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TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2020 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 2019 

U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met at 12:58 p.m., in room SD–192, Dirksen 

Senate Office Building, Hon. Susan Collins (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Senators Collins, Boozman, Capito, Hoeven, Reed, Dur-

bin, Coons, and Murphy. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

STATEMENT OF HON. BEN CARSON, SECRETARY 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SUSAN M. COLLINS 

Senator COLLINS. The hearing will come to order. Today I am 
pleased to welcome the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Dr. Ben Carson, who will testify on the President’s fiscal 
year 2020 budget request. I am also very pleased to be joined by 
my good friends and the ranking member, Senator Jack Reed, the 
deputy leader on the Democratic side, Senator Dick Durbin, and I 
am sure others will be joining us as well. 

Because of issues on the floor, we have moved up this hearing 
to 1:00, and I want to thank the Secretary for accommodating a 
last-minute change in the schedule. In light of the time constraints 
that we have, I am going to greatly shorten my opening statement. 
I am sure that will come as a great disappointment to everybody 
here, but I would ask unanimous consent that my statement be 
printed in the record in full. 

Thanks to the previous 2-year budget agreement, we were able 
to provide $54 billion for the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development in the fiscal year 2019 appropriations bill. The Ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 2020 request for HUD does not address 
this cap and highlights why we cannot return to sequestration 
funding levels. 

The request, excluding FHA and Ginnie Mae receipts, is $44.1 
billion, a reduction that is 18 percent below the fiscal year 2019 en-
acted level. It includes provisions that were rejected as part of our 
deliberations last year, and I predict that many of the same pro-
gram eliminations and other cost-shifting gimmicks will once again 
be rejected. The request, again, reflects a significant realignment 
of the Federal role in housing and community development. 

Just a few of the programs eliminated in the Administration’s 
budget include the Community Development Block Grant, the 
HOME Program, VASH, the Family Unification vouchers, Youth 
Homelessness grants, the Public Housing Capital Fund, and the 
Choice Neighborhoods initiatives. Two of the programs that the Ad-
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ministration has once again requested to eliminate—CDBG and 
HOME—are specifically designed to leverage other funding sources 
to further locally-driven priorities. 

Community Development Block Grants provide very flexible 
funding for critical water and sewer improvements, public services 
for seniors, revitalization of distressed downtowns, and countless 
other worthwhile projects that serve low- and moderate-income 
communities. This essential resource for State and local govern-
ments lies at the heart of HUD’s community development mission. 

Low-income households face an affordable housing shortage 
across this country, and in many locations that shortage is reach-
ing crisis levels. That is why I am concerned about some of the 
changes included in this budget. Moderate-income families are 
being hurt also by a shortage of affordable housing. The very peo-
ple who make our communities thrive—the schoolteachers, the fire-
fighters, the police officers, the nurses—find that they can no 
longer afford to live in the communities they serve. And yet the Ad-
ministration’s proposal eliminates both the Housing Trust Fund 
and the HOME Program. 

The budget request also proposes steep cuts to HUD’s Rental As-
sistance Program. It assumes the enactment of proposals to shift 
the cost of rental assistance more and more to already-struggling 
working families, proposals that were soundly rejected last year. 
The Administration’s request does not include funding for new 
HUD VASH vouchers. These vouchers have been critical in reduc-
ing veterans’ homelessness by 49 percent since 2010. 

While I am deeply troubled by many of the Administration’s pro-
posals, I also note that there are areas where HUD and this com-
mittee share common goals. A priority that we share is the elimi-
nation of the risk of lead paint exposure for children. Reducing lead 
paint exposure has been a priority of mine and of Senator Reed’s 
since we joined this committee, and I fully know that the Secretary 
shares this commitment as well. His background makes him 
uniquely qualified to understand not only the need to reduce lead 
paint exposure, but also the long-term consequences of failing to 
act. 

That is one reason why I was so pleased that Secretary Carson 
recently came to Lewiston, Maine to see how HUD’s Lead Hazard 
Mitigation Grants along with programs like Choice Neighborhoods 
and CDBG are changing lives, improving the health of our children 
and transforming neighborhoods. And I want to commend the Sec-
retary for the Department’s request of a record high $290 million 
for the Office of Lead Hazard Control, an increase of $11 million 
more than the fiscal year enacted level. That is a welcome bright 
spot in this budget. 

Mr. Secretary, I look forward to hearing from you, and I now 
turn to Senator Reed for his opening remarks. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JACK REED 

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Chairman Collins. And I 
will try to abridge my statement, so I would request the entire 
statement be made part of the record. 

Senator COLLINS. Without objection. 
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Senator REED. We have had the pleasure of working together 
many years, and through your leadership, in spite of difficult and 
challenging budgetary climates, you have been able to advance the 
Nation’s transportation and housing infrastructure, and I appre-
ciate your leadership. And thank you for it, Madam Chairman. 

Let me welcome Secretary Carson. Mr. Secretary, thank you for 
being here today. 

Since the passage of the bipartisan Budget Control Act of 2018, 
we have provided nearly $15 billion for housing and related infra-
structure programs, including $2.6 billion in new resources for af-
fordable housing construction for the HOME program, $6.6 billion 
for the popular bipartisan Community Development Block Grant, 
or CDBG, Program, and more than $5.5 billion for capital reinvest-
ment in our Nation’s public housing stock. These combined invest-
ments get us closer to the goal of providing safe, decent affordable 
housing for our country’s most economically vulnerable. 

And as I mentioned in our hearing last week with Secretary 
Chao, we face yet another year where we are constrained by the 
caps established in the Budget Control Act, which makes our job 
of achieving these goals that much harder. We have to work across 
the aisle to get commonsense relief from these arbitrary one-size- 
fits-all spending limits. 

Today you are here, Mr. Secretary, to discuss the fiscal year 2020 
budget request for the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. As with the prior two budget requests, the Administration 
makes minimal investment to preserve our Nation’s affordable 
housing and ensure protections for more than 5 million low-income 
households served through HUD’s Rental Assistance Program, and 
the additional 550,000 individuals experiencing homelessness. 

The Administration’s budget request for HUD is $44 billion, an 
astounding $9.7 billion cut in discretionary funding from fiscal year 
2019. Much of this decrease is the result of a flawed attempt to 
shift existing public housing units to the private sector. The budget 
request incentivizes public housing agencies to demolish this much- 
needed affordable housing without a requirement to rebuild or re-
place. Any proposal that exacerbates our affordable housing crisis 
is, I believe, a nonstarter. 

These unrealistically harsh funding levels are also accomplished 
by eliminating the very same programs local governments leverage 
to meet their unique housing and local infrastructure needs, the 
CDBG and the HOME Program. This budget also reflects a less 
than healthy FHA Fund and a shrinking share of Ginnie Mae re-
ceipts and collections, both of which are fundamental to the fund-
ing of HUD’s core mission programs. This is particularly con-
cerning in light of the fact that the Administration announced last 
week its intention to pursue housing finance reform, which will re-
quire your Agency to submit a plan to reform the critical role 
played by FHA and Ginnie Mae and helping our neighbors, includ-
ing veterans and farmers, to responsibly own their homes. 

While the Administration claims that sustainable home owner-
ship is the benchmark of success for comprehensive reform to gov-
ernment housing programs, questionable FHA and Ginnie Mae pro-
jections appear to suggest that even these hopeful words may ring 
hollow, and I hope this is not the case. At a minimum, housing fi-
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nance reform must responsibly meet the needs of working families, 
small lenders, consumers, and the civil rights communities while 
also ensuring that FHA and Ginnie Mae responsibly continue to 
support HUD’s ability to meet its core mission in both the rental 
and home ownership markets. 

While I am pleased that the budget includes a modest amount 
to sustain the funding for homeless assistance through the Con-
tinuum of Care Program, it unfortunately decreases targeted re-
sources for Emergency Solution Grants and overlooks necessary in-
vestments for youth and veterans experiencing homelessness as 
well as victims of domestic violence. Instead it continues to impose 
rent reforms and proposes to institute mandatory work require-
ments for workable households. These rent reforms have been pro-
posed and rejected by the authorizing committees multiple times. 
Further, work requirements are proven to be costly and ineffective. 

Overall, what we have in front of us today is a request that I be-
lieve lacks the necessary compassion and true understanding of the 
needs of the country. This budget cuts corners to reduce the foot-
print of affordable housing. It compromises the fiscal condition and 
safety of our existing housing stock, and it places unreasonable fi-
nancial burdens on the already working poor. 

Mr. Secretary, you are here today to help us understand this re-
quest and how it might actually further HUD’s missions without 
reversing the strategic priorities we have been able to make 
through our work on this subcommittee and through the chair-
man’s leadership. I look forward to hearing your testimony, and I 
thank you, Chairman Collins. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you very much. Mr. Secretary, we are 
delighted to have you here today and ask that you proceed with 
your testimony. 

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. DR. BEN CARSON 

Secretary CARSON. Thank you. Chairwoman Collins, and Rank-
ing Member Reed, and members of the subcommittee, thank you 
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the Presi-
dent’s proposed 2020 budget. 

This spending plan seeks $44.1 billion, which is an increase of 
7 percent over last year’s request. It also seeks a record amount of 
funding to reduce lead-based paint hazards and other health and 
safety hazards. This budget will continue providing support for the 
nearly 5 million families HUD serves through its rental assistance 
programs. In short, this budget will support HUD’s combined ef-
forts to provide safe, decent, and affordable housing for the Amer-
ican people while being good stewards of taxpayers’ dollars. I would 
like to touch upon each of these areas individually. 

This Administration is requesting nearly $2.6 billion to help local 
communities house and serve individuals and families who are liv-
ing in shelters and on the streets. This represents an increase of 
nearly 3-and-a-half percent over last year’s level. In my time in 
Washington, I have learned that this is one area in which we can 
all agree. Preventing and ending homelessness remains a strategic 
goal of this Administration, and working with our local partners, 
we are seeing a positive and measurable impact. 
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HUD’s fiscal year 2020 budget includes a request for $290 mil-
lion for the Office of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes. 
This doubles the investment this Administration sought last year 
and is $60 million higher than the funding enacted in fiscal year 
2018. As a doctor, it pained me that after treating young children, 
sometimes you have to return them to a home that was not 
healthy. Quite simply, you cannot be healthy if your home is sick. 

This undeniable link between health and housing is also driving 
an active campaign at HUD to overhaul a 20-year-old inspection 
process. HUD will now provide advanced notice of just 14 days be-
fore an inspection because it became clear to us that too many 
PHAs and landlords were using the weeks and, in some cases, 
months before their inspection to make quick fixes and game the 
system. These actions are part of a top-to-bottom review of our in-
spections so we can be true to the promise of providing housing 
that is decent, safe, and healthy to millions of families that we 
serve. 

Just last week we instructed HUD inspectors to begin evaluating 
all public housing and privately-owned multifamily properties 
under contract with HUD for the presence of a working carbon 
monoxide detector. Additionally, in the coming weeks, HUD will 
send notices to PHAs and multifamily owners regarding the instal-
lation of carbon monoxide detectors. We continue to pursue every 
possible way to ensure detectors are present in units that need 
them. 

Across our rental assistance programs, HUD has requested suffi-
cient funding to ensure that all currently-served households con-
tinue to receive assistance. The Administration’s budget continues 
the support for 4.7 million HUD-assisted households by increasing 
rental assistance to $38 billion. This request will allow HUD to 
maintain rent subsidies for our primary housing programs, includ-
ing our tenant and project-based Section 8 Program. The budget 
also proposes $644 million for the Section 202 Program to support 
the rents of the elderly. In addition, the request includes $157 mil-
lion for the Section 811 Program for persons with disabilities. 

While we are here to talk about the Administration’s funding re-
quest, I would like to point out that not every challenge can simply 
be solved by more financial resources. One of my priorities as Sec-
retary is to work with our Federal, State, local, and tribal partners 
on identifying and eliminating regulatory barriers that unneces-
sarily increase the cost of America’s housing supply. Despite low 
unemployment and strong economic growth, we face stiff 
headwinds in our effort to increase access to affordable housing. 
This crisis is not a Federal problem. It is everybody’s problem. 

The Nation’s public housing stock is experiencing a backlog of 
billions of dollars in capital needs. Our budget, again, proposes to 
merge the Public Housing Capital Fund and Operating Fund to 
give greater flexibility to PHAs to pay for capital improvements. 
Meanwhile, the budget expands HUD’s rental assistance dem-
onstration. HUD is specifically requesting $100 million in dedicated 
funding for the RAD Program and that the statutory cap on con-
verting units be eliminated once and for all. To date, RAD has 
placed more than 100,000 units of public housing on a more sus-



6 

tainable funding platform. These are affordable housing units that 
would have been lost forever without RAD. 

To support HUD’s fair housing mission, the budget proposes 
$62.3 million to allow us to continue fighting housing discrimina-
tion and creates awareness of people’s rights and enhance economic 
opportunity. Advancing economic opportunity for all is perhaps the 
fairest thing we can do. I am proud to chair the White House Op-
portunity and Revitalization Council to help breathe new life into 
long-forgotten corners of our country. While we can be very proud 
of the economic growth we are experiencing, there are still commu-
nities that have seen little or no investment for generations. 

It is our intent to support over 8,700 opportunity zones across 
the Nation, economically-distressed places that approximately 35 
million Americans call home. We estimate these opportunity zones 
will attract over $100 billion in private investment to spur eco-
nomic development and create jobs. This kind of medicine is pre-
cisely what a doctor would prescribe to heal communities where too 
many live in poverty. 

To conclude, this budget advances our key priorities, including 
empowering HUD-assisted families to achieve self-sufficiency. For 
generations, the ideal of the Federal government providing housing 
assistance meant only one thing: helping to pay the rent so families 
could have a roof over their head. However, we must also think 
about how we can help families access financial programs, edu-
cational opportunities, and higher-paying jobs. In short, we must 
think beyond investing in bricks and mortar and think about in-
vesting in people. This budget does just that, and I look forward 
to your questions. 

[The statement follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DR. BEN CARSON 

Chairwoman Collins, Ranking Member Reed, and members of the Subcommittee, 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the President’s 
proposed fiscal year 2020 Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
Budget. 

This spending plan seeks $44.1 billion, an increase of 7 percent over last year’s 
request. 

The proposed fiscal year 2020 Budget also seeks a record amount of funding to 
reduce lead-based paint hazards and other home health and safety hazards. 

And this Budget will continue providing support for the nearly five million fami-
lies HUD is currently serving through the Department’s rental assistance programs. 

In short, this Budget will support HUD’s combined efforts to provide safe, decent, 
and affordable housing for the American people, while being good stewards of tax-
payer dollars. 

I would like to touch upon each of these areas individually. 

ENDING HOMELESSNESS 

This Administration is requesting nearly $2.6 billion to help local communities 
house and serve individuals and families who are living in their shelters and on 
their streets. This represents an increase of nearly three and a half percent over 
the amount enacted for fiscal year 2018. 

In my time in Washington, I have learned this is one area on which we can all 
agree. Preventing and ending homelessness remains a strategic goal of this Admin-
istration and, working with our local partners, we are seeing a positive and measur-
able impact. 

The data being reported to us from thousands of big cities and small towns alike 
tell us our collective efforts are working. Since 2010, we have cut Veteran homeless-
ness in this country by half. Family homelessness is also on the decline, falling 
nearly 30 percent during this same period. 



7 

This progress is happening because HUD’s homeless assistance programs, and the 
contributions from state and local governments, are being targeted to proven pro-
grams and strategies. Our Budget request further supports these local efforts. 

PROMOTING HEALTHY HOMES 

HUD’s fiscal year 2020 Budget includes a request for $290 million for the Depart-
ment’s Office of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes. This request doubles the 
investment this Administration sought last year and is $60 million higher than the 
funding enacted in fiscal year 2018. 

We stopped putting lead in paint back in 1978 yet more than 20 million older 
homes still contain lead-based paint hazards. Amazingly, though lead poisoning is 
a preventable disease, we continue to see far too many children exposed to lead. 

As a doctor myself, it pained me that after treating a young child, they returned 
to a home that was not healthy. Quite simply, you cannot be healthy if your home 
is sick. 

This undeniable link between health and housing is also driving an active cam-
paign at HUD to overhaul the inspection process that the Department has been 
using for more than 20 years. 

HUD is dramatically reducing the advance notice we provide to public housing au-
thorities and private owners of HUD-subsidized apartment developments before our 
inspections. We will now provide advance notice of just 14 calendar days before an 
inspection—a dramatic reduction from the current notice, which can frequently ex-
tend up to 4 months. 

It became painfully clear to us that too many public housing authorities and pri-
vate landlords whom we contract with were using the weeks, in many cases months, 
before their inspection to make quick fixes, essentially gaming the system. 

HUD also launched a series of listening sessions around the nation to gather 
input about a planned pilot program to test innovative new approaches to inspecting 
HUD-assisted properties. 

These actions are part of a broader, top-to-bottom review of our inspections so we 
can be true to the promise of providing housing that’s decent, safe and healthy to 
the millions of families we serve. 

As a general rule, HUD doesn’t inspect properties based upon local codes. But just 
last week, we instructed HUD inspectors to begin evaluating all public housing and 
privately-owned multifamily properties under contract with HUD for the presence 
of a working carbon monoxide detector. Additionally, in the coming weeks, HUD will 
send notices to PHAs and multifamily owners to encourage them to install carbon 
monoxide detectors. 

We continue to pursue every possible way we can ensure detectors are present 
in units that need them. This is literally a life and death issue. Ultimately, we want 
to effectuate change in the most expedient and efficient way possible and are using 
every lever at our disposal. 

CONTINUING RENTAL ASSISTANCE 

Across our rental assistance programs, HUD has requested sufficient funding to 
ensure that all currently served households can continue to receive assistance, with-
out any evictions. 

The Administration’s Budget continues support for 4.7 million HUD- assisted 
households by increasing rental assistance to $38 billion. This request will allow 
HUD to maintain rent subsidies through our primary housing programs, including 
our tenant- and project-based Section 8 programs. 

The Budget also proposes $644 million for the Section 202 program to support the 
rents of the elderly. In addition, the request includes $157 million for the Section 
811 program for persons with disabilities. These requested amounts represent fund-
ing increases of 7 percent and 12 percent, respectively, over last year’s proposed 
budget. 

While we are here to talk about the Administration’s funding request, I would like 
to point out that not every challenge can simply be solved with more financial re-
sources. One of my priorities as Secretary is to work with our Federal, state, local, 
and tribal partners on identifying and eliminating regulatory barriers that unneces-
sarily increase the cost of America’s housing supply in general and affordable hous-
ing supply in particular. These barriers increase the cost to HUD of operating its 
rental assistance programs in many markets. 
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PURSUING RENT REFORM 

The Administration’s fiscal year 2020 Budget incorporates proposed reforms to 
HUD’s current rent structure, including incorporating the Administration’s uniform 
work requirements. These reforms will: 

—Require work for those who are able to work; 
—Reduce the administrative burden for housing authorities and residents alike; 

and 
—Allow greater flexibility to create local solutions to local challenges. 
It is increasingly clear that the way we subsidize families in this country is bro-

ken. In fact, the way we calculate a family’s rent has not changed since President 
Reagan was in office. We invite Congress to engage in a dialogue with HUD to find 
common ground on the package of reforms in the Making Affordable Housing Work 
Act that the Department submitted last April. 

SUPPORTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Despite low unemployment and strong economic growth, we face stiff headwinds 
in our effort to increase access to affordable housing. The President’s Budget pro-
vides the tools we need to bring everybody to the table to ease the affordability cri-
sis in many parts of our country. This crisis is not a Federal problem, it is 
everybody’s problem. 

The nation’s public housing stock is experiencing a backlog of billions of dollars 
in capital needs. This results in the loss of thousands of units each year due to se-
vere disrepair. The Budget again proposes to merge the Public Housing Capital 
Fund and the Public Housing Operating Fund and to give greater flexibilities to 
Public Housing Authorities to pay for these capital improvements. 

Meanwhile, the Budget expands HUD’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD), 
allowing greater capital investment into deteriorating public housing. HUD is spe-
cifically requesting $100 million in dedicated funding for the RAD program and is 
requesting that the statutory cap on converting units, currently set at 455,000, be 
eliminated once and for all. RAD is proving itself to be an outstanding example of 
bringing the public and the private sectors together to accomplish amazing results. 

To date, RAD has placed more than one hundred thousand units of public housing 
on a more sustainable funding platform. These are affordable housing units we may 
have lost forever if not for RAD. And these are affordable housing units that will 
remain affordable. 

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION (FHA) 

Since its creation during the Great Depression, the FHA has been instrumental 
in supporting homeownership in this country. The President’s Budget continues this 
support by requesting $400 billion in single-family loan guarantee authority, as well 
as $150 million for FHA administrative contract expenses, including critically need-
ed funding to improve FHA’s aging technology systems. 

FHA’s most recent annual report finds that the agency’s Mutual Mortgage Insur-
ance (MMI) Fund is sound. The MMI Fund has a total economic value of nearly $35 
billion and capital ratio above the statutory minimum for a fourth consecutive year. 
FHA will remain vigilant and continue to monitor economic trends in the housing 
market to ensure taxpayers are protected. 

We propose $30 billion in loan guarantee authority for FHA’s General and Special 
Risk Insurance programs, including programs that insure financing for multifamily 
housing and healthcare facilities. And we propose $550 billion in loan guarantee au-
thority for Ginnie Mae to continue supporting the secondary market for federally- 
insured loans. 

FAIR HOUSING AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

To support HUD’s fair housing mission, the Budget proposes $62.3 million that 
will allow us to continue fighting housing discrimination, increase awareness of peo-
ple’s rights, and enhance economic opportunity. 

Advancing economic opportunity for all is perhaps the fairest thing we can do. I’m 
proud to chair the White House Opportunity and Revitalization Council to help 
breathe new life into long-forgotten corners of our country. While we can be very 
proud of the economic growth we’re experiencing, there are still communities that 
have seen little or no new investment in generations. 

It is our intent to support over 8,700 Opportunity Zones across the nation— eco-
nomically distressed places that approximately 35 million Americans call home. We 
estimate these Opportunity Zones will attract over $100 billion in private invest-
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ment to spur economic development and create jobs. This kind of medicine is pre-
cisely what a doctor would prescribe to heal communities where too many now live 
in poverty. 

Too often, new investments into distressed communities are here today, gone to-
morrow. Opportunity Zones ensure that development and capital investment are 
available for the long-term. 

ELIMINATING/REDUCING INEFFECTIVE PROGRAMS 

The Administration continues to propose eliminating the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant program, the HOME Investment Partnerships Program, the 
Housing Trust Fund, the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative, and the Self-Help Home-
ownership Opportunity Program. In today’s budget environment, these programs 
are best supported by state and local governments. 

CONCLUSION 

This Budget advances our key priorities, including empowering HUD- assisted 
families to achieve self-sufficiency. For generations, the idea of the Federal govern-
ment providing housing assistance meant only one thing—helping to pay the rent 
so families can have a roof over their heads. 

However, we must also think about how we can help families to access financial 
programs, educational opportunities, and higher paying jobs. In short, we must 
think beyond investing in bricks and mortar, and think about investing in people. 
This Budget does just that. 

Again, thank you for this opportunity to present to you the President’s fiscal year 
2020 HUD Budget. 

I look forward to your questions. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Mr. Secretary, I am 
going to start out with the investment that this subcommittee 
made in fiscal year 2019 in creating a new Lead Demonstration 
Program to fund intensive interventions in communities with a 
very high incidence of lead paint. And from your trip to Lewiston, 
Maine and from your medical background, you know just how im-
portant that is. 

In the State of Maine, 57 percent of the housing stock was built 
prior to the year that lead-based paint was banned. It is one of the 
highest levels in the country, so remediating exposure to lead-based 
paint is a real challenge for a region like New England. We need 
to get that funding out as soon as possible. Could you give us some 
idea of when we can expect those funds to be made available? 

Secretary CARSON. We expect those funds to be made available 
by the summer. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. That will be very welcome. The 
sooner, the better. I want to turn to another issue that is of great 
concern to me, and that is at-risk youth who are often homeless or 
at risk of becoming homeless. What we know about this population 
is that homeless youth are far more likely to be unsheltered com-
pared to the overall homeless population, so they are particularly 
vulnerable. 

While only about one-third of all people who are homeless are ac-
tually unsheltered at night, 55 percent of unaccompanied homeless 
youth under the age of 18 have no roof over their heads each night. 
And of course that puts them at risk of being trafficked, exposure 
to drugs, all sorts of bad outcomes. And it is particularly difficult 
in rural areas where there are few services, and that is why our 
subcommittee created the Youth Homeless Demonstration Program 
in 2016 and we increased its funding. 
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I am disappointed that the Administration seems to be going in 
the opposite direction when it comes to homeless youth programs. 
Could you elaborate on the budget request in this area? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, first of all, thank you for the tremen-
dous interest you have shown in this. I remember when I was there 
how you interacted with the young people, and it really meant a 
lot to them. It means a lot to me, too. And, you know, the amount 
of money that we have requested for homelessness programs $2.6 
billion includes youth homelessness as well. You know, the attempt 
is really to kind of amalgamate some of these homelessness pro-
grams and to really encourage the ones that are having really stel-
lar results and using an evidence-based model for the funding. And 
so that will include the youth programs as well. 

Senator COLLINS. Well, I would encourage you to work with us 
to make sure that we can preserve an independent revenue stream 
that helps our homeless youth whose needs are often very different 
from that of the adult homeless population. And as we saw in 
Maine in Lewiston, the drop-in centers, the shelters that exist 
there are truly changing the lives. Indeed, I would argue are saving 
the lives of a lot of these young people. 

Secretary CARSON. Absolutely. 
Senator COLLINS. And I hope we can work together on that. 
Secretary CARSON. I will make sure that my staff reaches out to 

yours to ensure that there is no diminution for the youth. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you. Senator Reed. 
Senator REED. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman. Over a year 

ago, Mr. Secretary, Congress provided HUD with nearly $16 billion 
to help areas that were devastated by disasters between 2015 and 
2017, to rebuild their communities to a more resilient standard of 
sustainability with essentially mitigation funds. Fifteen States and 
localities as well as Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands are still 
waiting on HUD’s guidance to develop their action plans and begin 
drawing these funds. First, has the Administration or OMB di-
rected you or any member of your leadership team at any time to 
delay or suspend action on the mitigation funding? 

Secretary CARSON. No, none at all. 
Senator REED. Thank you. If not, then what is the cause of this 

delay in publishing the mitigation notice in the Federal Register, 
and when can we expect the publication? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, we had a government shutdown, but 
also with this mitigation money, this is the largest amount of 
money that has ever been committed to mitigation, and we want 
to make sure we get it right. I do expect that to be done by May 
1st. 

Senator REED. By May 1st. Thank you very much. And as you 
know, the intent of this funding was to give the grantees the ability 
to rebuild not just what was there before, which would be de-
stroyed in the next hurricane. 

Secretary CARSON. Absolutely. 
Senator REED. Which now every 100-year hurricane comes every 

3 years, but to provide the resiliency and the sustainability that we 
need. 

Secretary CARSON. Absolutely. 
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Senator REED. And it also affects their strategy going forward. 
They have been paralyzed because, and this is not only for the 
States, but also for the territories and the Commonwealth of the 
Philippines—of Puerto Rico. Are you concerned that increasing 
these cost inefficiencies by moving forward will create more prob-
lems, i.e., you have committed to May 1st. I appreciate that. But 
have we already sort of caused undue pain? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, I will tell you that the May 1st commit-
ment is 2 months ahead of what we had promised before, so we are 
moving things along. I have actually impaneled a task force at 
HUD to look at inefficiencies and ways that we can cut down on 
timing. There are some areas where we get things done in a day 
or two and other areas where it takes months, and I find that to 
be unsatisfactory. And I think you are going to see a big change 
in that. 

Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I want to also ask 
about the disasters that have occurred in 2018 and 2019. We have 
not received from the Administration a request yet for disaster as-
sistance, and these are the major disasters in portions of North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Nebraska, Iowa, and South Dakota. Does 
the Administration see a need for additional emergency disaster as-
sistance to those impacted States? 

Secretary CARSON. I think there probably is going to be a need 
for it, and I know that the Senate and the House are working on 
a supplement for that. We are hopeful to get that total amount be-
cause it makes it much easier to designate. 

Senator REED. But would it not be appropriate for the White 
House to request the money? 

Secretary CARSON. My understanding is that the money—the ne-
gotiations are already going on. 

Senator REED. No, there are negotiations constantly going 
around this body, but is the White House going to stand up and 
say we need several billion dollars for Iowa and Nebraska, et 
cetera, as is typically done in an emergency? 

Secretary CARSON. I do not know. 
Senator REED. Well, I would encourage you to encourage the 

White House to stand up so we know clearly that these funds are 
necessary. The last thing I think we would want to do is conduct 
negotiations and discover the White House does not want these 
monies spent or thinks they are inappropriate. So I think that 
would be important to do, Mr. Secretary. 

There is one other just general area. Last year we discussed your 
efforts to operationalize the Office of Disaster Management within 
your Department, and you sent up a report last week. Thank you. 

Secretary CARSON. Yes. 
Senator REED. It appears that there are a number of challenges 

that you face. Understandable. So could you just give us what you 
believe is the biggest challenge and what additional resources you 
might need? 

Secretary CARSON. Thank you. Obviously it is very important be-
cause we have become much more involved, you know, pre-disaster 
during the management and obviously in the post-disaster period. 
We are reorganizing that office to make it much more efficient. We 
have placed in charge Janet Golrick, who is an excellent disaster 
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relief individual, probably knows more than anybody about that. 
And we are updating the IT systems to give us more efficiency 
there, and we will continue to give you updates on that. 

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. Thank you, 
Madam Chairman. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Senator. Senator Boozman. 
Senator BOOZMAN. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you so 

much for being here. We appreciate your hard work. First, I would 
like to compliment your staff. They did a great job during the shut-
down. We had some problems and questions, and they were very, 
very good about getting back and helping us any way that they 
could. Also, you are going to be at the Arkansas Fair Housing Com-
mission Conference in Little Rock later this month, and the people 
of Arkansas are really looking forward to having you. 

Secretary CARSON. Terrific. Thank you. 
Senator BOOZMAN. We do appreciate your emphasis on homeless-

ness. As you noted, it has come up quite a bit today. What I would 
like to talk to you a little bit about is the effect on veterans, and 
how we can do a better job there, particularly in States. We have 
our urban problems, and in Arkansas we have got a mix. You 
know, we have got a rural area that is certainly in need, sadly it 
continues to be a real problem. And then the other thing in regard 
to homelessness and veterans is how you have been able to work 
perhaps with some of the nonprofits for public/private partnerships. 

Secretary CARSON. Yes. Well, I appreciate your interest in the 
veterans. It is very important. And thank you for the complement 
to our staff. I always say we have the ugliest building but the best 
people. 

[Laughter.] 
Secretary CARSON. And that is wonderful. Thank you. As far as 

veterans are concerned, you know, 1 percent of our population pro-
tects the other 99 percent, and I think we have a special obligation 
to them. And, you know, veterans homelessness, in particular, as 
you know, over the last year point in time demonstrates that it has 
gone down 5.4 percent, and over 49 percent, you know, over the 
last decade. So we are making very good progress there. 

But, you know, until we get it down to zero, it is not going to 
be good enough, and it does require, you know, the kind of wrap-
around services that recognize the kinds of things that are going 
on in traumatized veterans’ lives. This particularly extends to the 
abuse of drugs, opioids, things of that nature, and being willing to 
commit the resources that are necessary in order to fully treat peo-
ple because, you know, the brain can become addicted in a week 
or two, but it generally takes 12 to 18 months to recover. And if 
the programs are not extensive enough, then we end up with re-
cidivism and all kinds of problems on a continued basis. So we do 
recognize that. And we recognize the nexus between housing and 
health for the veteran and for the population in general, and are 
tailoring our programs so that they recognize that. 

Senator BOOZMAN. You know, I think that the point you brought 
up then is really a great one in the sense of the very easy ability, 
particularly for some individuals, to get addicted very, very quickly, 
and then again, a year to 18 months, you know, to get them off. 

Secretary CARSON. Exactly. 
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Senator BOOZMAN. The other thing that you mentioned in your 
testimony that I think is really important is the opportunity zones. 
And in Arkansas we have areas that simply have not recovered as 
much of the country also has those areas. Can you talk about 
HUD’s role in that? 

Secretary CARSON. Sure. Well, I have been very gratified, you 
know, as the chairman of the Opportunity and Revitalization Coun-
cil to see how much interest there is in opportunity zones and how 
much money has already been committed. We are talking unreal-
ized capital gains being invested long term in communities that 
traditionally have been neglected. And this is going to make a tre-
mendous difference because it is expected on a conservative basis 
to draw in more than $100 billion. 

These are dollars that can be used for a lot of the traditional 
things that, you know, some of the programs that we become very 
used to would do. And, you know, I do not expect people to be will-
ing to give up those programs quickly, but I think you will see that, 
you know, the things that already exist, like the RAD Program, can 
be enhanced in opportunity zones, preferences points given, 
(LIHTC) low-income housing tax credit expansion, the pilot pro-
gram, so that we are dealing with new constructions and major re-
habilitations. And we are also going to have technical assistance 
available within the opportunity zones to help developing busi-
nesses to take advantage of some of the things that are available 
already through the government that they may not know about it. 

Senator BOOZMAN. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Senator. Senator Durbin. 
Senator DURBIN. Thanks a lot, Madam Chair. Dr. Carson, good 

to see you. 
Secretary CARSON. You, too. 
Senator DURBIN. We have spoken several times about at least 

two or three communities in Illinois: Chicago obviously, but also 
East St. Louis and Cairo. East St. Louis, my hometown, has a large 
population of low-income families who live in public housing. They 
did a recent review of the public housing there, and they found 
that they need more than $42 million for backlog capital repairs. 

This is not unique across the United States. I understand the fig-
ure is some $26 billion is needed to repair and make habitable and 
safe public housing. It grows by more than $3 billion a year. Yet 
when I look at your budget and I look for the two funds that we 
could turn to in East St. Louis to repair the public housing, the 
Public Housing Operating Fund, your budget calls for reducing that 
by 38 percent, and then the Public Housing Capital Fund, you call 
for its elimination. So what am I supposed to tell the folks in East 
St. Louis based on the President’s budget when it comes to the 
housing they are living in that is not safe? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, first of all, you know, thank you for 
your attention to that. I know that is an issue you care deeply 
about. The escalation of the capital costs is very troublesome, and 
each year traditionally we have added more and more money to 
these capital funds. And we have needed more and more, and it is 
just a continued growing problem. So looking at things that can re-
verse that trend, I think, is very important, things like the RAD 
Program where now you have got the private sector involved, but 
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you have got sustainability that is not coming out of government 
funding. Also, many of the places that you just talked about are in 
opportunity zones. So there will be, you know, an opportunity to 
merge those with some of the other economic new developmental 
economics that are going on in the area. 

Senator DURBIN. I am not familiar with anything in East St. 
Louis that would do that. 

Secretary CARSON. That would be in opportunity zone? 
Senator DURBIN. No, it is an opportunity zone, but I do not know 

of any efforts underway to use that opportunity zone to deal with 
the very real housing problems that are currently facing these resi-
dent. 

Secretary CARSON. Well, I will tell you I was—last Friday, I was 
not in East St. Louis, but I was in St. Louis at the foundry, the 
old foundry project that is going on there through the opportunity 
zones. It is being completely revitalized, a lot of investments not 
only from Missouri, but from throughout the country. 

Senator DURBIN. Well, I hope that you can come over to our side 
of the river and entice them to do the same. I would like to ask 
you about another issue you would be familiar with from your pro-
fessional life work, and that relates to the University of Illinois 
Hospital, which is near the Loop in downtown Chicago. It is a well- 
regarded, highly regarded hospital. 

They did a survey in the year 2017 of emergency room admis-
sions, and they found, Dr. Carson, that there were 48 individuals 
responsible for 780 emergency room admissions in the year 2017. 
These 48 people had one thing in common: all homeless. Now, they 
had other issues, physical and mental issues, for sure. And this 
hospital finally realized it was costing them thousands of dollars 
every time they walked through the door and diverting medical re-
sources. 

Secretary CARSON. Correct. 
Senator DURBIN. So the University of Illinois Hospital came to 

me and said what we can we do to deal with housing for these peo-
ple. We are paying a heavy price already in our hospital because 
of homelessness. 

Secretary CARSON. Yeah. 
Senator DURBIN. I do not think that is a unique challenge. I 

think it is a challenge you will find in many cities across the 
United States, in small towns, too. And I just have to say it is a 
big challenge for presidents of either political party. Do you feel 
there is a commitment by this President and your Administration 
to actively try to deal with the homelessness issue? I look at some 
of these budget cuts, and I do not see it. 

Secretary CARSON. Well, in fact, you see that we have asked for 
an increase for our homelessness programs. It is a very high pri-
ority, and we recognize that a person—— 

Senator DURBIN. I think you said 3-and-a-half percent increase 
earlier. Is that what you are saying? 

Secretary CARSON [continuing]. We have asked for the increase, 
yes. But we recognize that it costs more to keep a person on the 
street than it does to house them. It is an average of $33 to 
$44,000 a year to keep them on the street and about $21,000 to 
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house them. So we do know that, and that is reflected in the pro-
grams that we are working on. 

Senator DURBIN. I hope we can do more. Thank you, sir. 
Secretary CARSON. Okay. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Senator. Senator Hoeven. 
Senator HOEVEN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Secretary, 

thanks for being here. 
Secretary CARSON. Absolutely. 
Senator HOEVEN. And thanks for your work. We really appre-

ciate it. In Minot, North Dakota, they had a devastating flood in 
2011, and about 4,000 homes were inundated. And so it has been 
a big of recovery effort, and also now an effort to build permanent 
flood protection to protect the community and those homes and so 
forth. The State put together a plan for permanent flood protection, 
about $1.2 billion. We broke it into eight phases, and then between 
local, State, and Federal funding we are trying to fund those eight 
phases. But we broke it into those eight phases to try to get the 
work going knowing we could not get the whole $1.2 billion. 

