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[Roll No. 152]
YEAS—225
Allard Frelinghuysen
Archer Frisa
Armey Funderburk
Bachus Gallegly
Baker (CA) Ganske
Baker (LA) Gekas
Ballenger Gilchrest
Barr Gillmor
Barrett (NE) Gilman
Bartlett Gingrich
Barton Goodlatte
Bass Goodling
Bateman Goss
Bereuter Graham
Bilbray Greene (UT)
Bilirakis Greenwood
Bliley Gunderson
Blute Gutknecht
Boehlert Hancock
Boehner Hansen
Bonilla Hastert
Bono Hastings (WA)
Brownback Hayes
Bryant (TN) Hayworth
Bunn Hefley
Bunning Heineman
Burr Herger
Burton Hilleary
Buyer Hobson
Callahan Hoekstra
Calvert Hoke
Camp Horn
Campbell Houghton
Canady Hunter
Castle Hutchinson
Chabot Hyde
Chambliss Inglis
Chenoweth Istook
Christensen Johnson (CT)
Chrysler Johnson, Sam
Clinger Jones
Coble Kasich
Collins (GA) Kelly
Combest Kim
Cooley King
Cox Kingston
Crane Knollenberg
Crapo Kolbe
Cremeans LaHood
Cubin Largent
Cunningham Latham
Davis LaTourette
Deal Laughlin
DelLay Lazio
Diaz-Balart Leach
Dickey Lewis (CA)
Doolittle Lewis (KY)
Dornan Lightfoot
Dreier Linder
Duncan Livingston
Dunn LoBiondo
Ehlers Longley
Ehrlich Lucas
Emerson Manzullo
English Martinez
Ensign Martini
Everett McCollum
Ewing McCrery
Fawell McDade
Fields (TX) McHugh
Flanagan Mclnnis
Fowler MclIntosh
Fox McKeon
Franks (CT) Metcalf
Franks (NJ) Meyers
NAYS—203
Abercrombie Brown (FL)
Ackerman Brown (OH)
Andrews Bryant (TX)
Baesler Cardin
Baldacci Chapman
Barcia Clay
Barrett (WI) Clayton
Becerra Clement
Beilenson Clyburn
Bentsen Coleman
Berman Collins (IL)
Bevill Collins (MI)
Bishop Condit
Bonior Conyers
Borski Costello
Boucher Coyne
Brewster Cramer
Browder Cummings
Brown (CA) Danner
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Mica
Miller (FL)
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

DeFazio
Delauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)

Filner Lowey Roemer
Flake Luther Rose
Foglietta Maloney Roybal-Allard
Foley Manton Rush
Forbes Markey Sabo
Frank (MA) Mascara Sanders
Frost Matsui Sanford
Furse McCarthy Sawyer
Gejdenson McDermott Schroeder
Gephardt McHale Schumer
Geren McKinney Scott
Gibbons McNulty Serrano
Gonzalez Meehan Sisisky
Gordon Meek Skaggs
Green (TX) Menendez Skelton
Gutierrez Millender- Slaughter
Hall (OH) McDonald Spratt
Hall (TX) Miller (CA) Stark
Hamilton Minge Stenholm
Harman Mink Stokes
Hastings (FL) Moakley Studds
Hefner Mollohan Stupak
Hilliard Montgomery Tanner
Hinchey Moran Taylor (MS)
Holden Murtha Tejeda
Hoyer Nadler Thompson
Jackson (IL) Neal Thornton
Jackson-Lee Neumann Thurman

(TX) Oberstar Torres
Jacobs Obey Torricelli
Jefferson Olver Towns
Johnson (SD) Ortiz Traficant
Johnson, E. B. Orton Velazquez
Johnston Owens Vento
Kanjorski Pallone Visclosky
Kaptur Pastor Volkmer
Kennedy (MA) Payne (NJ) Ward
Kennedy (RI) Payne (VA) Waters
Kennelly Pelosi Watt (NC)
Kildee Peterson (FL) Waxman
Kleczka Peterson (MN) White
Klink Pickett Whitfield
Klug Pomeroy Williams
LaFalce Poshard Wilson
Lantos Rahall Wise
Levin Ramstad Woolsey
Lewis (GA) Rangel Wynn
Lincoln Reed Yates
Lipinski Richardson
Lofgren Rivers

