscape Architecis, Mexican-
American Political Associatien, Siema CGlub,
Citizens Committee to Save Elysian Park, PTA
10th District, Los Angeles Beautiful, Los
Angeles Federation of Coordinating Councils
and the International Longshoreman's Union.

Council waichers considered that in arder to
preserve park land for park use a vote against

- the proposal was in the public interest. Of the

six presept councilmen whe were then on the
Council, only one - Councilman Bradley veted
in the public interest. Councilman Nowéll voted
against the public interest. It should be noted,
however, that this was only the first vote on
the issue and several councilmen later voted to
build the convention center in another location.

Issue 2 Special Election to Fill Council
Vacancy. (Vete an 5-24-686.)

The City Charter allows the Council to appoint



a snccessor or call a special election to fill an
elective city office that has become vacant.
Following the death of Councilman Harold
Henry, the Ceouncil voied on whether to czll a
special election.

Council watchers considered that calling a
special election to give the people of the dis-
trict a veice in selecting their councilman was
in the public interest. Nowell voted against
the election.

Issue 3 lobbyist Registration and Reporting.
(Vote on 2-15-67.)

The Council voied on a proposal fo require
lobbyists to regisier with the Cify Clerk and
file financial statements. A vete to require
such registration was considered to be in the
public interest. Nowell voted against regisira-
tion.

Issue 4 Campaizn Contributions Reporting.
, (Vote on 2-15-67.)

A Council Government Efficiency Commitiee
propeszl required any person or business entity
applying for a zone chznge or other plapning
action by the City of Los Angeles ito list all
campaign contributions or gifts made direcily or
indirectly to elected city officials naming the
recipients of such contributions or gifts and the
amount or value of same when value exceed-
ed $25. This recommendation was the resclt of
the Grand Jury hearings on zening matters com-
pleted in December, 1966.

Ceuncil watchers considered that a vote to
require reporting of campaign contributions by
" those requesting zone changes was in the publie
interest. Nowell veted against the requirement.

Issne 5 Zoning for High Density Apartment
(R3-1) Adjaceni to a Public Park.
(Vote on 12-15-69.)

The Council voted upen whether to approve a
zone change from A2Z-1 (agricultural) io R3-1
(multipie dwelling) on about twe acres of land
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adjacent to the norith-west of Nerthridge Park.
Council watchers felt that city parks should
not be swrounded by three -story apariment
buildings. Rather, there shoald be single family
or other low density land uses in the immediate
vicinity of parks io encourage community-wide
park usage. A vote against the multiple dwel-
ling zoning was considered to be in the public

interest. Councilman Mowell voted for it.

Issue 6 0Qil Drilling-Free-Area Within One Half
Mile of Qcean. (Voted on 1-17-72.)

A praposal before the Council would provide
an cil drilling free area from the mean high tide
inland fo one half mile along mest of the city
coast line.

Council watchers considered that the ban was
needed to protect the beach environment from
the incompatible indusirial operations of oil
drilling. A vote io provide this oil drilling free
area was considered to be in the public interest.

Councilman Nowell voted against it.

Issue 7 Retention of Annexation Fee.
(Vated on 2-24-72)

The annexation fee of $840 per acre for land
added to the area of the city raised about three
million dellars from 1961 through November 30,

main culprit in the disastrous conditions
our cities now face from alr pollution.
SBurely we could cub this program this

Srear‘ by $1 billlon, We would cut it if it

were not for the trust fund, which makes
it almost tmmune to reconsideration by
Congress. In fact, the couniry would be
mich better off # these funds were not
spent-hetter off physically, better off
economically, beiter off in {ferms of the
environment, and better off in the fight
sgainst inflation,

TOTAL CUTS

The $5 billion cut I propose for de-
fense, the $3 billion in forelgn aid, the
half billion each for space and. public
works, and the $1 bhillion for highwagys,
total $10 billion.

Of this amount, $6 billion should be
used to restore some of the cuts the Presi-
dent has made elsewhere, to help mest
our urgent natlonal needs, and to re-
order our priorities.

We should shift a portien of the funds
from defense, space, Icrelgn sid, high-
ways, and public works back into low
income housing, farm disaster programs,
manpower iraining, snd mass transit,

This would still leave us with a2 cut of
$4 hillion, a budeet of $265 billlon, and
an increase over last year's spending of
8 percent instead of the 7.5 percent which
the President contends in his budget is
the maximum amount we should iricrease
the budget in the near future years.

This effort would indeed help to re-
order priorities, make the budget a much
more useful instrument in the fight on
inflation; and also save a great deal of
money for the American people and tax-
payers.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, I believe these are the
general outlines of the path the Congress
should follow this year.

To do so we must also act in humerous

ways ourselves.

We must establich a ceiling not only on
appropristions—which affect years in the
future—but aise on outiays which affecis
spending nere and now.

We must examine every reguest from
the bottom np. We must ask If the fask
cannot be done better by some otbher
means. We should ask if i needs to be
done at all.

We must seek witnesses from outside
the agencies requesting the funds so that
we may bring some independent critical
judgment to bear on executlve branch
spending.