The first four phases are underway, which covers about half of 
the challenge, and the funding is coming from State, local and Fed-
eral sources. We have been able to utilize some of the Corps of En-
gineers program. Meeting the benefit cost ratio is tough, but the re-
maining phases 5 through 8, are lower-income areas. We are really 
having a problem finding programs that can work. We cannot meet 
the benefit cost ratio and those kind of things. So my question is, 
are there CDBG dollars or funds or other programs that could 
maybe help us in some of these phases 5 through 8 where we really 
are dealing with low-income neighborhoods? 

Secretary CARSON. Sure. Certainly CDBG, Section 108 loans, 
would be appropriate. I must congratulate you and North Caro-
lina—North Dakota for what you were able to do with the funds 
that you received already, particularly in terms of the mitigation. 
That is very, very admirable. 

Senator HOEVEN. Well, the first four phases will cover about 65 
percent of the community and surrounding area, but the real chal-
lenge, again, is, you know, these—like I said, phases 5 through 8. 
And I think—hopefully the low-income aspect will be taken into 
consideration. 

Secretary CARSON. It would be. 
Senator HOEVEN. Okay. So do you have somebody at the Agency 

that would be a good person to come out and talk with us? We are 
going to have a number of the Federal agencies out there in April, 
including the Corps and others. Would there be somebody that 
could come out and join us in that effort—— 

Secretary CARSON. We will have somebody contact your staff. 
Senator HOEVEN [continuing]. Okay, That would be fantastic. I 

also want to commend you on a project in Grand Forks. It is called 
LaGrave on First, and it is the kind of collaboration that I think 
really is the future in terms of addressing not only housing, but 
then some of the other challenges that go with homelessness, drug 
addiction and other types of challenges. 

At LaGrave on First in Grand Forks, a 42-unit apartment com-
plex opened its doors in August of 2018. All 42 units pretty much 
leased up right away, and it combined support of services as well 
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as housing to deal with physical and mental health, substance 
abuse, education, job training needs, and more. So I think it is a 
great example of how you are bringing these services together. I 
would invite you to come out and see it. 

I also chair the Indian Affairs Committee here in the Senate, and 
we are trying to do a lot with homelessness on the reservation and 
with veterans. As you know, our Native American population has 
the highest per capita rate of service in the military of any other 
group. 

Secretary CARSON. Right. 
Senator HOEVEN. There is a demonstration program called HUD 

VASH, and it is really focused on Native American veteran’s hous-
ing and homelessness on the reservation. We have a demonstration 
project on the Turtle Mountain Reservation, which I think would 
also be good for you to see. We are trying to take it from a dem-
onstration project to permanent legislation. As a matter of fact, I 
have legislation with Senator Johnny Isakson, Senator Tester and 
Senator Udall, who is ranking member on our committee. 

Secretary CARSON. Right. 
Senator HOEVEN. So, again, just any comments as far as housing 

on the reservation and particularly Native American veterans, and 
then also an invitation to come see some of the projects which you 
have been a part of and have been very successful. 

Secretary CARSON. Well, I know it is a very significant issue on 
the Indian properties. I would be delighted to come up there in 
July or August to see what is going on there. 

[Laughter.] 
Secretary CARSON. I hope to schedule a visit with you there if we 

could. 
Senator HOEVEN. Well, it is beautiful in the summer months, 

and we would love to have you. But thank you for your work. We 
appreciate it very much. 

Secretary CARSON. Thank you. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Senator. Senator Coons. 
Senator COONS. Thank you, Chairman Collins, Ranking Member 

Reed. And I just want to thank you, Chairwoman, for the bipar-
tisan and balanced way in which you and Ranking Member Reed 
worked together last year to ensure that critical programs in HUD 
were funded in the appropriations bill. 

Secretary Carson, I must say we are going to repeat probably 
identically our exchange from last year since, as you know, as a 
former county executive, I spent years working in affordable hous-
ing and relying heavily on CDBG, and HOME, and, to a lesser ex-
tent, CHAP, to make those things possible for my home city of Wil-
mington and my county of New Castle County. And my recollection 
is last year you said that State and local governments would make 
up the difference given that these programs were proposed for com-
plete elimination. 

I have spent a fair amount of time asking questions of my mayor, 
my city council, my county executive, county council, General As-
sembly, and our governor, and they have neither the intention nor 
the resources to fill the significant hole created by your proposed 
elimination. I will follow on some of the questions by Senator Dur-
bin as well. 
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Across CDBG, HOME, CHAP, Public Housing Capital Fund, and 
the Operating Fund, I see a cut of about $9 billion. I respect and 
appreciate your saying that the committee—excuse me—that the 
Department is committed to combatting homelessness. As someone 
who has worked in and around housing and homelessness issues 
for—off and on for 30 years, I do not see how you can credibly say 
that you will almost eliminate the capital funding from public 
housing programs and the resources of CDBG and HOME from 
State and local governments and not have that contribute to home-
lessness. Help me understand how in your view, your vision, we 
will combat effectively homelessness while cutting $9 billion of 
well-established, effective programs that have demonstrated posi-
tive impact over decades? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, first of all, the amount of money that 
we have requested for the Homelessness Continuum of Care Pro-
gram is actually greater than what was enacted last year. 

Senator COONS. By how much? 
Secretary CARSON. I forgot the exact amount, but it is greater. 
Senator COONS. But it is in the millions of dollars, correct, Mr. 

Secretary? 
Secretary CARSON. I think it is in the tens of millions of dollars. 
Senator COONS. Tens of millions of dollars. 
Secretary CARSON. Yes. 
Senator COONS. Okay. And we are talking about a shortfall in 

the housing area of about $9 billion. 
Secretary CARSON. Right. 
Senator COONS. Okay. 
Secretary CARSON. True. 
Senator COONS. Forgive the interruption, sir. 
Secretary CARSON. Okay. Now, I guess the question really be-

comes should we continue to chase a growing problem, or should 
we look for other ways to deal with it. We can continue to chase 
it with more money every year, which has been the tradition, but 
we must also recognize that we have a responsibility to the people 
who are coming after us, so we can find other ways, for instance, 
you know, working through the opportunity funds to get money 
that is going to be invested somewhere. Why not invest it into 
these areas where you really have been neglected for a long time? 

Senator COONS. Mr. Secretary, with all due respect, I would wel-
come the opportunity to hear from you and from your Agency how 
opportunity zones private-sector investment could either supple-
ment or replace. That, frankly, would be preferable to me. I would 
prefer to see private-sector investment than public dollars. They 
would be more likely to produce sustainable outcomes. But the spe-
cific communities in Delaware where we have applied these funds 
over years are areas that have genuinely struggled to attract pri-
vate sector investment. 

So I have written to the Secretary of the Treasury. I would be 
appreciative of your technical assistance to my office, my governor, 
my county executive. If your argument is that somehow oppor-
tunity zone-incentivized private investment is going to replace pub-
lic investment in housing, I would love to see how. My concern is 
that the way the rules are rolling out for opportunity zones and the 
way they are structured, they will generate significant benefits for 
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folks who were already investing in capital infrastructure and may 
not provide employment opportunities, housing opportunities, and 
redevelopment opportunities in some of our most distressed com-
munities. There is a very compelling public/private partnership re-
developing a longstanding public housing project in Northeast Wil-
mington where we would love to have opportunity zones be the an-
swer, but I need persuading. 

Secretary CARSON. Okay. 
Senator COONS. And I would welcome that opportunity, Mr. Sec-

retary. 
Secretary CARSON. We would be very happy to provide that tech-

nical assistance. 
Senator COONS. Because in my view, our best path forward is to 

retain the best of CDBG and HOME, and complement it with op-
portunity zone funding until there is a clear demonstration that it 
can effectively supplant it, if that ends up being the case. 

Secretary CARSON. And I would have no problem at all working 
with you to do that. You know, the things that have happened with 
CDBG, with HOME, with Choice Neighborhoods, these are good 
things. These are things that we want to continue to happen, but 
we want to do it under the right circumstances. And also, you 
know, I could talk for a long time about some of the problems with 
some of those programs because of the formulas which are old and 
need to be updated so that we really are targeting the right people. 

Senator COONS. Well, in my own experience, they were remark-
ably effective tools. I cannot speak for the whole country. I can sim-
ply speak for the community I know and the programs we invested 
in. And I would welcome and appreciate the opportunity to work 
with you on a way to deploy new capital to a longstanding prob-
lems. 

Secretary CARSON. Terrific. 
Senator COONS. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you. Senator Capito. 
Senator CAPITO. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you, Mr. 

Secretary, for being here. I want to keep on the theme of oppor-
tunity zones. Being from the State of West Virginia, we have really 
been trying to figure out where our place is going to be with oppor-
tunity zones, and obviously we have great need. The program is de-
signed, I believe, originally to help areas such as ours. 

One of the concerns I have, I know that you are now the chair 
of the White House Opportunity and Revitalization Council, and I 
assume you are going to be and have been looking at opportunity 
zones. I guess my question is more how do you see this rolling out 
in areas that have not previously been invested in? And some of 
the concerns I have heard most recently have been that oppor-
tunity zones are going to follow real estate more than anything 
else. And so—when we say ‘‘real estate,’’ does that—mean housing 
to you, and how do you figure those investments are going to aid 
the areas it is intended to aid? 

Secretary CARSON. A lot of the money that has already been com-
mitted is, in fact, targeted for housing. You know, we do not tell 
people what to do. 

Senator CAPITO. Right. 
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Secretary CARSON. But, you know, there have been places also 
that I have visited, like a saw mill that had gone out of business 
in an opportunity zone, because it was in that zone, was repur-
chased, reinvested, hiring, bringing in a lot of people, which then 
brought in builders to build houses for them and other community 
development. And that is how I see it rolling out. 

And the key thing here is because it is a long-term investment, 
it is very different than a lot of the investment programs that have 
been done before where people would come in, reap their benefit, 
and take off. They do not get a benefit here until they have in-
vested those unrealized capital gains for at least 5 years, in which 
time they get a 10 percent decrement in the capital gains that they 
owe in the original investment. 

Two additional years they get 5 percent more; 10 years, no cap-
ital gains on the new gain from the original investment. So it is 
a big advantage, but the biggest advantage, of course, is that this 
money, which was going to be invested in something, is brought 
into these areas. And West Virginia would seem to be, you know, 
an ideal place for the opportunity funds. I suspect there are some 
developing there already. 

Senator CAPITO. Right. We are working hard to facilitate that 
and look forward to talking to HUD further on that. We have a 
unique situation. You are aware that we had the floods in West 
Virginia in 2016. 

Secretary CARSON. Yes. 
Senator CAPITO. And we were the recipient, and gratefully so, of 

the CDBG disaster relief funds. But the concern I have is with an 
entity that has come into the State that has been very, very helpful 
to us. And it seems like they are kind of getting caught up in a 
bureaucratic ping-pong match, to characterize it. It is called the 
Appalachian Service Project. It is a religious-based organization 
from Tennessee actually. They were on the ground, and they have 
already rebuilt 74 houses aside from the CDBG disaster relief 
funding. This was under other funding and simply under some of 
it was under just grants and donations and things of that nature. 

But they have been told that they are no longer eligible for this 
funding. And we are—I am concerned because I have seen the good 
work that they do, that they are going to pull up stakes and leave, 
which is basically what they have said they have to do. So I am 
just really asking you if you would be willing to or somebody from 
your staff would be willing to meet with them to understand be-
cause it is kind of going between HUD, the State, them, back and 
we have a little bit of problems with our flood relief dollars on the 
FEMA side. We just want to make sure we, A, do not lose and we 
do not lose their good service as well. 

Secretary CARSON. Sure. 
Senator CAPITO. So I would ask you—I do not know if you are 

familiar with the situation. 
Secretary CARSON. I am familiar with it, and they did good work 

in the first phase. And then they became a sub-recipient and want-
ed to continue with unit cost procedures, but they are not eligible 
for unit cost procedures. 

Senator CAPITO. Right. 
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Secretary CARSON. They have to charge according to what it costs 
to do the work, and they were not willing to make that transition. 
I think that is why it fell apart. So if they are willing to abide by 
the structures that exist, you know, we very much would appre-
ciate having them. 

Senator CAPITO. So moving from being a sub-recipient to what 
would be the category that they need to move to, main contractor 
or—— 

Secretary CARSON. I guess they were a main contractor and then 
they moved to sub-recipient, and it changes. 

Senator CAPITO [continuing]. Yeah, because they said it is cost 
plus 5 percent administrative fee. It does not help cover the costs, 
so their volunteers come in and helping, other costs that they 
incur. 

Secretary CARSON. But if they are willing to be flexible, we can 
certainly work with them on getting into the category that works 
for them. 

Senator CAPITO. Is the best place for them to and for me to help 
them is directly with HUD or to go to the State through HUD, or 
is it directly with HUD? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, if you work directly with HUD, we can 
subsequently get you to the right place. 

Senator CAPITO. All right. Thank you very much. 
Secretary CARSON. Thank you. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Senator. Senator Murphy. 
Senator MURPHY. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Good to see you 

again, Mr. Secretary. I want to thank you for coming to Con-
necticut last June to hear firsthand about the pernicious issue in 
Connecticut of foundations that are crumbling to the ground, affect-
ing some potential 30,000 homes in Eastern and Central Con-
necticut. 

Secretary CARSON. Right. 
Senator MURPHY. This is a problem that is affecting property val-

ues throughout Connecticut, but, in particular, the eastern and 
central and northern parts of our State. And I want to also thank 
you for working with us to allow for CDBG funds to be used by mu-
nicipalities in order to help address this problem. Admittedly, for 
many of these towns which do not receive significant amounts of 
CDBG dollars, this is a drop in the bucket. But as you challenged 
Connecticut to do, the State has also put up $100 million, stood up 
a Captive Insurance Company and pressured insurers to step up as 
well. 

So given the one step forward that we made on allowing CDBG 
funds to be used by the State of Connecticut to help address this 
problem how do you explain the two steps back now? 

You are proposing to eliminate those dollars. How do we continue 
to work together if we do not have those CDBG dollars as a HUD 
financing vehicle to try to address this crisis issue in Connecticut? 
What do you suggest to someone who has seen these homes and 
heard the stories of these homeowners that we do together if we 
do not have CDBG dollars as your budget proposes eliminating? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, you know, certainly my heart goes out 
to those people who, in many cases, have invested their life savings 
in their homes to have this happen. You know, I am happy to see 
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that some of the insurance companies have stepped up to the plate 
after hiding in the beginning, and I am happy to see that the State 
is there. 

You know, I have talked to multiple people on the Federal gov-
ernment level about what is happening there. It is not something 
that we would traditionally do at HUD. I think you probably un-
derstand that. But we have, you know, allowed $1 million to be 
repurposed for the testing and recently added another $480,000. 
And we will be willing to work with you in any way that we can 
because it is a significant problem. As far as I am concerned, it is 
a disaster, but not everybody agrees that that is the case. 

Senator MURPHY. I appreciate that, and as you know, Senator 
Blumenthal and I have proposed some new funding sources, one of 
which would run through HUD, in order to assist in a remediation. 
One simple request that the town, the State, and the individuals 
working at our Captive Insurance Agency asked me to relay to you 
is they thought it would be very useful to have one designated 
point person at HUD that they could work with and be in contact 
with as we try to examine new, creative ways that we can work 
with the Federal government. And I would ask if you would work 
with us on designating someone who can develop some expertise on 
this question. 

Secretary CARSON. Sure. No problem. 
Senator MURPHY. Second and lastly, I wanted to add my voice to 

others who are very concerned about the pace of relief dollars to 
Puerto Rico. It was very concerning to many of those in Con-
necticut who have family and friends in Puerto Rico to hear these 
reports that the President had at a February 22nd meeting di-
rected the slowdown of dollars to Puerto Rico. And I heard your an-
swer before on that question, and I appreciate it. 

I wanted to ask you a more specific question about a $15 million 
fund that was made available to HUD for capacity building and 
technical assistance, including assistance on contracting and pro-
curement. This is a complaint that we hear from the Administra-
tion that Puerto Rico is not ready to take these dollars, but we put 
$15 million your hands to try to help Puerto Rico address any 
issues that we jointly identified that would slow the receipt of the 
billions of dollars that we have authorized. Do you have any update 
on how that $15 million was and is being spent on capacity build-
ing and technical assistance? 

Secretary CARSON. I could not tell you specifically. I have been 
dealing with much larger sums of money. I have not dealt with 
that particular one, but maybe we can have the point person or 
someone talk to you about that. 

Senator MURPHY. I would appreciate a response back, under-
standing it is a much smaller amount of money. But on one hand 
we hear complaints from the President and people around the 
President that Puerto Rico cannot take this money. We do not 
think that is true, but then we also have this fund of money that 
is still a large sum. I know in the scope of disaster assistance, $15 
million may sound like a small amount of money, but that could 
put a lot of technical assistance on the ground in Puerto Rico to 
help ease any concerns that the Administration has. And so I 
would love to have an update on that as well. 
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Secretary CARSON. And, you know, the first $1.5 billion has, in 
fact, been not only designated, but given to them. 

Senator MURPHY. Right. 
Secretary CARSON. And that the unmet needs, the second tranche 

of $8.2, the agreement still needs to be signed, but the plan has 
been accepted. 

Senator MURPHY. I appreciate it. Thank you for continuing to 
focus on this, and we appreciate any efforts to expedite that. This 
is an emergency. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Senator COLLINS. Mr. Secretary, due to the work that I have 
done on the Aging Committee as the chair of that committee, I 
have learned a great deal about how we can allow our seniors to 
age in their own homes. And we included $10 million for new 
Aging in Place Grants for HUD in the fiscal year 2019 bill. And 
these grants are intended to enable low-income seniors who are 
homeowners to make low-cost, high-impact home modifications, 
such as grab bars, or handrails, or adjusting cabinet heights, high-
er toilets, wider entryways, things that can allow them to stay in 
their own homes. 

And this demonstration project is based on smaller programs 
across the country, including the Bath Housing Authority and the 
Maine State Housing Authority. Allowing older homeowners to re-
main in their own homes not only allows them to be where they 
really want to be, but it avoids the cost of their moving into as-
sisted living facilities. And there is a real shortage of those kinds 
of properties in rural areas. What we are concerned about is that 
HUD appears to be moving in the direction that we did not intend, 
and that is to use these grants for multifamily rental properties 
rather than to help seniors upgrade their own homes, low-income 
seniors. 

So I know that HUD is developing the notice of funding avail-
ability for these grants, and I would ask you to work closely with 
our committee to ensure that the program is accurately reflecting 
the intent of this committee. 