NOT VOTING—6
Coburn Ford Molinari
de la Garza Hostettler Scarborough
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Mr. SCHUMER changed his vote from
“yea’” to ‘‘nay.” Messrs. STOCKMAN,
HOEKSTRA, and UPTON changed their
vote from “‘nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the resolution as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table

U.S. HOUSING ACT OF 1996

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 426 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 426

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2406) to repeal
the United States Housing Act of 1937, de-
regulate the public housing program and the
program for rental housing assistance for
low-income families, and increase commu-
nity control over such programs, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
one hour equally divided and controlled by
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the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services. After general debate the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services now printed in the
bill. The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be considered by
title rather than by section. The first two
sections and each title shall be considered as
read. Points of order against the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute for
failure to comply with clause 5(a) of rule XXI
are waived. Before consideration of any
other amendment it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment printed in the Congres-
sional Record of May 7, 1996, pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XXIII, if offered by Rep-
resentative Lazio of New York or his des-
ignee. That amendment shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for ten minutes
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against that amendment are
waived. If that amendment is adopted, the
bill, as amended, shall be considered as the
original bill for the purpose of further
amendment. During further consideration of
the bill for amendment, the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may accord priority
in recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 6 of rule XXIIl. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. The
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment. The Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may reduce to not less than five min-
utes the time for voting by electronic device
on any postponed question that immediately
follows another vote by electronic device
without intervening business, provided that
the time for voting by electronic device on
the first in any series of questions shall be
not less than fifteen minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. Any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 2. After passage of H.R. 2406, it shall
be in order to take from the Speaker’s table
the bill S. 1260 and to consider the Senate
bill in the House. It shall be in order to move
to strike all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill and to insert in lieu thereof the
provisions of H.R. 2406 as passed by the
House. All points of order against that mo-
tion are waived. If the motion is adopted and
the Senate bill, as amended, is passed, then
it shall be in order to move that the House
insist on its amendments to S. 1260 and re-
quest a conference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky). The gentleman
from California [Mr. DREIER] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Woodland Hills, CA [Mr. BEILEN-
SoN], pending which | yield myself such
time as | may consume. During consid-
eration of this resolution, all time
yielded is for the purpose of debate
only.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, now | will
proceed with giving the same expla-
nation the reading clerk just gave.

Mr. Speaker, in the tradition of past
housing rules, this rule provides an
open rule for the consideration of H.R.
2406, the U.S. Housing Act of 199. It
provides for 1 hour of general debate
equally divided between the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

The rule makes in order the Banking
Committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment and provides
that the substitute be considered as
read.

All points of order against the sub-
stitute for failure to comply with
clause 5(a) of rule 21 are waived. This
waiver is necessary because several
sections of the substitute relate to the
disposition of appropriations due to
changes in existing housing law.

The rule provides that the substitute
shall be considered by title and the
first two sections and each title shall
be considered as read. If further makes
in order, before consideration of any
other amendment, an amendment
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of May 7, 1996, if offered by Representa-
tive LAzI0 of New York or his designee.

That amendment shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for 10 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall
not be subject to amendment or to a
demand for a division of the question,
and all points of order are waived.
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If the amendment is adopted, the bill
as amended shall be considered as an
original bill for this purpose of further
amendment. Members  who have
preprinted their amendments in the
RECORD prior to their consideration
will be given priority in recognition to
offer their amendments if otherwise
consistent with House rules.

The rule allows the chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
votes during consideration of the bill,
and to reduce votes to 5 minutes on a
postponed question if the vote follows a
15-minute vote.

The rule also provides for one motion
to recommit, with or without instruc-
tion. Finally, the rule provides that
after passage of the House bill, it will
be in order to take up the Senate bill
to move to insert the House-passed pro-
visions in the Senate bill, and to move
to request a conference with the Sen-
ate.
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Mr. Speaker, despite all of the par-
liamentary mumbo-jumbo that | have
just gone through, this is a bona fide
open rule. Over the years, | had the
honor of referring to the former chair-
man of the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services and the Subcommit-
tee on Housing and Community Oppor-
tunity, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GONZzALEZ], as Mr. Open Rule, because
of his commitment to bring to the floor
major housing bills under an open rule.
It is a distinction that | look forward
to bestowing upon the current chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Housing
and Community Opportunity, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAZIO].