We need to bolster our own staffs and
knowledge in order to make intellizent
judgments.

We must be tough in refusing requests
for supplemental funds and refuse the re-
prosraming requests of ngencies.

We must establish our own commit-
tees to examine critically the so-called
uncontrollable items in the budget, be-
cause they are not as uncontroilable as
the admizistration likes to make out.

We should also examine the huge back-
log of appropriated funds, which last
vear amounted to $288 billion, and which
the sdministration routinely spends from
to make up for cuts which Congress im-
poses on their budgets.

All of these 1tems are necessary if Con-
gress is once again to get control over
spending. We have lost that power both
threugh usurpation by the Executive and
through atrophy and neglect of Con-
gress.

We should cut the President’s budget.
‘We should cut it by at least a nef amount
of $4 billlon.

We should reorder his priorities in or-
der to meet our needs here at home.

And we should make certain that this
budget is an instrument of intelligent
fiscal policy In a'year when Inflationary
pressures and the problems of unem-
ployment remaln the central economie
issues before us.

Mr, President, I yleld the floor. @i,
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was ordered to be printed in the RECCRD,

as follows:

FOREIGN AID
TRANSFER OF RESOURCES

Fiscal year
liem 1973 amount Appropnahon
Military: .
Military assistance 3803, 442, 000 Foreign
(MAP). ) assistance,

Military assistance
service funded.
Transter of defense
stocks (excluding
excess).
Excess defense aricles. .
Ship transfers__._.o._-an
Real property transfers__.
-Security supporting
assistance,
FMS credit sales_._...o
Ei-lom Bank military
ipans.
Fublic Law 480 {gec,
1046) defense.
Purchases of local
currency (subsidy).

Subtotal-_-_______;_ 5,928, 176, 000

2, (55,000, 000 Defense, -
105, 800, 000 None,

245, 000, 000 Do.

874 500 000 Foreign

assistance,
625, 000, 000 Do,
350., Gﬂﬂ, 000 D(’i

124,000,000 Agricultu re.-
91,900,000 Defense.

Economic:

Development and 1,588, 976, 000 Foreign

humanitarian assistance,
. assistance, - i
International narcotics 72,800,000 Foreign
control. assistance-and
State justice,
Peace Lorps. ooz 12,200,000 Foreign
assistance,
Public Law 480 1,099, 789, 060 Agricufivre,
(economic).

International firancial 920, 000, 000 Foreign

institutions. assistance,
Subtetal _____...oi-- 3,763, 765, 000
Grand total._.___.._. 9, 691, 941, 00D

SPACE BUDGET

Mr. PROXMIRE, Outlays.for space
research and technology for fiscal year
1974 are $3.1 billion. ITn my view these
outlays, which are $74 million more than
last year’s outlays, should be cut. I think
the space budget, in view of the need to
tighten the belt elsewhere and the cuts,
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freezes, and impoundments the Presi-
dent has made for low-income housing
and disaster loans for farmers, could be
and should be reduced by $500 milifon.

The prime candidate for cutting is the
space shuttle, which this year will cost
us $400 million in outiays. I think Sky-
Iab, where spending of $315 million is
scheduled, could be stretched out and
postponed. Additional savings could be
made in a much more vigorous effort to
substitute unmanned for manned space
efforts. Scientists tell us that unmanneg
flichts can be as productive as manned
flights at roughly half the cost.

PUBLIC WORKS

Public works projects are another ares
where at least a half billion dollars in
savings could be and should be made this
year.

Traditionally they hiave been very in-
efficient. Their costs routinely are double
the original estimates. Their benefits,
routinely, are half the orlginal estimates,

Further, they are ioc often bulilt in the
wrong places to provide the employment
that their sponsors use to justify the
spending. Unemployment is in the cen-
tral cities and the industrial areas. But
public works are built in the rural and
less populated areas. This is especlally
true of dams and reclamation projects.

In addition, in a year in which infla-
tion is the major problem, we should be
cutting back rather’ than continuing
them.

HIGHWAY S

The budget provides spending.of $4.7
billion this year for highways, the bulk
of which is for the Interstate System.

Mass transit, however, gets only 10
percent of that amount, or $494 million.

‘We are belng overrun with concrete
and asphalt. Highways are jammed
through our urban areas; they disiccate
thousands of people; and they are the

e,

"_ Ffﬂ»fﬁ!i!

H?é | : |

ymssmn' has vated conszsieni!} it favm af the drzﬁmg C
L Nowel accused Assisiant Aioey General Carl Bamnk :
ihe commission wrong advacs abaui ike dnEimg maite_'_:’__ :

1971, The mopssal befere the Council was
whether to abelish this fee (and override the
Mayor's vete) te facilitate annexation of land
adjacent to the city rather than to allow this
land to continue in unincorporated county status.

Council waichers believed thai to abolish the
annexation fee would pot only invelve a great
loss of city revenue and hargaining power but
would zaiso encourage development of moun-
tainous areas which should remain in open
space. Develepmeni of these mountainous areas
would cost the tazpayers much moie 1o provide
city services fthan the city would receive in
poperty tax revenune. The *‘Fringe Areas
Study’® by the City Planning Department strong-
ly discowaged annexation of most of the areas
swrounding the city because of excessive costs.
A vaie to retain the annexation fee and uphold
the Mayor’s veto was considered to be in the
public interest. Councilman Nowell voled
against the fee.