Secretary CARSON. Absolutely, and that is such an incredibly im-
portant thing because the aging population is rapidly increasing in 
proportion to the population at large. And, you know, there is a tre-
mendous opportunity for us to do things for people aging in place. 
There is $7 trillion worth of equity that seniors have. Eighty per-
cent of seniors actually are homeowners, so we have got all that 
equity. We have to come up with an appropriate way that we can 
use that equity to eliminate some of the anxiety in their lives and 
allow them to benefit from what they have accumulated over their 
lifetime. We are working on that. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. We look forward to further discus-
sions with your staff on that issue. You and I also share an interest 
in new kinds of construction materials that can lower the cost of 
housing. Being able to reduce those costs is really critical to ex-
panding the supply of affordable housing. There are emerging ap-
proaches that include new technology, such as using 3D printing 
for construction. And another innovative approach is the use of 
mass timber such as cross-laminated timber and similar products. 
That offers a sustainable and cost-effective building material. 
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The University of Maine has a wonderful project where they are 
really leading the way in cross-laminated construction materials. 
How is HUD using its programs and research capacity to further 
the development and adoption of innovative approaches like these 
to lower the cost of construction and, thus, expand the availability 
of more affordable housing? 

Secretary CARSON. A very important question. It is the reason 
that we have initiated an Office of Innovation at HUD looking at 
these very things. In fact, this summer on the Mall in Washington, 
D.C., we will have a demonstration including 3D printing, includ-
ing some of the newer technologies and manufactured housing, tiny 
homes, accessory dwelling units, and some of the materials. About 
3 or 4 weeks ago, I was in Las Vegas for the National Association 
of Homebuilders looking at some of the new products that have 
come online, which will be terrific for the mitigation products. 

And when you look at the effects of mitigation, I want you to 
think back to Hurricane Irma and what we were anticipating as 
opposed to what happened. Because Florida had already from the 
previous hurricane season engaged in mitigation, we ended up with 
a lot less damage, and that is going to be on the real purposes of 
looking at these new building techniques. If you look at things like 
manufactured homes, manufactured homes which are not trailers— 
not how people think about it—look better than site-built homes 
and built on the appropriate foundation actually withstand natural 
disasters better than site-built homes. 

Those are the kinds of things. That is one of the reasons that we 
are moving so rapidly to get rid of a lot of the regulatory barriers 
dealing with manufactured homes so that we can use them, par-
ticularly in rural areas. Ten percent of the single-family housing is 
manufactured homes in this country. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. Senator Reed. 
Senator REED. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. I want 

to go back to what you indicated as a drastically-increasing need 
for affordable housing for elderly Americans. It is a cohort—I think 
we are part of it, Mr. Secretary that is growing dramatically. And, 
in fact, only one-third of the eligible seniors are receiving assist-
ance right now throughout the United States, and that is expected 
to double in the next 15 years. 

So that is why it is—I find it interesting, over the last 3 years 
the committee through proper authorization, we have appropriated 
$166 million to construct new affordable elderly housing. You indi-
cated to us that under the Section 202 Program, that all of that 
would be available by the end of 2018, but we are still awaiting the 
release of those funds. So can you give us an idea of when you in-
tend to make this money available for housing construction? 

Secretary CARSON. We intend to make it available as soon as 
possible, and I would think that that would be before this fall. 

Senator REED. Well, you know, again, there seems to be this 
emerging pattern of we authorize and appropriate funds over sev-
eral years, and they get hung up. The CDBG Sustainability Funds, 
there the issue was it is a novel program, you need to some anal-
ysis. This Section 202 Program has been around for a long time, 
and I would think that you would get those funds out the door im-
mediately. 
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Secretary CARSON. Well, this is a new iteration of that program. 
Fifty million of it is going to be gotten out immediately. The rest 
of it is being looked at in terms of ways—innovative ways for peo-
ple to age in place, and that is why it is taking a little bit longer. 

Senator REED. Well, again, this pattern, I will say for myself at 
least, it is disturbing of money being—the long, long lead times to 
get money out that is appropriated by this committee. The other 
area I want to concentrate as the time slips away is the FHA. You 
have been directed to study FHA reform, et cetera. One of the 
things that FHA does is it contributes a lot of money to our oper-
ating budget through its receipts, and it also has a great deal of 
flexibility because through mortgage letters, it can vary the terms 
of its lending arrangements. It can do a lot of things to protect the 
fund from risk and also to provide more opportunities for home-
ownership. 

Secretary CARSON. Yes. 
Senator REED. This budget assumes $2.3 billion less in FHA sin-

gle-family mortgage receipts for 2019, and that is a significant fluc-
tuation. And it raises the question of why are we not using the 
flexibility, you as Secretary, to ensure that there is at least a con-
sistent flow of FHA funds to HUD for your programs. 

Secretary CARSON. As far as I know, the flow from the FHA 
funding does not come directly back to the Agency. It goes to Treas-
ury, and then we have to be allocated money from them. I wish we 
could do it that way. 

Senator REED. Well, you traditionally are funded even through 
Treasury by—in fact, this budget is showing funding coming from 
the FHA for your—the President’s proposal. So your answer is that 
the Treasury has arbitrarily decided to take money away from—— 

Secretary CARSON. Well, it goes to the Treasury, and then we 
have to go through other processes. The money never comes di-
rectly to us. 

Senator REED. Well, but somewhere along the line this budget 
suggests that someone is taking a significant decrease in normally- 
allowed FHA expenditures going to HUD. That is the math of this 
budget. 

Secretary CARSON. Well. 
Senator REED. If it is not you, then it is Treasury. 
Secretary CARSON. I would request that Congress—I have said 

this for a long time. If we can take the profits that we generate 
through FHA and we can use them directly and we will be com-
pletely transparent—boy, we could do a lot. 

Senator REED. Well, let me—I will continue to pursue this issue 
because, again, I think this—as you go forward with plans, because 
you have been directed to sort of look at the reformation of FHA. 

Secretary CARSON. Or of housing finance in general. 
Senator REED. And housing finance in general, but if FHA is ‘‘re-

formed’’ to the degree that you do not have access to any of these 
receipts, then your programs—your whole range of programs will 
suffer dramatically. 

Secretary CARSON. I agree. 
Senator REED. The only final point I would note was that there 

was money, $25 million in 2017, to help PHAs, public housing au-
thorities, with their lead-based hazard—lead paint-based hazards. 
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You have only awarded $18 million and that is just to 20 housing 
authorities, and you decided that the award would be limited to a 
maximum of $1 million, and also that you would not consider PHAs 
that have lead compliance issues. You would help some PHAs, but 
not others. Are you after this experience, are you contemplating 
any changes to this program to allocate the additional resources? 

Secretary CARSON. Well, one of the major changes is we are try-
ing to get the information disseminated so that we have more peo-
ple applying for it. The reason that all the money was not allocated 
is because we did not have enough people applying for it. 

Senator REED. Well, again, we will continue to work and this is 
an issue of lead paint both in private homes and subsidized hous-
ing and public housing that the chairman and I are very much con-
cerned about. 

Secretary CARSON. Thank you. 
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Senator COLLINS. Mr. Secretary, thank you so much for being 

with us today and for altering your schedule to accommodate the 
earlier start time. 

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS 

The hearing record will remain open until Friday, April 12th, 
2019, for additional questions. I know I have several, and I am 
sure that the ranking member does as well, and we will be submit-
ting those for the record. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SUSAN M. COLLINS 

PUBLIC HOUSING ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS CONTRACT 

Question. Last April, HUD issued a new Annual Contributions Contract (ACC), 
which is the grant agreement for the public housing operating and capital funds ad-
ministered by housing authorities. Shortly after it was issued, HUD pulled it back 
due to numerous concerns from PHAs across the country, including those in Maine. 
In December, HUD published additional revisions to the ACC for public comment. 
The newly revised ACC appears to be very similar to what HUD issued last year, 
with little consideration for the concerns from PHAs. Concerns from PHA’s include: 
an improper overreach of Federal authority; noncompliance with the Administrative 
Procedures Act; HUD control of non-Federal funds; and requiring PHAs to violate 
state Freedom of Information and Freedom of Access Acts. 

What problem is HUD currently experiencing with either the operation of the 
public housing programs, or its relationship with PHAs, that this revised ACC is 
intended to fix? 

Answer. The revisions to the ACC published for public comment in December 2018 
set forth the terms and conditions associated with HUD’s longstanding award of 
Federal financial assistance for the public housing program in the form of grants 
(current regulations 24 CFR 905.106). The Paperwork Reduction Act is the appro-
priate method for revising the ACC because HUD is making a change to a required 
form (namely the ACC) under its regular expiration/renewal cycle; HUD is not mak-
ing any changes to the substantive requirements of the Public Housing Program. 
When HUD requirements are changed by rulemaking (which is done through rule-
making and consistent with the APA), the ACC incorporates by reference any such 
changes. 

The concerns from PHAs enumerated in the preamble to this question all rep-
resent existing requirements of PHAs in statute or regulation that govern public 
housing funding. The December 2018 public comment version of the ACC proposed 
elimination of provisions that, since 1995, have been fully incorporated by regula-
tion. The December 2018 proposed ACC did not initiate new provisions that are not 
currently in effect through statute or regulation. 

Prior to the ACC changes proposed in 2018, HUD had last updated the ACC in 
1995; and prior to that, in 1969. Remarkably, some 400 of the 3,000 PHAs nation-
wide still have never executed the 1995 version of the ACC and maintain that their 
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participation in the public housing funding program is based on the 1969 version, 
which was developed when the public housing program was a loan program. This 
is an untenable situation for HUD and for the PHAs, given more than two decades 
of changes to applicable statutory and regulatory public housing funding require-
ments, as described below. 

The Public Housing program, which was initially a loan program, was changed 
by Congress to a direct grant program in 1987, through which HUD awards grants 
for the development and operation of public housing (See sections 112 and 119 of 
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1987 (the HCD Act)). 

In 1988, HUD implemented OMB Circular A—102 ‘‘Grant Awards and Coopera-
tive Agreements with State and Local Governments,’’ by codifying its provisions in 
24 CFR part 85 (March 11, 1988, 53 FR 8025, 8650). HUD made the public housing 
program subject to 24 CFR Part 85 in 53 fiscal year 7875: 

HUD previously took the position that annual contributions for public housing de-
velopment and modernization were not subject to Circular A–102 requirements be-
cause the Federal assistance to public housing agencies (PHAs) was in the form of 
loans and loan guarantee commitments made by HUD. The Department’s current 
method of funding public housing development and modernization by means of cap-
ital grants (as opposed to loans, as in the past) has the effect of subjecting public 
housing development and modernization funding to A–102 requirements. Public 
housing operating subsidies are administered as grants and therefore are also ap-
propriate for A–102 grant management treatment. (emphasis added).In this state-
ment, HUD clearly reflected its determination that because of the changes made by 
the HCD Act, public housing funding (capital and operating funding) were to be ad-
ministered as grants. Consequently, the ACC is an agreement related to the receipt 
of public housing grant funding (i.e., a grant agreement). Accordingly, as a result 
of the changes to the program made by the HCD Act, HUD has, since 1988, consist-
ently administered the public housing program as a grant program. 

In addition to codifying A–102 at 24 CFR Part 85, HUD codified the provisions 
of other grant management-related OMB circulars, including OMB Circular A—133, 
‘‘Audits of States, Local Governments and Non-Profit Organizations,’’ in 24 CFR 
parts 84 and 85 in 1997 (November 18, 1997, 62 FR 61617), and such other circulars 
related to grant management. In the intervening years since codifying the guidance 
in these circulars, HUD has cross-referenced applicable provisions of 24 CFR parts 
84 and 85 throughout program regulations, including applicable regulations for pub-
lic housing development, modernization and operating funding. 

In 1995 HUD issued PIH Notice 95–44 which transmitted a revised ACC, Form 
HUD–53012A and Form HUD–53012B (commonly known now as the 1995 version, 
which is the current version). The form was revised against the backdrop of the pub-
lic housing program being a grant program, and HUD’s determination that the ACC 
was a grant agreement. HUD regulations and guidance frequently referenced the 
funding as grant funding (e.g., 24 CFR § § 941.103 (ACC definition), 941.612, 
968.103). The 1995 version was revised to be consistent with HUD’s program regula-
tions and grant funding scheme. HUD noted that: 

[t]he revised ACC eliminates the recitation of the specific statutory, regulatory 
and executive order requirements to which a HA is subject with respect to its public 
or Indian housing projects. Instead, the HA is made subject to ‘‘all applicable laws, 
executive orders and regulations,’’ whether or not these authorities are specifically 
incorporated by reference in the ACC . . . With the execution of this revised ACC, 
HUD intends to eliminate the obsolescence that has developed over time in the ex-
isting ACC as a result of the enactment of new legislation and the promulgation 
of new regulations that conflict with specific requirements contained in the ACC. 

But since 1995 there have been numerous additional changes to the specific statu-
tory, regulatory and executive order requirements to which a HA is subject with re-
spect to its public projects. For example, in October 2013 HUD published the final 
rule for the Capital Fund Program at 24 CFR Part 905. The final rule combined 
and streamlined the former legacy public housing modernization grant programs, in-
cluding the Comprehensive Grant Program, the Comprehensive Improvement As-
sistance Program and the Public Housing Development Program. 

In 2004, the SF–424 ‘‘Application For Federal Assistance’’ was identified as a new 
form added to the PHA-required submissions for the receipt of public housing Oper-
ating Funds. (See Notice PIH 2003–22). At that time, HUD identified the SF–424 
as a new form that was required as part of a government-wide grants management 
initiative and was applicable to the public housing programs and PHAs requesting 
public housing development and operating grant funding. 

On December 19, 2014, OMB published a joint, Governmentwide interim rule 
with all Federal award-making agencies, entitled Federal Awarding Agency Regu-
latory Implementation of Office of Management and Budget’s Uniform Administra-
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tive Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards 
(commonly called the’’ Uniform Guidance’’). All Federal award-making agencies, in-
cluding HUD, implemented the Uniform Guidance. HUD amended its administra-
tive requirements for grants and cooperative agreements. HUD’s final rule (Decem-
ber 7, 2015, 80 FR 75931) conformed HUD’s regulations to the Uniform Guidance, 
and revised cross references within affected HUD regulations, including the public 
housing programs covered by the 1995 ACC (e.g., the Public Housing Capital Fund 
Program and the Operating Fund Program). In the preamble to the final rule HUD 
stated: 

Grant recipients and those who monitor grants are strongly encouraged to review 
the Uniform Guidance to obtain a better understanding of the Uniform Guidance 
and its implications for their Federal awards. 

The proposed changes to the ACC update the agreement to conform to govern-
ment requirements at 2 CFR Part 200 that apply to grant funding, and to address 
any misunderstandings and misinterpretations that have developed over the 20∂ 

year since the last revision to the document. The ACC published in December 2018 
was for public comment, and in response to concerns raised by PHAs, HUD proposes 
to address and concerns consistent with existing statutory and regulatory require-
ments. 

INSPECTIONS OF HUD-ASSISTED PROPERTIES 

Question. The physical quality of HUD-assisted units has long been a concern of 
mine. I have pushed HUD to improve its oversight of the physical conditions of 
units, including the collection of photos of inspections to improve accuracy. As I 
have stated previously, neither assisted families nor taxpayers are well served by 
subsidizing housing in poor condition. At the direction of this Committee, GAO re-
cently completed a review of HUD’s physical inspection process and inspector over-
sight for HUD-assisted properties, identifying 14 recommendation to improve qual-
ity and oversight. HUD concedes that the inspection scoring model no longer aligns 
with housing quality, and that properties can pass inspection even with poor unit 
conditions. In response, HUD has announced a new policy of shortening the time 
between inspection notification and the actual inspection to prevent owners from 
doing only ‘‘just in time’’ repairs, and plans to undertake a 2-year demonstration to 
evaluate and implement changes to the scoring model. HUD has noted that the cur-
rent model of five inspectable areas (dwelling units, building systems, common 
areas, building exteriors, and site) enables properties to pass inspections even if the 
dwelling units fail inspection. HUD’s new approach will consolidate these five areas 
into only three—dwelling units, inside, and outside—and the property will not pass 
the overall inspection if the dwelling units inspectable area fails. 

If HUD knows that the inspection scoring model based on these five inspectable 
areas is flawed, why is HUD waiting 2-years to make the change to three areas and 
a requirement that the dwelling units pass, while families continue to live in sub- 
standard units? 

Answer. There are two reasons HUD wants to make changes to the scoring 
weights of our physical inspections over a two-year period. 

First, the Department wants to ensure it has the correct solution. We acknowl-
edge concerns about the current weighting structure. While we believe we have the 
solution, the Department is hesitant to make a drastic change to the current system 
without a testing period. HUD needs to ensure that changes to the model produces 
a more accurate score and does not exacerbate existing or create new issues. The 
current schedule is very aggressive but allows HUD the appropriate time to ensure 
what we are proposing in the updated model works. 

Second, making changes to the current state scoring model requires a significant 
level of effort and commitment of resources that are needed to develop the future 
state. The National Standards for the Physical Inspection of Real Estate (NSPIRE) 
demonstration, which is HUD’s overarching effort at overhauling its inspections sys-
tem, includes other changes such as revising the inspection standards and types of 
inspections that are intended to replace the current state. The NSPIRE demonstra-
tion and the new inspection scoring model are more closely aligned than the current 
system and these resources at the Federal level would be better served creating a 
new system that works rather than making fixes to the current system. 

While HUD believes that a streamlined scoring model will provide several bene-
fits, changing the scoring model alone is not sufficient to address the broad range 
of causal factors that can contribute to improving the detection of substandard hous-
ing. This requires enhancements to the underlying standards, protocols, processes, 
and information technology. Given the inextricable linkage between the standards 
and the scoring model, testing changes to one without the other may lead to unin-
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tended negative consequences. The full extent of those necessary changes will be 
evaluated as part of the NSPIRE demonstration. 

RENT COMPARABILITY STUDIES IN THE NORTHEAST 

Question. The recent government shutdown highlighted some HUD process issues 
when it comes to renewing rental assistance. One such case was the renewal of an 
8-unit elderly housing project in Swans Island, Maine. In places like Maine, prop-
erties like this are critical to meeting the housing needs of low-income families and 
seniors. Renewal of this property was complicated by HUD’s inability to secure a 
contract for a third-party rent comparability study, or other market analysis, to pro-
vide the property with a rent subsidy increase, which it had not received since 1996. 
I am pleased that, working with your staff, we were able to ensure that this prop-
erty will receive a full renewal and subsidy increase. However, this renewal in 
Maine highlighted that securing rent comparability studies or other market anal-
yses to justify subsidy increases is a particular problem for HUD in the Northeast. 

What steps is HUD taking to ensure that other properties are not subject to simi-
lar delays and uncertainty? 

Answer. To address delays and uncertainty in securing rent comparability studies, 
HUD has recently taken steps to enter into a contract with one vendor that will 
allow for the procurement of multiple studies at once and delivery of a more expedi-
tious product rather than competing each property study separately, as was the 
practice at the time of the Swan’s Island, Maine property renewal. 