Issue 8 Request for County Funds for Roadway
and Levee in Tujunga Wash.
(Voted on 6-12-72.}

The Council had previously approved a
measure to build a. levee and roadway through
the center of Tujunga Wash. Environmenialists
opposed this decision because they felt such
construction would destroy the ecology of the
wash and fload plain which is a delightful na-
ture study area. They supported a roadway
south of the wash which would preserve the
natural area. 'The vote on 6-12-72 confirmed the
Council’s position to continue the project by
requesting county participation in funding a
share of the total cost of $3,300,000.

_Council watchers recognized that seme coun-

cilmen were concerned with requesting county
funding for 2 project which was already approved.
However, it was fell that the more environmen-
tally percepiive councilmen voied against re-
questing the funds because the project iiself
was unacceptable. Therefore Council watchers
considered a vote against seeking the funds to
be in the public imistest. Councilman Rowsll
voted {or the funds.

Issue 9 Gas Siation Zoning
(Voted cn 8-14-72.)

The Mayor had vetoed an ordinance to change
the zoning frem AI-1 (agricultural) to QTC4
{commescial) on the corner of Rinaldi and Blucher
in Granada Hills. The City Plan indicated low
density cesidential on the site and singie fam-
ily dwellings were located across Rinaldi Sireet
to the South.

Council watchers considered that a voie to
uphold the Mayor's veto was in the public inter-
est. There were enough gas stations in the
vicinity already and the City Plan should be
supported. Councilman Nowell voted against
the Mayor’s veto,

Issue 10 Qil Drilling Districts.
(Voted on 10-1772.)

The proposal before the Council was for
approval of three oil drilling districts: one of
298 acres, another of 144 acres along Pacific

Coast Highway and one of 152 acres adjacent
to Rustic Road and Vance Street in Pacific
Palisades.

Council watchers considered that opposition
to oil drilling adjacent to the beach, in residen-

‘tial areas of unstable geological formations 'was
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Jerry (white shirt) and Beity join campaign wotrkers in the preparaiion of mass mailing
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Jerry saia, "These documented jact sheets should convince voters that Nowell has not

been locking out for the interesis of the bomeouners. ™

in the public interest. Councilman Newell voied
for the oil driliing.

Issue 11 High Density Residential Planned
Development in Woodland Hills.
(Voted on 1-4-73.)

The Council voted on whether to allow a 43
acre multi-family residential planned develop-
ment at Mulholland Drive and Topanga Canyon
Boulevard in Woodland Hills., Hemeowners and
environmentalists believed that the development
would obstruct the proposed Mulholland Scenic
Parkway, overtax access sireets, and would
denude the hilisides, destroying the natural
contowrs of the hills in a potential slide area.
The development was also not in conformity
with the Woodland Hiils Plan which stated that
‘‘all slopes in excess of 15% be designated
with a densiiy of .5to 1 unit per acre.”

Council watchers considered a vote against
the development to be in the public interest.
Councilman Nowell was absent, but is on re-
cotd for higher density in the hills.

Issue 12 Envirommental Impact Heport
Requirement. (Voled on 1-8-73.)

The Council voted on whether an environmen-
tal impact report was required prior to approval
of a core hole drilling operation by Occidental
Petreleum on a site adjacent to Will Rogers
Beach in a residential area of unstable geologi-

- cal formations.

Comncil watchers considered that a vote re-
quiring an envirommental impact report was in
the public interest not only due to the facts of
this case but as a precedeni~ setting decision
for future impact report requirements. Council-
man Nowell voted against the report.

Ceonclusion:

Using Council watchers’ criteria for votes in
the public interest on key issues, only one
counciliman had a perfect score: Councilman
Joel Wachs with all 7 votes in the public inter-
est. (see chart on next page)

Those with the most vates in the public in-

are some additional things that could
be done about the personnel problem
which would save great sums,

First of all, we have what 18 known
&5 the grade creep. Thers sre sotually
mors three- and four-star generals and
admirals today than there were at the
end of World War Ii, when we had six
times as many enlisted personnel.

One of the arguments for more offi-
cers in the Air Force is that we have to
have at least one officer for each piane.
Bub we now have 12 times more officers
in the Alr Force tharn planes,

We have inore colonels than second
lieutenants.

¥et the military have done nothing
about the grade creep until I held up the
Air Force bill last year, and amended it
te reguire the Department of Defense
to come in with recommendsations—for
all the services—this year to meet this
problem, We are awaiting their proposals.

Another problem is the ratio of suppiy
and support troops to combat troops. In
our milifary it is sbout 10 or 12 ip 1.
That iz a disgrace. Now that Vietnam is
finished our supply lines should shorten
and that ratio would be cut. That would
give us more actual fghting power and
combat readiness with a reduction in
manpower.

Finally, on the issue of manpower,
the cuts in civilian personnel have not
kept pace with the cuts in military per-
sonnel. While we have cut our troop
strength by about a third, we have cut
our bureaucrats by only 15 percent. The
ratio of bureaucrats to fighting person-
nel has gone up. It should come down.