FAIR HOUSING ACTION AGAINST FACEBOOK 

Question. Last week, the Department charged Facebook with violating the Fair 
Housing Act by enabling advertisers to exclude people based on their religion, na-
tional original, and even for being a parent with children. According to HUD, 
Facebook also used protected characteristics of people to determine who could view 
ads regardless of whether an advertiser wants to reach a broad or narrow audience. 
Facebook’s machine learning and other prediction techniques were used to inten-
tionally target and excludes users based on their protected class. In today’s digital 
world, I appreciate that the Secretary has focused on new platforms that can be 
used to exclude protected classes. 

Has the Department found other instances of new technologies that could be re-
stricting or limiting housing opportunities in violation of the Fair Housing Act? 

Answer. The Department is always exploring the application of the Fair Housing 
Act and related authorities to new technologies. The Department investigates and 
makes findings in thousands of cases per year, many of which implicate new tech-
nologies, such as tenant screening software, underwriting models, online adver-
tising, automated valuations, and social media. These types of technologies are of 
interest to the Department because any unlawful bias in the technologies may affect 
a large number of victims. As noted in the hearing, the Department engaged 
Facebook beginning in 2016 about its advertising practices and ultimately issued a 
charge of discrimination against the company. The Department has also initiated 
dialogue with other companies engaged in social media and advertising technology 
about their advertising practices and is continuing to explore the application of the 
Fair Housing Act to the online advertising space. As more people turn to the web 
to find housing, loans, insurance, and other housing-related services, online adver-
tising plays a bigger role in who has access to housing opportunities. The Depart-
ment is committed to protecting the rights of the American people online as well 
as in the physical world. 

3–YEAR INCOME RECERTIFICATION AND FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

Question. One of the core aspects of the Administration’s proposed changes to 
rental assistance calculations is the triennial recertification of income, which is in-
tended to simplify administrative requirements. On the other hand, the Family-Self 
Sufficiency program, which is the Department’s signature self-sufficiency program, 
deposits funds into the FSS escrow accounts based on increases in household in-
come. A triennial recertification of household income would appear to undercut the 
effectiveness of the FSS program. 

Has HUD taken into account the intersection of changes to rent calculations and 
self-sufficiency programs? 

Answer. HUD currently has two self-sufficiency programs that include a rent in-
centive: Family Self-Sufficiency programs (FSS) and Jobs Plus. All other self-suffi-
ciency initiatives function on the standard rent calculation platform. HUD’s pro-
posed rent reform bill, the Making Affordable Housing Work Act (MAHWA), would 
supplement these programs by providing additional alternatives to standard income- 
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based rent that could be available to the broader universe of HUD tenants in order 
to ameliorate any disincentive to increasing earnings. Specifically, MAHWA has sev-
eral provisions that build upon programmatic experience regarding incentivizing 
self-sufficiency. These include the following provisions: 

1. Triennial recertifications—triennial recertifications would provide a temporary 
incentive to families to increase earnings without having an impact to total tenant 
payment until the next triennial reexamination. 

2. Minimum rent based at the minimum wage and part-time work hours—this 
provision encourages individuals who may not have been working to take steps to 
obtain employment in order to meet the higher minimum rental amount. 

3. Alternative rents—building upon the experiences of Moving to Work (MTW) 
agencies and the FSS program, these rent structures are developed to incentivize 
increased earnings over time, while also, simplifying rent calculations, and permit-
ting families to keep some of the increased earnings. 

4. Optional Work Requirements—again building upon the experience of MTW 
agencies and the FSS program, PHAs and owners of project-based assistance prop-
erties would be permitted to adopt work requirements as a condition of admission 
and continued occupancy for work-able families. 

The FSS program, particularly the escrow savings in FSS, provides a long-term 
incentive to increase income, with the ‘‘reward’’ or incentive coming after several 
years of program participation. Alternative rent structures that delay rent increases 
provide an immediate incentive in the form of the ability to retain more of the in-
creases wages as they come in. There is ongoing research regarding the differing 
benefits to the ‘‘reward now’’ or ‘‘reward later’’ models and the added benefit of fi-
nancial coaching in working towards long-term self-sufficiency. These new rent cal-
culations provide an excellent opportunity to expand the benefits to more residents 
and test the impact of various models. 

OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Question. The 2017 tax reform legislation included the creation of Opportunity 
Zones, to be administered by the Treasury. These Opportunity Zones will encourage 
investment in distressed communities through tax incentives. You have been named 
the Chair of the White House Opportunity and Revitalization Council, which will 
look at ways to remove barriers to revitalization efforts and work on broader efforts 
to combat poverty and geographic inequality. We recently had the opportunity to 
visit an Opportunity Zone in Maine and I look forward to working with you on the 
transformation of this neighborhood. 

Given your leadership roles as chair of this council and as HUD secretary, how 
can HUD and the Opportunity Zone program work together to benefit additional 
communities that are in need of revitalization? 

Answer. HUD has a very important presence within Opportunity Zones, including: 
approximately 2.4 million persons living in HUD-assisted housing (27 percent of the 
national total); 371,000 public housing units (38 percent of the national); 2,400 Mul-
tifamily housing properties with FHA mortgage insurance (21 percent of the na-
tional total); and 617,000 FHA-insured Single Family properties (8 percent of the 
national total) as of April 2019. HUD is uniquely positioned to utilize its existing 
authorities to maximize the beneficial impact of public and private investments in 
Opportunity Zones, as the agency’s various grant programs (whether discretionary 
or competitive in nature) will be important for communities to help build the req-
uisite housing, infrastructure, and capacity at-large in order to attract private cap-
ital in a way that most benefits existing residents. The same holds true for addi-
tional communities that are in need of revitalization, and yet have not been des-
ignated as Opportunity Zones. Although the relevant Opportunity Zone Federal tax 
incentives do not apply to investments made in other communities, we are working 
with State, local, tribal, and territorial leaders (HUD grantees) to re-think their eco-
nomic development plans and engage residents in a way that has long been ne-
glected. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR STEVE DAINES 

MANUFACTURED HOUSING 

Question. In its 2017 Omnibus bill, Congress included a directive to HUD to re-
view its add-on letter for garages and carports, the proposed interpretive bulletin 
on frost-free foundations, and the on-site completion of construction rule and ‘‘de-
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velop a solution that ensures the safety of consumers and minimizes costs and bur-
densome requirements on manufacturers and consumers.’’ 

The Manufactured Housing Consensus Committee (MHCC) is responsible for rec-
ommending and facilitating revisions and interpretations of the HUD Code and dur-
ing a 2018 meeting took the following actions: 

—Voted to rescind HUD’s extension of ‘‘alternative construction’’ requirements for 
carports. 

—Voted to withdraw HUD’s proposed Interpretative Bulletin on Frost Free Foun-
dations. 

—Unanimously supported changes to the HUD Code’s requirements for add-on 
structures (garages). 

—Discussed changes to the on-site completion of construction rule. 
Despite the MHCC recommendations, HUD has not taken action to implement the 

recommended changes. What are your plans to move forward with implementation? 
Answer. HUD is working diligently to implement recommendations received from 

the MHCC by revising the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards, 
which will include ‘‘Add-On’’ provisions to address attached garages and carports, 
among other things. 

The MHCC voted during its April-May 2019 meeting for HUD not to finalize the 
proposed Interpretative Bulletin (IB) on Frost Free Foundations and sent the sub-
ject to subcommittee for further review. Accordingly, HUD is not working on final-
izing the IB at this time. 

Changes to the on-site completion of construction rule were discussed during the 
April-May 2019 MHCC meeting. The MHCC referred all recommendations regard-
ing the On-Site Completion of Construction Rule to MHCC subcommittees, which 
will revise them for final recommendations to the full MHCC committee. HUD will 
continue to work with the relevant MHCC subcommittees to implement findings 
from HUD’s Report on the On-site Completion of Construction for Manufactured 
Homes. 

Question. When do you expect the first changes to me made with regard to the 
comprehensive review of HUD’s manufactured housing regulations, which you an-
nounced last year? 

Answer. HUD is working to release the first of three sets of updates to the Manu-
factured Home Construction and Safety Standards by March 2020. 

Question. Can you discuss your plans to implement backlog of more than 100 
pending changes recommended by the MHCC? 

Answer. HUD is working to release the first of three sets of updates to the Manu-
factured Home Construction and Safety Standards by March 2020. The Manufac-
tured Home Construction and Safety Standards have not been significantly updated 
since 2009. The third set of standards will go far to address the backlog of pending 
changes. The MHCC is currently addressing approximately 300 pending items, 200 
of which were just assigned to subcommittee at the April/May meeting. HUD will 
begin a separate regulatory process for these pending items once they are finalized 
by the MHCC and submitted to HUD. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JACK REED 

COMPETITIVE GRANTS TO PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCIES TO ADDRESS LEAD-BASED PAINT 
HAZARDS IN PUBLIC HOUSING 

Question. Secretary Carson, as I mentioned during the hearing, this Committee 
provided $25 million in fiscal year 2017 to help public housing agencies (PHAs) ad-
dress lead-based paint hazards in public housing. I raised concern about HUD’s fail-
ure to disseminate all of this funding, by only awarding $18 million to 20 PHAs. 
In your response, you stated that this was a result of not enough PHAs applying 
for the funding. However, my staff received data from HUD on August 17, 2018 
which stated 83 PHAs applied for this funding, of which, 48 PHAs met the eligibility 
threshold and were considered for the awards. Because the demand exceeded the 
amount of funding available, Senator Collins and I included an additional $25 mil-
lion in grants to PHAs for this purpose in fiscal year 2019. 

During the hearing I also noted two concerns with the fiscal year 2017 competi-
tion. Despite Congress providing this funding to help PHAs come into compliance 
with the Lead Safe Housing and Lead Disclosure Rules, HUD prohibited PHAs with 
any lead compliance issues from being eligible for the funding. Additionally, HUD 
limited grant awards to a maximum of $1 million, which does not take into account 
PHAs that might have needs that far exceed this award amount. 
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Why is HUD defining PHAs that have existing lead-related compliance issues as 
ineligible for the public housing lead funding and what long-term effect does this 
have on their ability to meet the health and safety needs of public housing resi-
dents? 

Answer. The Notice of Funds Availability (NOFA) includes the following provision: 
‘‘PHAs that have received written notification of violations of the Lead Safe Housing 
Rule (LSHR) or Lead Disclosure Rule (LDR) from the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA), HUD, or the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), and have not 
yet resolved these findings are not eligible for these funds. Further, these funds 
shall not be used to perform any work required by a settlement agreement, consent 
decree, voluntary agreement, or similar document, with EPA, HUD, or DOJ for vio-
lations of the LSHR or LDR.’’ 

The Department has multiple reasons for this provision. The first reason is that 
PHAs that know about existing lead hazards have a 90 day deadline to resolve the 
issue. Assuming that a PHA discovered a lead hazard right before the application 
deadline for the grant, it could not realistically expect to get funding from the grant 
fast enough to comply with the 90-day deadline (even if it was assured of getting 
grant funding). HUD needs adequate time to review the applications and make the 
funding available. In addition, a PHA would have to go through a procurement proc-
ess after receiving an award before it could engage a vendor to address the identi-
fied hazard. Further, the vendor would need some period of time to begin work. It 
is unrealistic to think that all of the necessary steps to use grant funds to address 
the hazard could be completed to comply with the 90-day deadline. Realistically, a 
PHA that has an already identified lead hazard must rely on existing resources to 
mitigate the identified hazard. Additionally, PHAs that have unresolved findings 
likely lack the necessary capacity to properly carry out lead based paint grant ac-
tivities properly and would be identified as high-risk grant recipients. 

Question. What data did HUD use to inform the maximum grant award threshold 
and how was economies of scale taken into consideration? 

Answer. Given that the grant program has very limited funding relative to the 
potential need, the purpose of the maximum grant award was to ensure that the 
grant funding would be spread across a significant number of PHAs with properties 
that were clearly at risk. This decision was made without particular regard for a 
concentration of lead hazards in a single large property or in many properties man-
aged by the same housing authority. This decision had the effect of preventing grant 
award bias away from smaller housing authorities or housing authorities in more 
rural and less densely populated areas. 

Again, with a grant program of limited funding, the Department did not consider 
economies of scale in establishing a maximum grant award amount, as the existence 
of lead hazards in any public housing unit represents a significant health risk to 
the residents of that unit. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 

Question. The leading causes of homelessness in the United States are a lack of 
affordable housing, high rental price increases, and stagnant wage growth for low- 
income Americans. As demand for affordable housing vastly outpaces supply and 
drives rental prices higher, some households making less than 50 percent of area 
median income (AMI) are being forced to pay more than 50 percent of their incomes 
on rent. This leaves few resources available for food, basic healthcare, and other 
necessary expenses. Further exacerbating this crisis is wage stagnation among low- 
income Americans. Even though the U.S. unemployment rate is at its lowest level 
in two decades, wage growth has largely benefitted top earners, while wages for low 
to median earners have remained the same. 

Secretary Carson, The affordable housing crisis is reaching epic proportions in 
urban and rural communities alike, with the number of low-income households fac-
ing worst case housing needs reaching 8.3 million in 2015. 

Given the increasing demands for affordable housing, especially among low-in-
come households, what is HUD doing in this budget proposal to expand our afford-
able housing stock? 

Answer. HUD has prioritized working with our Federal, state, and local partners 
to reduce the regulatory barriers that impede the development of additional housing 
supply, particularly affordable housing. A significant portion of the cost of building 
new multifamily housing is related to regulations, so simply increasing funding for 
HUD’s programs will not solve this crisis. 

HUD is also prioritizing the alignment of our programs with Opportunity Zones, 
a tax incentive that encourages the deployment of much-needed private capital into 
some of America’s most distressed Census tracts. In addition, HUD’s Rental Assist-
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ance Demonstration will allow the preservation and recapitalization of affordable 
units that might otherwise be lost. 

For potential homeowners, HUD has successfully preserved FHA as a source of 
affordable mortgage credit and as a result FHA has served over 3.6 million families 
during the past 3 years with: 

—Over 2.5 million forward purchase loans; 
—Almost 1 million refinances—resulting in reduced loan terms or monthly pay-

ments; 
—Over 150,000 HECM loans, enabling seniors to stay in their homes. 
Further, over the past 3 years, FHA endorsed purchase loans for 2.1 million first- 

time buyers, or 82 percent of its total purchase loan endorsements during this pe-
riod. FHA has provided access to home-ownership for people who otherwise may 
have faced difficulty obtaining a conventional mortgage. 

MULTIFAMILY HOUSING CONTRACT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

Question. During the government shutdown, HUD allowed over 1,500 multifamily 
housing contracts to expire, impacting nearly 60,000 tenants receiving assistance 
under the Section 8 Project-Based Rental Assistance (PBRA), Section 202 Housing 
for the Elderly, and Section 811 Housing for Persons with Disabilities programs. In 
these cases, landlords and public housing agencies (PHAs) were required to expend 
reserve funds to meet ongoing obligations until HUD was able to resume operations 
and contract renewal activities. 

These events brought to light that HUD’s internal contract renewal procedures 
and financial management systems were insufficient and a predominantly cum-
bersome manual process. As a result, HUD consistently faces challenges predicting 
and managing the contract renewal process. 

What business processes have you identified that HUD needs to change in order 
to better predict and manage the renewal of expiring contracts? 

Answer. HUD has identified business processes that could be improved with infor-
mation technology advances. Completion of a contract renewal is a multi-step busi-
ness process involving a series of back-and-forth exchanges over email and through 
standard mail between an owner, HUD staff, and in many cases a Project-based 
Contract Administrator (PBCA&rpar;&semi; however, HUD is exploring options for 
utilizing a secure cloud-based document exchange platform for renewal contracts 
and rent adjustment documents as well as tools to standardize workflow tracking. 
By improving the process to share documents and increase visibility into transaction 
status, we expect to be more predictive in the renewal process and enhance both 
efficiency and customer experience. 

Question. If IT improvements are a component of that solution, what system-spe-
cific changes need to be made and how is the Office of the Chief Information Officer 
incorporating those changes into HUD’s IT modernization plan? 

Answer. In 2018, HUD completed a review of the potential for modernization of 
the Tenant Rental Assistance Certification System (TRACS), the system central to 
contract renewals, tenant income certifications, and payments for Multifamily’s Sec-
tion 8 PBRA, Section 202, and Section 811 programs. This review highlighted func-
tional systems enhancements needed to improve management of contract renewals. 
In addition to re-platforming the aging system, TRACS modernization would en-
hance Multifamily contracts management by eliminating certain manual entries and 
improving interfaces with the integrated Real Estate Management System (iREMS) 
for properties and the Line of Credit Control System (LOCCS) payment system. 
HUD has recently begun the first steps of TRACS modernization through its Enter-
prise Subsidies Management initiative. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY 

FAIR MARKET RENTS 

Question. Fair Market Rent—The fair market rents published by HUD for fiscal 
year 2019 showed a decrease in rents for two bedroom apartments in all but one 
county in Vermont. HUD’s rents do not reflect the rental market in Vermont, which 
has experienced a steady increase in price over the last decade. The misalignment 
between HUD’s Fair Market Rents and Vermont’s rental market results in voucher 
holders who are unable to find quality homes in good neighborhoods. In fiscal year 
18 and fiscal year 19, the Senate Appropriations Committee included report lan-
guage directing HUD to explore methods to improve its FMR formula and identify 
barriers to states seeking to adjust their FMR’s based on private rental surveys. 
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What would be the impact of extending the authority of PHAs to set payment 
standards from 110 percent of FMR to 120 percent of FMR? 

Answer. If the payment standard basic range were extended to 120 percent, PHAs 
would be able to offer their tenants an additional 9.1 percent in voucher purchasing 
power. The following table provides examples of the increased payment standard au-
thority: 

FMR 110% PS 120% PS % Difference 

$500 $550 $600 9.1% 
$750 $825 $900 9.1% 

$1,000 $1,100 $1,200 9.1% 

By increasing the payment standard, the PHA is reducing the number of families 
that the PHA can assist with its program funding. Any increase in the maximum 
payment standard level is likely to increase the per-unit costs in the voucher pro-
gram, which will reduce the number of participants the voucher program can serve 
unless the Department receives a commensurate increase in TBRA funding. 

Question. What regulatory or statutory changes need to take place for this to 
occur? 

Answer. The statute governing the payment standards is found at 42 USC 
1437(f)(o)(1)(B): Establishment of payment standard. The text of this paragraph is 
as follows: Except as provided under subparagraph (D), the payment standard for 
each size of dwelling unit in a market area shall not exceed 110 percent of the fair 
market rental established under subsection (c) for the same size of dwelling unit in 
the same market area and shall be not less than 90 percent of that fair market rent-
al, except that no public housing agency shall be required as a result of a reduction 
in the fair market rental to reduce the payment standard applied to a family con-
tinuing to reside in a unit for which the family was receiving assistance under this 
section at the time the fair market rental was reduced. The Secretary shall allow 
public housing agencies to request exception payment standards within fair market 
rental areas subject to criteria and procedures established by the Secretary. 