1 should also mention the disgraceful
situation of the large number of military
personnel who are in effect nothing more
than servants for high-ranking officers
and their families.

In these ways, we could bring down
OuUr manpower costs.

Cuts in the Vietnam budget, procure-
ment practices, overseas bases, and in

both civilian and military manpower

practices can more than offset the in-
creases for pay and from inBation. We
should be able to make a net savings of
$5 billion on these items.

FOREIGN AID CUTS

Foreign aid is yet another place where

the budget can be cut and cut hard.
. From the Information in the budget,
one would gather that spending on for-
eign ald is about $3.2 billion next year.
It would appear that $682 milion is for
multilateral assistance, $871 miltlion for
bilateral economic assistance, $1.2 bil-
Lion for military and supporting assist-
ance in the foreign aid budget, and
another half billion for the remainder,
most of which would be the Peace Corps,
food for peace, and other humanitarian
assistance.

But that is the mere tip of the iceberg.
While we de not know this year’s figures,
we do know that last year almost $i0
billion of American resocurces were
transferred abroad in the form of for-
eign aid. Of this total about $6 billion
‘was military aid and $4 billion was eco-
nomic aid. And I use the term ‘““4ransfer
of resources” because not all of the funds.
are in the form of grants or direct ap-
propriations.

Of the total, $6.5 billion is appropri-
ated for directly while the remainder
goes out through the back door by way
of loans, subsidies, transfers of stocks,
and Puablic Law 480 funds, .

The funds are found in the defense
budget, the aid budget, the agriculiure
budget, and outside the budget entirely.

In my view, at least one-third, or $3
billion, of the total could be cut from the
budget this year.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
giving the transfer of resources under a
varlety of foreign aid programs for fiscal
year 1973 be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
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budget by at least $5 billion. There is no
reason why the military budget should zo
up at the time the Vietnam war is being
wound down, ’

That is & modest reduction, because
what it does is permit military spending
to remain at the present level. The war is
over now, and they should be able to
absarb some decreases. Last year we cud
the President’s budeet figure by $5 bil-
lion; this year we should be abie to mak:
at least that much of & cut. :

The incremental cost of the Vietnam
war last yvear was orviginally estimsted
at $5 billion. In addition, the stepped
up bombing cost us another $2 biilion.
This was & total of $7 billlon that the
military should not be spending in fiscal
vear 1574.

Furthermors, we have an excessive
number of bases overseas. We hj;ava
some 400 major bases and 3,000 minor
bases scattered in some 30 countries
arcund the world.” Some of these are
needed bui not all of them. Many ave
merely 8 holdover from World War IL
Savings could be made here.

In sddition, big savings could be made
in procurement. As former Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense Packard said:

We have & real mess on our hands.

At last count, the overruns on the 45
major 1J.8. weapons systems totaled over
$28 billion, As one pundit put it:

While weapons programs perfermance is
poor and deliveries are jate, cosis are over-
running right on schedule.

In addition to more efficient procure-
ment policles and practices, funds for
specific weapons systems should be cut
or deleted altogether.

The new carrier—CVN-70—is not
needed at all. We have 16 now. The Rus-
sians have none. There is no need to
spend $1 billien for this carrier plus
another $2 billion for its planes and sup-
porting ships. If you want to save money,
Mr. President, start here. There is about
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$300 million in the new budget for car-
rier outiays this year. They shculd be
stopped. _

The new Trideni submarine iz another
exampls of a program which should be
boih medified and slowed down. we need

that submearine, It is o good contract, and .

we need such a deterrent, _

But our submarines are Invulnerable
and wil remain so probably through this
decade, By proceeding with the Trident
1 missile and retrofifting it on the exist-
ing Peoseidon stbmarines, we can get most
of the asdvantages of the Trident sys-
tem—namely a much greater range for
submarines—without the tremendous
cost.

The Trident ships are said to cost
about $1 billion each. Furthermiore, if we
proceed now and the Russian antizub-
marine technology is sadvanced, our
brand new §1 billlon ships may become
vialnerabie. We shouid not build these
subs until they are nesded. There is al-
most & half a billion in the new budget
for Trident. All bub the Trident 1 missiie
funds should be cut.

“There are other ifems oo which should
be cut back or delefed. These Inciude
funds for AWACS, duplicate close sup-
port aireraft development, dupHcate
antisubmarine warfare development, the
B-1 bomber, and the ¥F-14 aircraft, to
name only a few,

Finelly, in the military area, we must
make savings in manpower. We have re-
duced our forces from a peak of 3.5 mil-
Yion to a Ievel of 2.4 million this year.
That is a reduction of 1.1 million or al-
most a third.

At thHé same filne, of course, pay raises,
and the stopping of the draft and the
institution of the voluntary Army have
increased personnel costs very much,

The military tell us that virtually all
the funds from the Vietnam war and the
manpower cuts are eaten up by infiation
and higher pay costs,

Frankly, that is an exaggeration. But

it has some truth. But nevertheless, there
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terest were Marvin Brande, Ernardi Bernardi and
Edmund Edelman who tied with 9 vetes in the
public interest.