Similarly, HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR 982.503(b) contains companion language 
to the statute: Establishing payment standard amounts. (1)(i) The PHA may estab-
lish the payment standard amount for a unit size at any level between 90 percent 
and 110 percent of the published FMR for that unit size. HUD approval is not re-
quired to establish a payment standard amount in that range (‘‘basic range’’). The 
PHA must revise the payment standard amount no later than 3 months following 
the effective date of the published FMR if a change is necessary to stay within the 
basic range. 

Consequently, both the statute and the regulation would need to be amended to 
allow PHAs with general authority to set payment standards above 110 percent. 

Question. What is HUD doing to identify barriers for small rural PHAs to request 
an adjustment to the FMR’s for their region? 

Answer. PHAs operating in rural areas likely need to partner with neighboring 
areas and conduct an area group survey. The non-metropolitan counties of 
Bennington, Windham, and Windsor in Vermont successfully completed a survey in 
2016 that was used as the basis for FMR calculations in fiscal year 2016, fiscal year 
2017, and fiscal year 2018. Similarly, in fiscal year 2019, the non-metropolitan coun-
ties of Coos and Curry in Oregon successfully completed a local survey of the 
grouped area. HUD works with PHAs in smaller areas to ensure that they have spe-
cific targets for number of survey responses needed to support their reevaluation re-
quests. 

Question. PHAs are required by HUD to maintain rent reasonableness databases 
based on the local rental market. In what ways could HUD change its FMR adjust-
ment process to include the utilization of this data? 

Answer. Rent reasonableness data are not statistically representative of rental 
markets. These data are compiled based on where voucher holders are seeking rent-
al units or where voucher holders have been successful in finding rental units. Con-
sequently, these data may not be compared to or considered a replacement for com-
prehensive market data available from the American Community Survey (ACS). 
HUD has set a standard that there must be at least 100 survey observations in a 
dataset for HUD to use the information in the FMR calculation as a replacement 
for ACS based point estimates of rent. If these databases consistently tracked the 
same units from year to year, a measure of the change in rents in an area may be 
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obtainable. In order for this information to be used in the calculation of FMRs, HUD 
would need to develop a mechanism for PHAs to provide significant amounts of 
rental data to the department each year and the PHAs would need to commit to 
sending this information to the Department in a timely and consistent manner each 
year. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CHRISTOPHER COONS 

TRANSITIONAL HOUSING 

Question. What is the Administration’s approach to transitional housing as a 
means of assisting vulnerable populations who are homeless or at risk of homeless-
ness? 

Answer. 
HUD’s Funding Process: 

Each year, thousands of projects apply for funding under HUD’s Continuum of 
Care (CoC) program. In each community, applications are coordinated by a local 
body known as the local CoC, which includes members from the nonprofit, faith- 
based, business, and local government sectors, people who have experienced home-
lessness, and other knowledgeable stakeholders. The local CoC determines which 
projects they will apply for and how they will prioritize those projects. That local 
process generally focuses on the performance of those projects and the need for 
those projects. HUD does not identify specific indicators of need or performance that 
local CoCs should use, but at the direction of congressional appropriations language, 
HUD is required to encourage local CoCs to rank projects based on the degree to 
which they improve the overall performance of the CoC at reducing homelessness. 

Once applications are submitted, HUD evaluates CoCs based on their perform-
ance. Higher scoring CoCs may receive more funding relative to the previous year, 
and lower scoring CoCs may receive less. The specific projects that are funded are 
almost entirely based on the overall performance of the CoC and where the CoC 
ranked the project. There is no evaluation for which types of projects the CoC ap-
plies for and HUD does not currently rate CoCs on their use of transitional housing, 
either positively or negatively. The incentive or disincentive for CoCs to apply for 
transitional housing projects is based on their impact on the CoC’s overall perform-
ance. 

Beginning in fiscal year 2017, HUD allows CoCs to apply for projects that com-
bine transitional housing and rapid re-housing assistance. In fiscal year 2018, HUD 
awarded approximately $116 million for projects with transitional housing, com-
pared to $104 million in the prior year. 
Evidence and Uses of Transitional Housing: 

Despite the fact that transitional housing has been funded by Federal programs 
for several years, there are few comprehensive studies of its effectiveness, and evi-
dence suggests that in most cases, transitional housing projects cost more than 
other types of assistance and have similar or worse outcomes. For example, an 
Urban Institute report indicated: ‘‘Evidence shows that transitional housing has 
high barriers to entry: many programs screen for motivation, conduct drug tests, 
and require demonstrated willingness to work with the program through engage-
ment in services (Burt 2010; Burt 2006). Even after screening out higher-need fami-
lies, the evidence on transitional housing shows weak results.’’ (Cunningham, M., 
Gillespie, S., Anderson, J., Rapid Re-housing What the Research Says, 2015, Urban 
Institute). 

There is some evidence, however, that transitional housing can be an effective 
intervention in some contexts. For example, for people who are seeking a transi-
tional recovery housing program, evidence indicates that the transitional housing 
can aid in the recovery process. HUD published a brief on recovery housing that in-
cluded a description of effective practices for operating a recovery focused transi-
tional housing program. (https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Recov-
ery-Housing-Policy-Brief.pdf ). 

In addition to serving people seeking recovery from substance use disorders, tran-
sitional housing may be effective for other populations such as survivors of domestic 
violence who may require and prefer the security and onsite services provided in 
a transitional housing program, or unaccompanied minors who may be unable to 
live independently. The combined transitional housing and rapid re-housing pro-
grams may be particularly effective for people fleeing domestic violence and people 
who are unsheltered. 
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DEFINITION OF CHRONIC HOMELESSNESS 

Question. We hear from social service providers who struggle to find housing op-
tions for families and individuals who are homeless but do not meet the HUD defini-
tion of chronically homeless. HUD defines a chronically homeless person as ‘‘either 
(1) an unaccompanied homeless individual with a disabling condition who has been 
continuously homeless for a year or more, or (2) an unaccompanied individual with 
a disabling condition who has had at least four episodes of homelessness in the past 
3 years.’’ 

What efforts is HUD undertaking to address homelessness for those who do not 
meet this high bar? 

Answer. The majority of individuals and families experiencing homelessness do 
not, and likely will never meet the definition of chronically homeless, and serving 
these groups is a critical component of HUD’s homeless assistance programs. Per-
manent Supportive Housing (PSH) delivered with a Housing First program model 
has been tremendously successful at reducing homelessness and is the most appro-
priate tool for people experiencing chronic homelessness. However, there are not at 
present sufficient PSH resources to meet the needs of even the chronically homeless 
population. In addition to PSH, HUD uses a variety of approaches to address home-
lessness that have proven to be effective for target populations such as emergency 
shelters, Rapid Re-Housing, transitional housing, support services, and homeless-
ness prevention. 

It is not clear whether providing individuals and families who are not chronically 
homeless—in particular those who do not have a disabling condition—intensive sup-
portive services would be necessary to keep those groups housed. For example, 
HUD’s recently completed Family Options Study found that homeless families had 
substantially better outcomes when receiving traditional Housing Choice Vouchers 
than those who were left in the usual care of the homeless system. HUD has pub-
lished guidance and provided technical assistance on the subject of coordination be-
tween Housing Authorities and Continuums of Care (CoCs) and has encouraged 
Housing Authorities to offer wait-list preferences to individuals and families experi-
encing homelessness. Many individuals and families resolve experiences of non- 
chronic homelessness after short stays in the shelter system, with short-term assist-
ance through Rapid Re-Housing, or with housing-focused services designed to help 
people find affordable housing or connect with family or friends who can help them 
weather the crisis that caused their homelessness. To that end, HUD has provided 
extensive technical assistance through the Community Compass program aimed at 
improving CoC operations to more efficiently and strategically use available re-
sources to make homelessness rare, brief, and non-recurring. 

OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Question. What evidence does the Department have of any investments in afford-
able housing that make use of Opportunity Zones? What is Secretary Carson doing 
as a part of the interagency effort to support Opportunity Zones? 

Answer. 
—It is not possible for us at this time to provide definitive evidence as to invest-

ments in affordable housing that make use of the relevant Opportunity Zone 
Federal tax incentives due to the need for Qualified Opportunity Funds to self- 
certify through the IRS Form 8996. However, there have been many unofficial 
public directories/lists of Qualified Opportunity Funds aiming to raise capital 
with the intent of investing in affordable housing. 

—As part of the interagency effort to support Opportunity Zones, Secretary Car-
son has: 
—Visited multiple cities and rural areas to tour Opportunity Zones 
—Created a HUD-internal Opportunity Zone taskforce comprised of all HUD 
program offices, accomplishments of which thus far include: 

—Including preference points for qualified activities in Opportunity Zones in 
applicable discretionary grants; 

—Designating senior underwriters to be responsible for eligible multifamily 
properties applying for FHA mortgage insurance in Opportunity Zones (thus en-
suring quicker and more efficient review periods); 

—Reducing application fees for multifamily properties applying for certain 
FHA mortgage insurance in Opportunity Zones (from 30 basis points down to 
20 basis points for market rate and affordable housing, and 10 basis points for 
broadly affordable housing); 
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—Publishing a Request for Information (RFI) soliciting public comment on 
how HUD can utilize its existing authorities to bolster investments in Oppor-
tunity Zones (amongst other things); 

—Creating an ‘‘OpportunityZones.gov’’ website (publication by mid-June 
2019); 

—Leading a team of inter-agency representatives in the formation of a Fed-
eral field staff manual (publication by mid-June 2019); 

—Creating a ‘‘community toolkit’’ for local leaders (publication due mid-to-late 
June 2019). 

FAIR HOUSING 

Question. What has been the impact of the rollback of the Obama Administra-
tion’s strengthened and modernized fair housing regulations? 

Answer. HUD has not rolled back the 2015 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 
rule (80 FR 42357). HUD withdrew a computer assessment tool for local govern-
ments in May 2018 because it was unworkable. The decision to withdraw the as-
sessment tool was upheld by the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 
in NFHA v. Carson in August 2018. 

The Local Government Assessment Tool was a geographic data interface that as-
sisted local governments in formulating acceptable Assessments of Fair Housing 
(AFH). It required users to answer questions on data analysis and provide an as-
sessment of fair housing issues, priorities, and goals. All program participants are 
no longer required to complete an Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) and instead 
must prepare an Analysis of Impediments (AI) to fair housing choice. States and 
public housing agencies (PHAs) were not subject to the rule, and HUD did not pro-
vide a computer assessment tool for them. 

Grantees and PHAs must continue to comply with statutory obligations to affirm-
atively further fair housing. Program participants required to complete a consoli-
dated plan must certify they will affirmatively further fair housing, which currently 
means that they will conduct an AI within the jurisdiction, take appropriate actions 
to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through that analysis, and 
maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions. PHAs must also follow the reg-
ulations that existed prior to the AFFH rule, which advise them to partner with 
their local governments as they complete an AI. 

In August 2018, HUD announced it would seek revisions to make the AFFH rule 
more effective and practical. These revisions would: (1) minimize regulatory burden 
while more effectively aiding program participants to plan for fulfilling their obliga-
tion to affirmatively further the purposes and policies of the Fair Housing Act; (2) 
create a process that is focused primarily on accomplishing positive results, rather 
than on performing analysis of community characteristics; (3) provide for greater 
local control and innovation; (4) seek to encourage actions that increase housing 
choice, including through greater housing supply; and (5) more efficiently utilize 
HUD resources. 

OPERATING FUNDS FOR PUBLIC HOUSING 

Question. The Administration’s budget proposes cutting the Public Housing Oper-
ating Funds from $4.55 billion to $2.86 billion. How can communities like Wil-
mington, Delaware sustain essential public housing units with cuts like these? 

Answer. HUD’s proposed 2020 budget request for the Public Housing Operating 
Fund of $2.86 billion provides funding at an estimated 54 percent proration. How-
ever, this request considers the existence of approximately $4.5 billion of operating 
reserves held locally by PHAs that can used to pay for operating costs. Furthermore, 
while most PHAs have sufficient reserves to operate public housing projects at this 
reduced funding level, HUD has also requested $340 million in set-aside funds to 
provide targeted support to PHAs that may not have sufficient operating reserves 
to cover project costs. 

TROUBLES PROPERTIES 

Question. How does HUD handle cases of troubled and failing properties in public 
housing? Does the Department have enough staff and resources to enforce public 
housing inspection standards? 

Answer. HUD identifies troubled and failing properties through its inspection 
process. The property score determines condition of the property as well as exigent 
health and safety issues. Troubled and failing properties are reported to the PIH 
Field Offices responsible for each asset and the Field Offices in turn conduct exten-
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sive outreach to assist the impacted PHAs in improving property conditions. The 
troubled and failing property scores are incorporated into the PHAS score, which en-
courages improvement and negatively impacts the capital funding available to the 
PHAs that do not improve property conditions. A failure to adequately address trou-
bled or failing scores is a possible trigger for notice of default and possible receiver-
ship for those PHAs that do not adequately address troubled or failing property con-
ditions. The Department currently does not have sufficient human and capital re-
sources to ensure quality inspections and provide robust assistance to PHAs. Addi-
tional Quality Assurance Inspectors and Field Staff are needed to provide oversight 
and assistance to PHAs. Capital resources are need as well. In the fiscal year 20 
Budget Request, the Department seeks $16 million to addresses the capital needs 
of public housing developments at High Risk, Troubled and Receivership PHAs. 
These funds specifically target the capital needs at troubled and failing properties 
to preserve these assets for the long term. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CHRIS MURPHY 

CRUMBLING FOUNDATIONS 

Question. At the hearing, you promised to designate a point person at the depart-
ment who could develop expertise on the issue of crumbling foundations. This per-
son would work with State of Connecticut, the towns, and the captive insurance 
agency—all of which are involved in addressing the crumbling foundations crisis— 
as they try to examine new and creative ways they can work with the Federal gov-
ernment on this issue. I thank you for that commitment. 

Can you please provide me with the name, title, and relevant contact information 
(i.e. phone number and email address) of the person you have designated as the 
point person for crumbling foundations? 

Answer. Please see the contact information below: 
Alanna C. Kabel 
Community Planning and Development Field Office Director 
1Hartford Field Office 
1 Corporate Center 
Hartford, CT 06103 
Alanna.C.Kabel@hud.gov 
860–240–9770 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PUERTO RICO FOR DISASTER RELIEF 

Question. As you know, the Bipartisan Budget Act passed last February included 
disaster relief appropriations. Of the money appropriated under the bill, $11 billion 
was appropriated for your department’s CDBG-Disaster Relief program for areas af-
fected by Hurricane Maria. 

As I discussed at the hearing, as part of that appropriation, $15 million was made 
available for ‘‘capacity building and technical assistance, including assistance on 
contracting and procurement processes’’ to help Puerto Rico effectively and promptly 
use the money this Committee appropriated to address the challenges stemming 
from the natural disasters. 

T1 Can you speak to how the department has used the $15 million appropriated 
in the Bipartisan Budget Act to further ‘‘capacity building and technical assistance’’ 
for Puerto Rico? 

Answer. To date, $6.1 million of the disaster Technical Assistance (TA) set-aside 
has been awarded to organizations to help build capacity and provide TA for both 
Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The remaining funds will be awarded this 
summer. 

Beginning in March 2018, HUD assigned a team of TA providers to Puerto Rico 
with a goal of providing intensive program launch support. The team consists of five 
firms that provide both intensive on the ground and remote capacity building and 
technical assistance. The team conducted a needs assessment of the Puerto Rico De-
partment of Housing (PRDOH), the administering agency, and its capacity to man-
age and implement the CDBG–DR program. Based on that assessment, a TA plan 
was developed and included a focus on preparation of materials for the statutorily- 
required CDBG–DR Financial Management and Grant Compliance Certifications 
and PRDOH’s CDBG–DR action plan submission to HUD. The TA team also pro-
vided assistance on procurement design and review, program design, community 
participation and transparency, and staff capacity. 

The TA team started Phase II of the TA plan in August 2018, and completed the 
tasks identified in March 2019. The TA provided in Phase II included items on the 
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following topics: 1) the development and review of program policies and procedures; 
2) the development and review of financial policies and procedures; 3) procurement 
policy support and technical assistance; 4) the development of action plan amend-
ments; 5) how to manage and monitor subrecipients; 6) on-boarding staff and build-
ing capacity to manage CDBG–DR; and 7) the translation of existing HUD re-
sources. 

Phase III began in April 2019, and includes TA focused on the following areas: 
1) staff capacity development on CDBG–DR basics, housing programs, economic de-
velopment programs, continued subrecipient management/monitoring, record-
keeping, and financial management; 2) strengthening program policies and proce-
dures to support program implementation; 3) finalizing policies and procedures for 
its financial management systems; and 4) program implementation assistance that 
will address specific challenges identified by PRDOH. 

Question. What type of technical assistance have you provided to the island to 
help them stand up their programs and help them execute their funding? 

Answer. The Department has focused its technical assistance efforts on building 
the capacity of the Puerto Rico Department of Housing (PRDOH) staff, which are 
the staff administering the overall CDBG–DR grant. The list below provides an ex-
ample of the type of topics HUD recently covered as part of the technical assistance. 

Date Topics Covered 

April 15, 2019 .............................................................................................. Training to PRDOH staff on How to Achieve 
CDBG–DR National Objectives.

March 15, 2019 ........................................................................................... HUD’s Monitoring Process, Corrective Actions and 
Sanctions; Overview of CPD Maps Application; 
How to Document Low- and Moderate-Income 
Area Benefit National Objective; Determining 
CDBG–DR Service Areas.

February 27, 2019 ........................................................................................ Using CDBG–DR for Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Gap Financing; Action Plan Substantial 
Amendment Process and Citizen Participation 
Process.

February 26, and March 1, 2019 ................................................................ Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting Changes for 
2017 [CDBG–DR grantees Webinar].

February 21, 2019 ........................................................................................ Review of PRDOH organizational chart and 
aligning with internal operational procedures 
and workflows.

February 4, 2019 .......................................................................................... Subrecipient Training for Housing Rehabilitation 
Program on cross-cutting Federal requirements; 
subrecipient procurement.

PUERTO RICO DISASTER RELIEF 

Question. Has anyone from the White House or the Office of Management and 
Budget asked you or other HUD officials to reduce, slow, stop, or claw-back any of 
the hurricane relief funding Congress approved for Puerto Rico? Has the President 
or Mick Mulvaney ever spoken to you about hurricane relief funding for Puerto 
Rico? 

Answer. This question seeks the substance of communications with the White 
House and OMB, the disclosure of which would reveal confidential, deliberative and 
internal Executive Branch information. 

Question. Did former Deputy Secretary Pam Patenaude ever express to you or 
other HUD officials her concerns regarding White House or OMB efforts to reduce, 
slow, stop, or claw-back any of the hurricane relief funding Congress approved for 
Puerto Rico? 

Answer. This question seeks the substance of communications with the White 
House and OMB, the disclosure of which would reveal confidential, deliberative and 
internal Executive Branch information. 

Question. Have you been contacted as part of the ongoing HUD Inspector Gen-
eral’s investigation into potential interference with disaster relief funding approved 
for Puerto Rico? Will you commit that you and your agency will cooperate with the 
IG’s investigation? 

Answer. The IG has contacted the Department with respect to a review which is 
understood to involve CDBG–DR and Puerto Rico. The Department cooperates with 
the IG in all of its investigations of the Department. 
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SECTION 811 

Question. In 2010, Congress passed the Frank Melville Supportive Housing In-
vestment Act. I was the author of this bipartisan legislation to reform and mod-
ernize the HUD Section 811 program. 

The 811 Project-Based Rental Assistance program has been enormously success-
ful. It helps states develop integrated permanent supportive housing targeted to 
non-elderly people with disabilities. 

Prior to passage of the Melville Act, the 811 ‘‘capital advance’’ program was cum-
bersome and costly. Today, the success of the program is hard to overstate. 

—Today, the per unit cost of a Project-Based Rental Assistance program unit 
averages only $30,000. Prior to the passage of the bill, the per unit cost of the 
program exceeded $120,000 in many parts of the country. 

—In fiscal year 2010 & 2011, under the old program, $300 million in funding pro-
duced less than 1,000 units across the entire country. By contrast, 3 years of 
funding under the new 811 PRA program (fiscal year 2012, 2013 and 2014) is 
projected to produce as many as 7,500 units of integrated permanent supportive 
housing at a fraction of the cost. 

—Unfortunately, the President’s fiscal year 2020 budget proposes to reduce fund-
ing for Section 811 to $157 million, $27 million less than the fiscal year 2019 
level, a more than 30 percent cut. 

How can you justify this cut given the success of the 811 PRA program and the 
tremendous need out there for permanent supportive housing? 

Answer. The fiscal year 2020 President’s Budget request fully funds the annual 
renewal and amendment for over 29,000 units across 2,450 housing properties that 
require additional budget authority in fiscal year 2020. At the requested funding 
level, the Section 811 program would support the same number of households cur-
rently assisted. Additionally, the Budget includes a request to use offsetting collec-
tions of excess residual receipts to fund new Capital Advances and State Project 
Rental Assistance awards, thereby modestly increasing the number of disabled, very 
low-income persons living in safe, decent, and affordable housing. 

FUNDING AVAILABILITY NOTICES (‘‘NOFAS’’) FOR SECTION 811 

Question. With the two-year budget agreement that governed fiscal year 2018 and 
2019, this Subcommittee was able to make important new investments in a number 
of HUD programs including Section 811. This includes as much as $385 million for 
new Section 811 ‘‘Mainstream’’ tenant-based vouchers in fiscal year 2018 and an-
other $114 million for fiscal year 2019. For 811 Project-Based Rental Assistance, the 
fiscal year 2018 THUD bill allocated $82 .6 million for new units and another $30 
million for fiscal year 2019. 

While HUD did award $98.5 million of the fiscal year 2018 funding for 811 Main-
stream in September, state and local agencies are still waiting for a NOFA for the 
remaining $287 million—as well as the $114 million for the current fiscal year. 

Likewise, HUD has yet to publish a NOFA for state housing agencies for the 
$82.6 million for 811 PRA for fiscal year 2018. This is 6 months after fiscal year 
2018 ended, and agencies are still waiting for these NOFAs. This is troubling given 
the enormous demand for affordable rental housing and permanent supportive hous-
ing experienced by non-elderly people with disabilities. 

What is the delay in getting these NOFAs published and these desperately needed 
resources out the door? 

Answer. In 2018, the Office of Multifamily Housing held multiple listening ses-
sions to seek input from stakeholders in order to inform the design of the Notice 
of Funding Availability (NOFA) for the Section 811 Supportive Housing for Persons 
with Disabilities. These discussions enhanced understanding of the current land-
scape for developing supportive housing for persons with disabilities, including best 
practices and innovative approaches to project financing, housing quality, and part-
nerships with service providers. Also, HUD is drawing from lessons learned through 
the ongoing assessment of the Section 811 PRA grant program. This informed ap-
proach to NOFA development is essential to ensure a competitive process that tar-
gets funds to strong project proposals in areas of great need. The Department antici-
pates NOFAs for both fiscal year 18 and fiscal year 19 appropriations will be pub-
lished in late Summer 2019 and Spring 2020 for awards. 

OVERSIGHT OF REVERSE MORTGAGE SERVICERS 

Question. The government-insured Home Equity Conversion Mortgage (HECM) is 
a reverse mortgage program that serves elderly borrowers exclusively. Many of 
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these borrowers rely on fixed incomes, lack family or support systems, or have dis-
abilities that make it challenging for them to communicate or understand what 
their mortgage lender is telling them. All of this means HECM-borrowers are espe-
cially vulnerable to mistreatment by their mortgage servicer. 

I am concerned that HUD may not have provided robust oversight of the mort-
gage servicers that handle the day-to-day operations of HECM loans or required 
safeguards that would protect this vulnerable population of borrowers from mis-
treatment or unnecessary foreclosure. 

What is HUD doing to protect reverse mortgage borrowers impacted companies 
that may be pending Chapter 11 bankruptcy? 

Answer. HUD has procedures in place to ensure that all HECM borrowers will 
receive the funds owed to them under their HECM loan. Following endorsement, 
every HECM borrower is sent a notice instructing the borrower to contact HUD 
should they ever have difficulty obtaining loan proceeds from their HECM servicer. 
When such a complaint is received, HUD staff will contact the HECM servicer to 
determine the reason for the delay of a HECM payment. Should a HECM servicer 
be unable to make borrower payments, due to bankruptcy or any other reason, HUD 
will provide required payments under the second mortgage to the borrower to en-
sure that the borrower is unaffected by the servicer’s default. 

Question. What will HUD do to ensure that servicers of HECM reverse mortgages: 
a. only seek due and payable status based on a property tax default if the taxes 

are actually delinquent in accordance with local law; 
b. only initiate foreclosure when there are grounds to do so; 
c. only cancel repayment plans or other loss mitigation when there are grounds 

to do so; 
d. comply with Federal law, including HUD regulations and RESPA; 
e. have robust procedures that are followed to respond to borrower concerns and 

complaints, including Notices of Error and Requests for Information under 
RESPA; and 

f. are providing equal access to borrowers with disabilities, including those with 
visual impairments, hearing impairments, and cognitive disabilities. 

Answer. 
—HUD approval is required before a HECM loan can be called due and payable 

by a HECM servicer for a tax default. HUD uses the local taxing authority’s 
definition of ‘‘delinquent’’ in rendering its decision for such an approval. 

—HUD approval is required before a HECM loan can be called due and payable 
by a HECM servicer for reasons other than the death of the last surviving bor-
rower, end of a non-borrowing spouse’s deferral period, or transfer of title. A 
HECM servicer cannot initiate foreclosure prior to the loan being called due and 
payable. 

—HUD’s policy contains specific conditions under which HECM servicers may 
consider a repayment plan. Servicers must upload supporting documentation 
into the Home Equity Reverse Mortgage Information Technology (HERMIT) sys-
tem to support their loan servicing actions. 

—HECM servicers must comply with all applicable laws and regulations. 
—HUD has a robust procedure for responding to concerns and complaints from 

HECM borrowers. All HECM calls into HUD are initially answered by the FHA 
Resource Center. The customer service representatives gather information from 
the caller and document the information into the Customer Relationship Man-
agement (CRM) system to allow tracking of the call through resolution. The cus-
tomer service representatives answer any questions regarding general informa-
tion or clarification. Calls requiring more specific information are escalated to 
HUD staff for resolution. RESPA falls under the jurisdiction of the CFPB. 
Therefore, HUD does not resolve complaints relative to RESPA but, instead 
often refers borrowers with such complaints to the CFPB. 

—HECM servicers must comply with all applicable laws and regulations. Any 
complaints received from borrowers stating that they do not have access to their 
loan information due to a disability are addressed directly by HUD staff who 
work directly with FHA-approved mortgage servicers to ensure that the bor-
rower is provided the necessary information in a format which they can utilize. 

Question. Will HUD review HECM-servicers requests for due and payable status 
or to terminate a foreclosure extension to verify that there is actually a default war-
ranting foreclosure? 
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1 See 2018 HUD Annual FOIA Report, available at https://www.hud.gov/programloffices/ad-
ministration/foia/foiarpts. Numbers includes only FOIAs where information was granted. 

2 See https://www.propublica.org/article/hud-system-for-processing-public-records-requests-died- 
during-the-shutdown 

Answer. HUD approval is required before a HECM loan can be called due and 
payable by a HECM servicer for reasons other than the death of the last surviving 
borrower, end of a deferral period or transfer of title. A servicer cannot initiate fore-
closure prior to the loan being called due and payable. 

Question. Will HUD require HECM-servicers to provide important notices to bor-
rowers and non-borrowing spouses, including those involving loss mitigation, writ-
ten in plain language and in an accessible font and font-size? 

Answer. HUD requires that servicers provide important notices with specific infor-
mation to borrowers and non-borrowing spouses under existing policy. HUD’s exist-
ing policy does not require specific fonts or font-sizes. Any complaints received from 
borrowers stating that they do not have access to their loan information due to a 
disability limiting their ability to access information in their loan documents are ad-
dressed directly by HUD staff who work directly with FHA-approved mortgage 
servicers to ensure that the borrower is provided the necessary information in a for-
mat which they can utilize. 

Question. Will HUD require HECM-servicers to notify borrowers and non-bor-
rowing spouses of all loss mitigation options that are available to them, including 
repayment plans, At-Risk Extensions, and the MOE, both orally and in writing, 
prior to initiating foreclosure? 

Answer. Loss Mitigation is not required for the HECM portfolio, so HUD does not 
require HECM servicers to provide notice of loss mitigation options to borrowers 
prior to the initiation of foreclosure. However, HECM servicers must provide a Due 
and Payable Notice to all borrowers whose HECM loans become due and payable. 
All Due and Payable Notices sent to borrowers must reference available loss mitiga-
tion options, if any, and inform the mortgagor of his/her ability to sell his/her prop-
erty or execute a Deed-in-Lieu of foreclosure. HECM servicers must also refer bor-
rowers to a HUD-approved Housing Counseling Agency prior to initiating fore-
closure. Servicers are currently required under existing policy to be available to bor-
rowers by phone to answer questions regarding their HECM. 

Question. Will HUD review and require HUD approval of HECM-servicers’ impor-
tant notices to borrowers and non-borrowing spouses, including those involving loss 
mitigation, to ensure that these notices provide accurate and complete information, 
are written in plain English, and are in an accessible font and font-size? 

Answer. HUD requires that servicers provide important notices with specific infor-
mation to borrowers and non-borrowing spouses under existing policy. These notices 
include monthly statements, annual occupancy certification letters, Due and Payable 
Notices, and notice of intent to foreclose. These documents are sent to the borrower 
and any non-borrowing spouse throughout the life of the HECM. HUD’s existing pol-
icy does not require specific fonts or font sizes; however, if a borrower needs assist-
ance HUD staff will work directly with the HECM servicer to ensure that the bor-
rower is provided the necessary information in a format which they can utilize. 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 

Question. Many tenants’ and consumers’ rights organizations in Connecticut use 
FOIA requests to fulfill their missions. HUD is required to respond to FOIAs in 20 
business days, except for ‘‘unusual circumstances.’’ During 2018, HUD reported it 
took HUD Headquarters an average of 116 days to respond to ‘‘simple’’ FOIAs and 
an average of 199 days to reply to ‘‘complex’’ FOIAs.1 HUD took as many as 881 
days to respond to a FOIA, and it still has FOIAs pending from years ago, going 
as far back as 2014. 

HUD’s decision to take down its FOIA web portal during the government shut-
down and to go without a vendor for its FOIA submission and tracking system for 
approximately 2 months has only worsened the delays.2 

How many FOIAs did HUD lose (or need to have resubmitted or assigned a new 
case number) during the government shutdown or the outage of its FOIA submis-
sion and tracking system? What are the reasons HUD lost these FOIAs (or needed 
to resubmit them or assign them new case numbers)? 

Answer. There were no lost FOIAs and because all the data in the FOIA Manage-
ment System (FMS2) was available when the system came back online. All records 
and data stored in the FMS2 were available on the first day the FMS2 contract was 
reinstated. Case numbers were not reassigned because the new FOIA request did 
not get a FMS2 case number until it was entered into FMS2, which was not possible 
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until the FMS2 software was online. FOIAs received and processed while FMS2 was 
down were entered into the FMS2 system when the system was back online and 
assigned FMS2 case numbers. Once FMS2 was back online, FOIA requesters were 
sent FMS2 case numbers for tracking purposes, if the case had not already been 
closed. There was no need to resubmit FOIAs because when the system was back 
up, all the FOIAs that were inputted through the DOJ portal while the system was 
down were available in the system. 

Question. What are the reasons HUD did not already have a new FOIA vendor 
when its contract with Copper River Enterprise elapsed on January 7, 2019? What 
are the reasons it took HUD nearly 2 months to secure a new vendor? How did the 
system outage affect HUD’s ability to process and track FOIAs? 

Answer. During the shutdown, the IT contract that funded the application that 
supports the processing of FOIAs, FMS2, ended on January 7, 2019. FOIAs were 
not considered an excepted activity in HUD’s contingency plan, therefore, all proc-
essing and correspondence related to FOIAs ceased after December 22, 2018 due to 
the lapse of appropriations. After consultation with our General Counsel, Appropria-
tions Law Staff, and Chief Financial Officer, it was determined that since the con-
tract was not in support of excepted activity, it was not allowable for the agency 
to take any action to preserve the contracted services or perform contract placement 
activities for those services. 

Upon reopening of the government on January 28, 2019, one of the first priorities 
of the Office of Chief Information Officer, Office of Chief Procurement Office and the 
Office of Administration was to institute the contract that supported the processing 
of FOIAs. Upon receipt of the required documentation and funding in February, the 
Office of the Chief Procurement Officer expedited the contract award and executed 
the new contract on February 25, 2019 well in advance of its standard processing 
times (which is 60 days). It should be noted that the lapsed award was a direct 
award with an Alaskan Native company under the Small Business Administration 
(SBA) 8(a) program. Upon requesting approval to issue a new contract award to the 
same company, SBA disapproved which necessitated a new vendor be identified. 
Once a new 8(a) vendor was identified, HUD sought and obtained SBA approval and 
awarded the contract to the new 8(a) vendor. 

While the FMS2 processing system was unavailable, staff were not able to access 
the central database of all FOIA records of both closed and pending cases. Staff had 
to rely on personal records to determine the status of a request. New FOIA requests 
had to be tracked manually with Excel sheets and Sharepoint and redactions were 
done through pdf editing software instead of FMS2. 

Question. What are the reasons HUD did not timely respond to FOIAs in 2018? 
Answer. HUD’s use of technology—FMS2 and electronic discovery (eDiscovery) 

tool has proven a be a significant factor in effectively processing requests, as well 
as a significant challenge to efficiency. 

While the use of FMS2 allows for the seamless integration of a case’s intake, its 
assignment out for collection of records, review and redaction of those records, legal 
clearance, final approval, and closure. The proliferation of this system’s use, particu-
larly amongst employees not solely dedicated to FOIA, has better equipped the De-
partment to maintain a consistent approach to FOIA processing and to ensure a ro-
bust and accurate administrative record for each request. 

The Department’s use of an eDiscovery platform for collection of electronic records 
from employees’ .gov email accounts allows specialists to bypass custodial self- 
searches and to ensure that each such collection is conducted both objectively and 
completely. However, a surge in the number of requests for email-based records— 
thus, a surge in the required use of the eDiscovery collection system—has signifi-
cantly challenged our ability to complete such collections expeditiously. The turn-
around time for collection of records through eDiscovery is now in excess of 5 
months. 

Another challenge the Department consistently faces is that of limited personnel. 
Many field offices around the country, and several program offices within HUD 
Headquarters, rely on the efforts of a single employee (for whom FOIA is one of 
many responsibilities) to facilitate the collection of records responsive to incoming 
FOIA requests. This, coupled with significant turnover across the agency, has 
proved to be a noteworthy hurdle in both maintaining consistent practices and clos-
ing FOIA requests efficiently. 

Question. What is HUD doing to ensure that it timely responds to FOIAs in ac-
cordance with the statute and to reduce the FOIA response time identified in its 
2018 Annual Report? 

Answer. To significantly reduce the amount of time FOIA requests are processed 
through the eDiscovery tool, two significant streamlining improvements have been 
made to FOIA searches effective April 28, 2019. 
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First, the approval process for FOIA searches with the eDiscovery tool has been 
streamlined. This reduced the number of steps in the work flow process for elec-
tronic searches in half which will significantly cut down the time a search request 
waits for approval before the search is conducted. 

Second, the search parameters for relevant documents is being narrowed when 
the search is being initiated instead of the when the search is completed. This re-
duces the amount of data that flows through the FOIA process, reducing processing 
time and the time it takes for FOIA specialist to review for relevant records. 

These two improvements should significantly reduce the amount of time it takes 
to search for relevant documents through the eDiscovery tool. 

Question. What changes has HUD’s implemented to its FOIA tracking and sub-
mission system to ensure that it timely responds to FOIAs? 

Answer. To significantly reduce the amount of time FOIA requests are processed 
through the eDiscovery tool, two significant streamlining improvements have been 
made to FOIA searches effective April 28, 2019. 

First, the approval process for FOIA searches with the eDiscovery tool has been 
streamlined. This reduced the number of steps in the work flow process for elec-
tronic searches in half which will significantly cut down the time a search request 
waits for approval before the search is conducted. 

Second, the search parameters for relevant documents is being narrowed when 
the search is being initiated instead of the when the search is completed. This re-
duces the amount of data that flows through the FOIA process, reducing processing 
time and the time it takes for FOIA specialist to review for relevant records. 

These two improvements should significantly reduce the amount of time it takes 
to search for relevant documents through the eDiscovery tool. 

Question. Will HUD commit to responding to FOIAs in 20 business days? What 
does HUD need to do to be able to respond to FOIAs within 20 business days? 

Answer. The Department will continue to review FOIA processing and analyze re-
sources to meet the statutory requirements under FOIA. Changes are already un-
derway to reduce the eDiscovery processing time of up to 5 months. To address the 
eDiscovery processing times, changes are being implemented effective April 28, 
2019, and further process improvements are being studied. 

There are several reasons for the increase in FOIA processing times in the most 
recent fiscal year. First, there has been an increased requests from members of the 
news media and government oversight groups. Because these organizations do not 
pay FOIA processing fees, they are more likely to file a greater number of requests, 
and those requests are more likely to be complex, involve voluminous records, or 
both. Second, a greater number of requests required the utilization of eDiscovery for 
data collection, which as explained above has been a cause for a delay in processing 
time. The hope is that with the new procedures established in late-April, this proc-
essing time will decrease. Third, a greater number of FOIA requests proceeded to 
litigation. Due to Federal court production schedules and filing deadlines, FOIA liti-
gation must often be prioritized, drawing additional resources (including staff) away 
from the processing of traditional requests. 