Alse high in public interest votes was Tom
Bradley with 7 for the public interest,

Gilbert Lindsay had one good vote and I1
bad votes.

Lorenzen had one good vaote and 6 bad votes.

Louis Nowell, who is at the top for develo-
pers, was at the bottom for the public interest,
He casi. 11 bad votes and was absent for one.

WHAT CHANCE DOES THE COALITION
HAVE?

Just what chance does a citywide group have
of unseating a Councilman who is well en-
trenched and well financed?

Tt isn’t going to be easy,' answered Jemry
Deecter during an interview, *“but it doesn’t mean
we aren’ going to try. We know that his fund-
raising event en the Queen Mary brought in
$1,000 per table, and no telling how much in
other confributions he's getting from developers

and land speculators.
“Our goal is to force him (Nowell) into a run-

off, then get behind his opponent. Right now
we're just putting out information on his record.
We are treating all of his epponents alike znd
are passing out ‘No on Nowell’ buttons and fact
sheets.*” (Fact sheets can be obtained by writ-
ing to: No on Nowell, P.0. Box 21414, Los
Angeles, Calif. 90021,)

IN 1969 NOWELIL. WON IN PRIMARY

Nowell dién’t have to face a runoff oppomnent
in 1369 because he received 54% of the votes
cast in the primary.

The biggest task of the **No on Newell”
cozlition is to prevent the same thing from hap-
pening again.

The one ray of hope to homeowners and the
coalition is the recent victory by Baxter Ward
aver veteran Supervisor Wamen Dom. Can it
happen again? This writer doesn’t know, but it
would be refreshing if a new trend were to be
established whereby *‘people® not *‘money™
would elect our representatives. END
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by Polly Roberts

On top of income tax loopholes, local property
tax assessors tend to assess raw land at a
smaller fraction of market value than develop-
ed land. - Farmland tax break laws legitimize
and greatly extend this practice. The result-
ing undertaxation makes it even cheaper to
hold land out of development, increasing yet
further the value of land to the speculator.
So, by swelling the beseiging army of specu-
lators around a city, farmland tax breaks
force developers to leap farther, and increase
the ransom price for prblic open space.

SERVICE SUBSIDY

Any new development needs fransportation;
water, sewers, power, telephone, mail,
garbage, fire, police, schools, hospitals, and

social services. Most of these services come

heavily subsidized; the more the sprawl, the
greater the subsidy.

Transportation comes with the highway sub-
s:dy. Particularly since the highway lobby
managed {via kighway trust funds) to earmark
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825 tax money for new highway construciion,
developers can count on state  and local
govemments 0 run roads to their subdivi-
sions, almost regardless of cost. These
roads in turn subsidize further strips and
blobs of development. In fact, highway plan-
hers even make road-generated sprawl the
justification for building the roads. For ex-
ample, the California State Department of
Highways calculated the “mneed’” for the
Malibu-Whitnall Freeway near Los Angeles
on the basis of population projections for
Malibu which assume the presence of the
freeway.

A city hungry to expand ifs tax base will
also subsidize a develaper near the beriphery
by expanding services to him at unit price —
although it may cost the city ten times as
much to provide water, sewers, and police at
the city border as in the center. The develop-
ment may bring in enough new children to
swamp the city’s school facilities, but the
developer pays not an extra cent. The local
property taxes simply go up by the amount of

(coniinued from back cover)

President said,

This i3 the maximum rate at which ont-
lays shouid be permitied to grow Guring
the nexi few years if steady economic growth
is to be continued,

I certainly agree with that. But this
vear is & year in which every economist
telis us that inflaticnary pressures will
not only continue but probably increase.

If the maximum outlays over the next
few years are o be 7.5 percent, then we
should not have a 7.5 percent incresse
in the years In which inflationary pres-
sures are greatest.

If we have a 7.5 percent increase in
boom years, and that is to be the maxi-
mum, what stimulus will there be for
years of recession or downturns in the
economy ?

Instead of the maximum rate of in-
crease this yvear, we should have 2 some-
what slower rate of Incrpase In Govern-
ment oubtlays becauss of the recovery
of the economy and & somewhat faster
rate of increase, as an economic stimu-
lus, in times of downturn and recession,

. For all of these general reasons relat-
ing to fiscal policy and the Government's
role in fiscal policy, the President’s budg-
et for fiscal year 1874 Is tco high and
should be cut.

I am today proposing a counterbydget,
including a net cut of $4 billion, to the
3269 billlon budget proposed by the
President. It would alse reorder priori-
ties by cutting wasteful and inefficient
spending and restore money for pro-
grams now starved for funds.

PRAISE FOR PRESIDENT?S ACTIONS

While I believe that the President’s
budget should be cut, and while I dis-
agree with many of the priorities he has
chosen to stress in his budget, I do not
want to let the opportunity pass without
saying where I agree with some of the
President’s actions with respect to the

1974 fiscal year budget.

I think the President was right to cut
out funds for the Bubversive Activities
Contrel Board—SACE, They have not
dens a day’s work for years, I have been
calling for that action for atleast 5 years.
Even thoughit is late, 1 is welcome.