Another challenge the Department consistently faces is that of limited personnel. 
Many field offices around the country, and several program offices within HUD 
Headquarters, rely on the efforts of a single employee (for whom FOIA is one of 
many responsibilities) to facilitate the collection of records responsive to incoming 
FOIA requests. This, coupled with significant turnover across the agency, has 
proved to be a noteworthy hurdle in both maintaining consistent practices and clos-
ing FOIA requests efficiently. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BRIAN SCHATZ 

FACEBOOK’S VIOLATION OF THE FAIR HOUSING ACT 

Question. On March 28, 2019, HUD announced that it is charging Facebook with 
violating the Fair Housing Act. 

What actions is the FHEO taking to enforce, and better prepare itself to enforce, 
the Fair Housing Act in the broader algorithm-driven advertising space? 

Answer. The Department is committed to ensuring enforcement of the Fair Hous-
ing Act in all covered transactions. Millions of housing-related advertisements are 
seen each day online, and many are highly targeted to audiences. In addition to the 
specific enforcement actions referenced above, the Department is actively consid-
ering the application of the Fair Housing Act to a variety of transactions and actors 
in this space. The Department is in regular coordination with other interested agen-
cies, such as the Department of Justice, the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, 
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and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency. The Department has a dedicated 
Office of Systemic Investigations that focuses on cases that are complex or have a 
large number of potential victims, and the staff in this office are increasing their 
expertise in the area of targeted advertisements, as it is clear they play a role in 
the availability of housing opportunities. The Department notes that while these 
technologies are evolving, the law remains the same, and the Department intends 
to enforce the Fair Housing Act as it has since 1968. The Department is continuing 
to invest in staff recruitment, development, and training to support this mission. 

ZONING REFORM AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Question. You have said that zoning reform is key to addressing the affordable 
housing crisis. 

What are the major components of successful zoning reform? How can HUD im-
plement zoning reform and through what programs? Additionally, how can HUD en-
sure zoning reform reaches communities with the most exclusionary zoning regula-
tions, communities not typically targeted by HUD’s programs? 

Answer. Zoning is increasingly recognized as a major regulatory barrier contrib-
uting to the affordable housing crisis. Strict zoning codes can often restrict housing 
development and supply, leading to increased housing costs at all income levels. 

Key components of successful zoning reform include the following: 
—Identifying and prohibiting exclusionary zoning practices that create unequal 

access to a variety of housing options and prevent families from fully partici-
pating in a community. A streamlined rezoning process should adapt to a 
changing community and the challenges that may emerge there such as work-
force housing needs, disadvantaged populations, aging baby boomers, migration 
patterns, and young professionals. 

—Integrating housing, transportation, and infrastructure planning in a com-
prehensive fashion to improve livability. Effective zoning begins with assessing 
the feasibility of creating well-planned, livable communities of opportunity. It 
also considers community resilience and sustainability by preserving existing 
natural resources and planning for disasters, including not building in flood 
zones. 

—Encouraging regional cooperation by identifying and encouraging state and local 
stakeholders to collaborate across silos to find regional solutions to infrastruc-
ture challenges. Reforms should interpret zoning regulations with sufficient 
flexibility to accommodate the interests and preferences of rural and small-town 
residents. 

—Building evidence-based knowledge on zoning by learning what works at the 
state and local government levels, and using the knowledge to provide technical 
assistance to states and their local government units. It also is essential to edu-
cating the public about the importance of zoning and its impact on land re-
sources. 

—Zoning strategies that can be used to increase housing supply include: 
—Offering incentives to developers, such as tax abatements, density bonuses, and 

other programs to encourage the building (or preservation), of housing units. 
Expanding ‘‘by right’’ zoning will allow for more flexibility and creativity. 

—Overlay zoning districts, affordable housing districts, inclusionary zoning, allow-
ing accessory dwelling units, allowing manufactured housing and density bonus 
programs. 

—Upzoning by allowing increased density may result in more housing units, in-
cluding smaller housing units that could be more affordable. Increasing density 
strategically can create amenity-rich environments by increasing ridership of 
public transit and creating more walk-able, less car-dependent neighborhoods. 
Zoning districts are sometimes created for special purposes, such as preserving 
open space, improving walkability, or expanding access to healthy foods. 

HUD is reviving its America’s Affordable Communities Initiative (AACI), an effort 
to reduce regulatory barriers to affordable housing and extending it to all levels of 
government. HUD recently directed program offices to review their own program 
policies and procedures to identify rules or regulations that could impede housing 
development and preservation thereby reducing the availability of affordable hous-
ing. AACI will allow HUD to work with state and local governments to assist them 
with review of their comprehensive plans to identify zoning regulations or land use 
policies that are exclusionary in nature and recommendations for removing those 
impediments. 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING CRISIS 

Question. The United States is facing an affordable housing supply crisis. This cri-
sis is particular acute in Hawai’i, where nearly 65,000 homes must be built in the 
next 6 years just to meet demand. 

We must consider new and innovative solutions to this problem. What is HUD 
doing to explore international models, such as Singapore or Vienna, that may be 
worth evaluating to see what aspects could be incorporated here? 

Answer. The International and Philanthropic Affairs Division (IPAD) of HUD’s Of-
fice of Policy Development and Research coordinates HUD’s international engage-
ment with the objective of sourcing international best practices and lessons to help 
make HUD’s policies and programs more effective. The IPAD office brings best prac-
tices back to HUD on a myriad of issues including affordable housing, disaster re-
covery, ending homelessness, and promoting economic opportunity. International en-
gagement by IPAD involves close coordination with the State Department and in-
cludes the following: 

—Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD): IPAD works 
with the US–OECD Mission on housing and urban development issues, pro-
viding input for OECD reports and participating in the OECD Working Party 
on Urban Policy (WPURB) reviews of how OECD countries engage in national 
urban policy, affordable housing issues, and related topics. HUD’s senior econo-
mist attends the semiannual meetings of the WPURB. 

—U.S. Department of State Mission to the United Nations: IPAD provides support 
on housing and urban development issues for the U.S. Mission to the UN’s en-
gagement with UN Habitat. HUD’s delegation to the 2019 World Urban Forum 
was led by Community Planning and Development’s Assistant Secretary, Neal 
Rackleff. The delegation had a bilateral meeting with the Singapore delegation 
to discuss this issue. The delegation invited Secretary Carson to visit Singapore. 

—United States Mission to the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 
(UNECE): UNECE includes 56-member States in Europe, North America, and 
Asia, and aims to promote pan-European economic integration. IPI coordinates 
membership and information/research exchanges for the UNECE Housing and 
Land Administration Committee, which focuses on housing affordability, social 
housing and low-cost housing. The Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for the 
Office of Policy Development attends the annual meeting in Geneva and attends 
regular conference calls throughout the year that often center on affordable 
housing issues. 

—Japan Aging in Place Memorandum of Cooperation: This MOC signed in June 
2017 allows bilateral cooperation in Aging in Place research and forums. An 
Aging in Place Forum in Los Angeles on June 24—28 will focus on the afford-
able housing crisis and the Los Angeles County Purposeful Aging Initiative 
(PALA). A joint U.S.-Japan White Paper to be published later this year that will 
include four case studies each from both HUD and MLIT (our counterpart), fo-
cusing on Aging in Place but also including housing affordability. 

—IPAD supports professional exchanges through the International Visitor Leader-
ship Program (IVLP) of the State Department’s Bureau of Cultural and Edu-
cation Affairs. HUD, on average, receives about one to two delegations a month. 

—IPAD supports the Dialogue for Change (D4C) initiative, whereby the German 
Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF), HUD, and several German govern-
ment counterparts support a transatlantic network of city official participants 
focused on successful implementation of urban development projects including 
affordable housing. 

—IPAD supports the U.S.-Israel Joint Economic Development Group (JEDG) in 
an annual dialogue to strengthen the bilateral economic relationship and ex-
pand policy coordination and cooperation. An MOC between HUD and the 
Israeli Ministry of Finance enables collaborative research on affordable housing 
and urban development policies and programs. In November 2019, Israel and 
the US will conduct a city to city exchange focused specifically on regulatory 
barriers/zoning that affects affordable housing. 

—IPAD sources and edits research to be included in the Foreign Exchange section 
of HUD’s policy journal Cityscape and other publications by which international 
evidence might inform U.S. housing and community development policy. 
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RESILIENT HOUSING AND RESILIENT NEIGHBORHOODS 

Question. You have suggested that HUD can support programs to create more re-
silient housing and resilient neighborhoods. 

What are specific changes HUD can pursue administratively and that Congress 
can pursue to better support resilient neighborhoods? 

Answer. The Department has not conducted an assessment of specific administra-
tive or legislative changes to support resilient neighborhoods. More important than 
Federal funding is a focused effort by state and local governments to reassess local 
building regulations and land use policies. Work of this nature is encouraged within 
the CDBG disaster recovery and mitigation funding and can also be an eligible ac-
tivity under the regular CDBG program. CDBG grantees may always choose to pur-
sue resilience investments with their annual funding to the extent such investment 
are consistent with CDBG program requirements. Consistent with the Administra-
tion’s budget proposals in the past several years, funding of these types of activities 
is best pursued by states and local governments with their own resources. 

DISASTER ALLOCATIONS 

Question. In determining CDBG–DR allocations, how can HUD better account for 
the unique challenges of disaster recovery in remote locations? 

Answer. When allocating formula disaster assistance funding, HUD uses data that 
are collected by FEMA for both its Individual Assistance and Public Assistance (cat-
egories C to G) programs, and SBA for its disaster assistance loan program. Over 
the years of managing these allocations, HUD has found that sometimes changes 
are needed to account for the unique aspects of a disasters covered by a supple-
mental appropriation, such as when in 2017 and 2018 there were severe disasters 
in several remote locations. In some of these places, FEMA has extra authorities, 
such as Permanent Housing Construction, that, when calculating unmet needs for 
CDBG–DR, HUD takes into consideration when normally the Department would 
not. Also, because remote areas can have much greater recovery cost, HUD has re-
vised the formula to reflect higher costs to repair in those areas than in other less 
remote and less costly recovery areas. Finally, to be more inclusive of remote (or) 
rural areas, which are relatively low population, HUD has adapted its thresholds 
to include as most impacted and distressed zip codes (in addition to counties with 
a concentration of damage). 

GAO REPORT ON DISASTER 

Question. Last week, GAO released a report supporting the full authorization of 
the CDBG–DR program, additional grantee oversight, and better staff training. 

What steps is HUD taking to improve the efficiency and ensure proper steward-
ship of CDBG–DR funds, including those based on GAO recommendations? What 
communities would benefit from these changes, and what would the impact on these 
communities look like? 

Answer. The Department is focusing on efforts to make the CDBG–DR grant proc-
ess more efficient and provide clarity for communities receiving funds. For example, 
consolidation and standardization of Federal Register Notices could reduce the time 
that grantees must wait to initiate their long-term recovery efforts. Additionally, the 
Department will attempt to consolidate Federal Register Notices for existing grant-
ees who have multiple Notices governing their CDBG–DR allocations. The Depart-
ment is also developing an online tool to help grantees identify the specific require-
ments that apply to their CDBG–DR grant(s) across multiple Federal Register No-
tices. 

The Department will also improve its stewardship by focusing on pre-award 
grantee capacity and strengthening HUD’s assessment tools. CDBG–DR has hired 
14 employees since January 2017 to support these efforts with plans to have an ad-
ditional 6 employees on board in June 2019.As the Department indicated in its com-
ments to the GAO regarding its recent report, the Department will expand its exist-
ing financial management, capacity, and action plan assessments. The revisions in-
clude clarifying the standards HUD uses to determine proficiency and capacity and 
will provide additional training and/or guidance for HUD staff performing the re-
views. 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOE MANCHIN, III 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) PROGRAM 

Question. As you know, the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) pro-
gram is one of the longest running programs at the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD). CDBG is a useful program because it allows recipient 
communities to have the flexibility to determine how best to use the money for their 
state’s unique needs, whether it is rehabilitating dilapidated housing stock, down-
town revitalization, or improving rural broadband connectivity. In West Virginia, we 
need it all. In 2018, totaling all the funds grantee counties were awarded, West Vir-
ginia received around $20 million in CDBG funds. As a former Governor, I under-
stand that nobody knows what a community needs better than the people that live 
there. However, I was disappointed to see the complete elimination of a program 
that does just that, for the third year in a row. 

I know this program has a lot of bipartisan support in the Congress. Secretary 
Carson you’ve said this program is best supported by state and local governments, 
how do you propose state and local governments come up with the funds to support 
the CDBG program. 

Answer. Many CDBG grantees have generated substantial program income 
through implementation of their CDBG programs in prior years, particularly in the 
areas of housing rehabilitation and economic development. Moreover, local tax reve-
nues plus public-private partnerships are additional sources of funds for local and 
state governments to address the types of activities eligible to be funded through 
CDBG. HUD continues to effectively and efficiently administer the requirements of 
the program while also remaining a good steward of taxpayer dollars. 

HUD DUPLICATION OF BENEFITS (BOP) 

Question. On October 5, 2018, President Trump signed the FAA Reauthorization 
Act into law. It included a number of policy reforms affecting the way in which the 
Federal government responds to major disasters. It included one specific provision 
to ensure that the people who applied for Small Business Administration Disaster 
Loans immediately after the storm would not be penalized for doing that by ensur-
ing that those loans would not be treated a ‘‘Duplication of Benefits’’ that would 
render them ineligible for HUD disaster funding later down the line. With all of the 
disaster related Community Development Block Grant Funding currently on hold, 
the demand for loans and other bridge financing is only going to increase in these 
disaster affected communities. 

When can we expect your guidance on how these new ‘‘Duplication of Benefits’’ 
rules should be implemented? What interim advice should we be giving our constitu-
ents while we wait for that guidance? 

Answer. The Disaster Recovery Reform Act (DRRA), enacted on October 5, 2018, 
included one specific provision amending the ‘‘duplication of benefit’’ provisions of 
the Stafford Act and establishes that a loan is not a duplication of benefit. This 
amendment is effective for major declared disasters between January 1, 2016 and 
December 31, 2021. HUD has been coordinating the policy consideration with the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the Small Business Adminis-
tration (SBA) and will shortly issue revised duplication of benefit policy guidance 
for CDBG–DR grantees to implement this legislative change. 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM (HOME) 

Question. Stable housing has been shown to end persistent homelessness, improve 
health conditions, and lower public costs by reducing the use of other public serv-
ices. We also know that stable housing supports a stable workforce, enables children 
to achieve more at school, and supports the strength of our communities. As you 
are aware, the HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) provides funds 
for those who need it most. The funds benefit low-income families and can be used 
for rehabilitation of owner-occupied housing, homebuyer assistance, rental housing 
construction and rehabilitation, and the provision of tenant-based rental assistance. 
In West Virginia, Huntington Habitat for Humanity has dedicated 109 homes and 
they tell us the construction of those homes would not be possible without the sup-
port of government funding for affordable housing, like the HOME funds. Their 
home buyers not only purchase their homes but they also are a apart of the building 
process of their own home and homes for others. 

In fiscal year 2019, Congress funded this program at $1.25 billion. However, for 
the third year in a row, we saw this program eliminated in the President’s budget. 
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In the HUD budget the HOME program is set to be eliminated. How do you plan 
to supplement all the good development and investment that organizations who use 
this funding are able to provide? 

Answer. HUD believes states and local governments are uniquely situated to en-
gage public, private, and philanthropic partners and to coordinate efforts to effec-
tively address affordable housing needs within their jurisdictions. To meet their af-
fordable housing needs, states and localities must reform local policies such as zon-
ing and permitting policies, commit state and local resources through state or local 
housing trust funds, property tax exemptions, state-funded rental assistance pro-
grams, or state investor tax credits. Further, the Administration’s Opportunity Zone 
initiative will attract significant private investment to the distressed neighborhoods 
in which HOME Program funds have frequently been invested. The Department will 
continue to increase local affordable housing delivery capacity through technical as-
sistance resources, including a range of training, toolkits, webinars, on-site help, 
and a variety of guides available on the HUD Exchange website. 

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION (NEIGHBORWORKS AMERICA) 

Question. The public nonprofit organization, NeighborWorks America, supports a 
network of nearly 250 select local and regional nonprofit community development 
organizations across the country. NeighborWorks offers financial support, technical 
assistance, training and other services to the nonprofits they work with. One of the 
NeighborWorks chartered organizations in West Virginia that is doing great work 
is the HomeOwnership Center located in Eklins. 

It is important to have NeighborWorks charted organizations in West Virginia to 
continue to provide their services to the community. How does HUD plan to con-
tinue to fund the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation? 

Answer. HUD holds a Comprehensive Housing Counseling Notice of Funding 
Availability (NOFA) competition to distribute Housing Counseling Assistance funds 
appropriated by Congress. NeighborWorks America has been a HUD-approved hous-
ing counseling national intermediary for more than twenty years. In 2018, HUD 
awarded a total of $47 million, appropriated by Congress, to support housing coun-
seling agencies like the Homeownership Center. NeighborWorks America received 
an award of $3 million in the 2018 NOFA, which the agency sub-assigns to approxi-
mately 117 affiliated HUD-participating housing counseling agencies nationwide. In 
the coming months, Housing Counseling plans to hold a NOFA competition to en-
courage all HUD-approved housing counseling agencies, including NeighborWorks 
America and its affiliates, to compete for funding. 

HUD’S SECTION 4 CAPACITY BUILDING FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING (SECTION 4) 

Question. Through funding of national intermediaries (such as; Habitat for Hu-
manity, Enterprise Community Partners), the Section 4 Capacity Building for Com-
munity Development and Affordable Housing Program (Section 4) enhances the ca-
pacity and ability of Community Development Corporations (CDCs) and Community 
Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) to carry out affordable housing and 
community development activities that benefit low- and moderate-income families 
and persons. The national partners distribute Section 4 funds to local non-profits. 
Local non-profits in West Virginia, like Coalfield Development Corporation, located 
in the southern part of the state which has been hit hard by the downturn in coal 
production, has received these awards and benefited greatly. Since 2013, Section 4 
has leveraged almost $7.5 billion in development costs alone. 

It is important to see this investment in community development and affordable 
housing, how does HUD plan to continue to encourage this investment? 

Answer. The awards for the $35 million Section 4 program were recently an-
nounced, and the grant agreements were signed on April 23, 2019, effectively initi-
ating the funds to the following awarded entities—Habitat for Humanity Inter-
national, the Local Initiative Support Corporation, and Enterprise Community Part-
ners. These entities will provide Capacity Building and Technical Assistance to 
Community Development organizations in primarily Urban areas throughout the 
country. However, $5 million of the designated $35 million must be earmarked for 
rural communities and activities. Additionally, the HUD Office of Community Plan-
ning and Development published a $5 million Notice of Funding Availability 
(NOFA) on April 8, 2019, soliciting applications for the Rural Capacity Building 
(RCB) program. Once applications are received, and awards are made, the selected 
organizations will focus their Capacity Building effort solely in rural communities 
throughout the country. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS 

Senator COLLINS. I thank you for your cooperation, and I also 
want to thank our subcommittee staff and your staff for the work 
on this hearing. 

Secretary CARSON. Thank you. 
Senator COLLINS. This hearing is now adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 2:12 p.m., Wednesday, April 3, the subcommittee 

was recessed, to reconvene at a time subject to the call of the 
Chair.] 
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