The President was righi to cut back
on the impacted schoo! fund, 'That money
goes o seme of the wealthiest commu-
nities in the Nation. Every President for
the past five administrations have been
calling for that kind of reduction.

In view of the very tight budget we
have this year, the President was right
to stretch out various funds for selected
research and development, to reduce
slightly the maritime subsidies—he
should do more to cut navigation and
flood control projects, to phase out fhe
Cuban refugee program, fo reduee recla-
mation payments, and numerous other
items found on pages 50 t0 57 of the
hudget. ,

My complaints-with the President dif-
fer considerably from those of many of
my colieagues. While I agree with them
that a number of the President’s cuis
are in the wrong place—-ihis is especially
true of the freeze on low-income hous-
ing, disaster loans for farmers, the in-
crease in the REA interest rate, and the
essentiial killing of manpower tralning
while unemployvment remains above 5
percent—my basic complaint is that he
did not cuf hard epough in those waste-
ful and inefficient programs where the
big cufs should be made.

WHERE BIG CUTS SHOULD BE MADE

Instead of a $19 billion increase over
1ast year’s $250 billion outlays, we should
limit this year’s increase to 6 percent
or $15 billion. Here is how I would do

it:
MILITARY CUTS
First of all we should cut the mititary
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comment that American farmers do not grow
crops, they grow land values. Would-be
homesteaders of the West, as historian Rich-
ard Hofstadier has observed, traversed not
obly natural deseris, but ““speciulziers des-
erts™~ vast tracts of land farmed lightly or
not at all as their owners waited forthe price
to rise. ‘Today, the speculative tradition
finds its reflection in the farmers’righteous
conviction that they should have their high
land values but not pay taxes -on them, in
effect, have their cake and eat it too. This
belief, complemented by the ideal of the.
“family farm’, lies at the heart of support
for farmland {ax breaks. Farmers believe, in
the words of Dr. Thomas Hady of the USDA,
that *it is unfair to force a family that has
owned land for several generations to sell
just when it stands on the threshold of large
capital gains, simply because it cannot pay
the faxes necessary to hold the land for a
few more years'.

iromically, this poor litile farm family bene-
fits the least from increased land values; big
“farimers® like Tenmeco get the most. And

high -iand values hurt a small farmer moreas

a farmer than they help him as a speculator,
Unless the gods bless him with a lighway
interchange, his little windfall just doesn‘t
compensate for a lifetime of scrimping e pay
the morigage and his inability to buy or rent
the land needed to expand his farming opera-
_tions to a more profitable size. High land
values also preveni poor farmworkers, how-
ever great their skilis, from ever buying land
to become farmers themselves. And to the
extent that high land values attract *‘farmers’
like Tenneco, they gunarantee small farmers
the unfair competition of corporations that
can farm ail a loss yet still make a good
profit on tax breaks and speculation.

S¢ next time a farmer complains bitterly that
urban sprawl has tripled his taxes, conserva-
tionists need shed no sympathetic tears.
Just ask this farmer would he prefer that his
land were worth a third its present value!

The complainis of farmers who, in proportion

to their size, actually stand to benefit from
sprawl, have distracted attention from the
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real nature and cause of sprawl.

SITE VALUE TAXATION

For mocre than s hundred years, econsmisis
have recommended the so-called “‘site® or
“inverse valuation’ tax to keep speculation
from hindering rational land use. This tax,
imposed on the market value of the land, but
not on the improvements, has the same effect
as renting the land. That is, it keeps the
price of land se low thalt municipalities can
can easily buy parks, developers can buy the
land most suited for development, and poor
farmers can buy farms. At the same time, it
forces owners of very valuable sites such as
downtown land to develop and maintain it

fully. 'This tax is alse highly progressive,

easy to collect, and provides ample revenue.

A pumber of US cities including San Diego
applied the site tax during the Progressive
Era (1900-1914). Today, the site tax applies
in a number of Australian cities, inchuding
Sidney, in paits of New Zealand including
Wellington, and in 3 number of African cities
incivding Nairobi, Kenva. Denmark derives
about 50% of its tax revenunes from national
“eround rent”’. Pittsburg and Scranton,
Pennsylvania, as well as a cumber of western
Capadian cities inciunding Vancouver tax
land about double the rate of improvements.
‘The real abstacle to wider applications of
this kind of tax has been and always will be
the political muscle of the big corporzte
specelators, and the tunnel vision of the
little ones, especially down en the farm.

THE MORAL

Even highly visible, thoroughly understood
subsidies to sprawl will be difficult to elimi-
nate, as conservationists who have undertaken
to bust the Highway Trust Fund well know.
Under such circumstances, conservationists
ignore at their peril the dull financial, econo-
mic, legal, and political details of a con-
servation issue. Sucumbing to fuzzy thinking,
they become the good shepherds of special
interest wolves in ecological wool — like
speculators demanding tax breaks in the
name of open space,

el

the subsidy to the new development. A 1970
study calculated thai servicing a new devel-
opment in the Palo Alto Foothills would cost
the city of Palo Alio S0 much it could ac-
tually save meney by buying the land for open
space. The Ventura County (California)
Planning Department, projecting trends io
1580, found that residential areas would
bring $39.7 million in taxes but cost $96.9 in
services, industrial areas would bring $8
million but cost $8.9, and commercial areas
would bring $2.5 million but cost $3.9.

If city government acted ratienally, it would

charge the full éost of services, and refuse

to incomperate a development unless the
developer paid. But while local govemments
perversely subsidize high-value developments
to the point that they cost more than they
retum, they notoriously refuse en eccoomic
grounds to permit developments that might
bring in large numbers of children or pocr
people.

The conflict between reason and eguity aris-
es frem a failure to distinguish services to
property from services to people. Services to
property, like utilities, roads, sewage, fire
and police protection, enhance local property
values. The beneficiaries of such services,
including developers, should logically pay for
them in full, through user charges and local
property tax. Services to people, like school-
ing and welfare, benefit society “‘in general®!

FINANCING SUBSIDY

"Even when a city wisely refuses to provide

for a developer who will eost more than he
will bring in revenue, the developer can resort
to yet another subsidy: the tax-free municipal
bond, As an example of the possibilities of
municipal! bonds, consider thé machinations
of T. Jack Foster, the founder of Foster City
in San Francisco Bay. Foster incorporated
his city into a “‘Special Improvement Dis-
trict*” in 1959, and issued municipal bonds in
1962. When the bond interest became due, he
issued more bonds and paid off the interest
‘on.- the first bonds with the money from the
new bonds. in this fashion Foster financed a
development for very little out of pocket cost

by transferring the burden to the wnforiunate
inhabitants of Foster City in the form of
astronomical property taxes and utility rates.
Without the municipal beid - subsidized by
general tax pavers who make up the taxes lost
on the bomds —this development would not
bave been profitable. California no longer
permits some of Foster’'s more imaginative
financing tricks, but the municipal bond, in
Califomia as elsewhere, remains very much
open to abuse.

Many municipalities further encourage single
family developments through zoning, under
the delusion that this will keep down the
number- of children in the schools. A recent
study in New York’s Westchester County
found that since a high proportion of middle
class apartment dwellers have no children ox
grown children, apariment developmenis add
far less to the school burden than single
family.

Like. the picture of Derian Gray, the sprawl
that blights the landscapereflects the hidden,
ugly reality of years of private sins againsi
the public treasusy and welfare. The sprawi-
ers succeed because, well, how many people
can gel excited over tax loopholes? Froth at
the mouth over imbalances in municipal ac-
count books? Money doesn’t even change
hands, since the sprawlers receive their
subsidy mostly in the obscure form of in-
creased land values. The public just guietly
pays the tax bill, and suffers the economic
and environmental damages.

PRESENT LAWS SHOULD BE SCRAPPED

The California legislature, aware that the
Williamson Act has faults, is currently con-
sidering a variety of adjustments, such as
reimbursing local governments for lost reve-~
nues. Can the Williamson Aet and other
farmland tax shelter legislation be salvaged?
Emphatically, no. The arguments supporting
such legislation represent a complete mis-
analysis of the problem.

FALLACY #1: We must preserve “Prime
Agricuttural land®™ or risk
siarvation.
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Former Assemblyman Williamson told a men-
ber of the Ealph Nader Caiifornia Task
Force that he feared Californiz mipht some-
day have to ‘‘rip up miles of asphalt” or
face drastic food shoriages.

In fact, the United States has no shortage of
agricultural land, ‘‘prime®’ or otherwise, and
no prospect of shortage in the foreseeable
future, Om the coafrary, American agriculture
cwrently suffers from severe overproduction.
The Federal Govemment now pays farmers
billions of dollars to stop farming millions
of acres, in a totally vain effori to redunce the
overproduction stimulated largely by further
billions spent paying farmers artificially high
support prices for their crops. Then, logical-
ly, the government spends yet further billicns
subsidizing the irrigation of new unnceded
farmlands.

Farmland could also be cultivated more in-
tensively. For example, in 1968 almost 50%
of California’s irrigated land was devoled to
low value-low inteasity crops like wheat and
feed grains, hay, and irdgated pasture. An-
other large fraction produced cotton and sugar
beets, which would net grow in California
without subsidies. Almost all ihis land
could support high value crops like fruits and
vegetables. One 1964 study of agricultural
productivity concluded that the State of Jowa
could supply the nation’s entire need for feed
prains if all the farmers there adopted the
practices of its most “progressive®’ farm
managers.

Conservationists who admit we face no ab-
solute food shertage siill fear that sprawl
threatens the loss of fruits, vegetables,
flowers, poultty and dairy products often
raised close to cities. But farmers logically
produce these high wvalue, perishable items
seemingly in the path of the bulldezers to
reduce the cost and time of transportation to
market. As cities expand, production easily
shifts to new land. When Los Angeles
sprawled out over all those fine orange
orchards, for example, the oranges simply
moved up fo the soumiheast San Joaguin
Valley, and over to Arizena.

Finally, what about feeding the world’s
starving multitudes? The United Staresis
unlikely to indulge in such generosity -- even
if Dr. Ehelich appreved. Besides, starvation
abroad resulis less from pross shortage of
agricaltural  land than maldistribution of
wealth and opportunity.

This is not to condone the wanton destruction
of land by sprawl. But if we wish to pre-
serve agricultural land in preference to, say
estuarine land, we must do so for reasons
other than potential food shortages.

FALLACY #2: The best way (o preserve
open space is ic preserve
“Prime  Agricultural Land?*®,

People value open space in proportien to its
attractiveness, iis unigue features, and its
accessibility. For example, they don't.much
prize urban open space in its typical un-
lovely form of asphalt car parks downtown, or
vacant ‘‘industrial”’ parks in suburbia, ner
finely minced into ten thousand well-mowed
private lawns.

How about farmland? Heavily cuitivated
“‘prime*’ agriewitural land near a city -
before it joins the speculators’ ‘‘weed belt!’--
little resembles city folks’ bucolic ideal.
The working farm means toxic fertilizers and
pesticides, noisy machinery, foul smells, and
contaminated ranoff water from fields and
feedlots. Acres of cabbage may please the
eye, but people cannot recreate in a vega-
table patch; nor would the farmer appreciate
their frying. Non-‘‘prime’’ land, like grazing
land, though attractive and suitable for re-
creation usually lies too far from people--
including developers — to merit high priority
for rescue. '

Some agricultural land may deserve saving
as such, but so may a lot of other land. The
public should choose, parcel by parcel. A
general directive to preserve ‘‘prime agri-
cultural land’’ abdicates any pretemse to
public planning, leaving the actual selection
of land to narrow private interests. And the
Maryland_ and California fiascos have amply
proved the administrative and political im-

possibility of keeping tax windfalls from the

undeserving cluiches of landowners not en- _

dengered by development.

FALLACY #3: The way to save prime agri-
cultaral land, assuming you
stili want to save it, is to
give farmers tax relief,

High property taxes no more drag farmland
into development than the bow wave pulls 3
ship forward. At first, a few fammers ssll
out to developers and city speculators at
fancy prices. Development prices in turn
raise the assessment of the remaining farm-
ers’ land, and subsequently their faxes.
While the higher taxes make life fougher for
these fatmers -- if they puritanically refuse
to borfow against their reassessed land value
-- developers and speculators offer them yet
choicer prices. Finally, the wsccasional
farmer who genuinely wants ie stay despiie
tax pressures and developers® Iuves, faces
further difficulties as creeping suburbia iso-
lates him from agriceltaral suppliers and
markets, while his new neighbors pass crdi-
nances forbidding him te spray pesticides
and fertilizers, or tc rev up his tracior before
seven in the morning.

Farmers want tax relief all right, but not to
farm the old homestead indefinitely, even if
they could. Rather, they want tax relief so
they can continve farming until the price is
right, at which peint they will sell. Hence,
until the 1969 zmerdments to California’s
Williamson Act made it easier to break the
Act’s no-development contracts, the most
heavily taxed farmers, those nearest expand-
ing cities, refused Williamson Act tax relief
—-lest their land be tied up when Mr. Right
Developer came along. As Associate Planner
of Contra Costa County (California) Joseph
Bamwell explained to the Oakland Tribune,
*““Almost every prime land farmer I've taiked
to takes this approach: ‘I'm going to farm as
long as I can, then sell out at a gooda profit
and retire. I dont want my land frozen.*’

Farmland tax relief will simply allow certain
farmers to keep on farming a little longer---

while the deveioper buys a different parcel
farther frem the city. Ironically, all the
money noew threwn away in farmland fax
breaks could easily bey and permanently
save substantial guantities of open land. A
1967 siudy in Marviand calculated that tax
revenue loss in eight counties near Washing-
fon, D. C., and Baltimore could have purchas-
ed between % and one percent of the farm-
land in the comaties sach year.

FALLACY #4: Farmers deseive tax relief

anyway, since it is wnfair to
tax them a large part of their
ircome to provide the growing
community with services from
which farmers do not benefit.

In 1371, the Plapning Department of Ventyra,
County (California) issued a projection that
by 1980, farmers wouid pay $15.7 million in
property taxes, but receive only $0.4 million
in services. According to the Chairman of
the Planning Commission of Alameda County
(Califernia), William Carpenter, "It is now
being recognized thai ihe greatest tax in-
equities are being imposed on those people
in agricultural pursuiis®™. He added, g4y -
feel there is more public sympathy for the
beavily taxed agricalturalist than ever be-
fore.”

But farmers do get a substantial benefit from
the new community: the inflated value of their
land. Likewise, they impose a large cost on
the community, because they hold land that
would be more valuable to the community if
put to more productive use such as housing
or industry -- or, perhaps, if set aside as a
public park. The increase in their iaxes with
the increase in their land values gives them
the economic signal to move. When they sell
out, they receive quite adequate compensation
for their troubles -- money sutficient for
older farmers to retire with a comfortable nest
egg, and for younger farmers to buy a bigger

farm farther out and start over again, Of

course, farmers don’t see things this way.

American farmers have historically been
speculators, provoking some Europeans to
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