While an open rule on a bill of this
nature will be time-consuming and
contentious, 75 amendments were of-
fered in the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services alone, it is nec-
essary. Housing policy must be seen in
the context of broader welfare policy.

Members have strong feelings about
the impact of Federal housing pro-
grams on low-income families and how
these programs should be reformed. An
open rule will allow all issues to be de-
bated and will strengthen public con-
fidence in whatever program changes
we collectively decide to move ahead
with.

Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, the
changes called for in H.R. 2406 are long
overdue. Our public housing programs
are a failure, and those failures have
been known to us for nearly two dec-
ades. Yet, until now, Congress has
failed to offer effective solutions to ad-
dressing the housing and economic
needs of poverty-level families. In-
stead, we have continued to spend hun-
dreds of billions of dollars on costly
and inefficient public housing pro-
grams that encourage waste, fraud, and
abuse while destroying urban commu-
nities and relegating tenants to sec-
ond-class status in Third World living
conditions.

H.R. 2406 will improve housing condi-
tions and economic opportunity for
tenants by substantially deregulating
public housing and giving authorities
the flexibility they need to operate ef-
ficiently and effectively.

While 2406 does not fundamentally
alter the Federal Government’s intru-
sion into the housing market, nor does
it reduce the size of HUD’s bureauc-
racy, it will go a long way toward re-
forming our failed public housing pro-
grams. For that, | applaud Chairman
LAazio for his successful efforts in
bringing this bill forward. | look for-
ward to working with him to bring
about similar reforms to the remainder
of HUD’s bureaucracy so we can en-
hance local control, reduce administra-
tive overhead and cost burdens, maxi-
mize the direct flow of housing assist-
ance, and promote our ultimate objec-
tive, which is the achievement of eco-
nomic self-sufficiency for low-income
families.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2406 is a good bill
that deserves our support. More impor-
tantly, this rule provides for an open
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amendment process that will allow all
the policy issues to be debated.

Mr. Speaker, | urge support of the
rule, and | reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, we support this open
rule for the consideration of H.R. 2406,
the U.S. Housing Act of 1996, and we
commend our colleagues for bringing
this open rule to the floor. Certainly,
the rule for taking up legislation to re-
peal the housing laws of this Nation,
which have been in effect since 1937,
should be open and unrestricted. It
should permit, as this rule does, every
Member to have an opportunity to
offer amendments that are germane.
We are nonetheless very disturbed, as
we know the majority of the Commit-
tee on Rules are, too, about the man-
ner in which the manager’s amendment
made in order under the rule was han-
dled.

The manager’s amendment, which
changes many portions of the bill, was
never presented, Mr. Speaker, to the
Committee on Rules. That failure to
follow our regular procedure raises se-
rious concerns about this disgregard
for the deliberative nature of the legis-
lative process, as well as the effect it
could have on millions of Americans
who live in public or assisted housing.

But because the Republican leader-
ship insisted on moving the housing
bill today, the Committee on Rules was
faced with a situation that all of us, |
believe, found untenable, having to ap-
prove a rule for a major piece of legis-
lation that neither the majority nor
the minority on any of the committees
had seen.

We trust that we shall not be placed
in this situation again, either by the
committee appearing before the Com-
mittee on Rules or by the leadership.
In this case in particular, the legisla-
tion is not only momentous in nature,
but it is also very complex. The public
and all Members interested in our Na-
tion’s housing policy should have had
the opportunity to see the exact word-
ing of the manager’s amendment and
to comment on it to Members of the
Congress. And for Members wishing to
offer amendments, the availability of
language that they are seeking to
amend is essential in preparing respon-
sible amendments. That language
should have been available for a rea-
sonable length of time.

Mr. Speaker, the issues this legisla-
tion is addressing are not minor ones.
We are dealing with a bill that makes
several substantial and significant
changes in U.S. housing policy, all of
which we believe could hurt people cur-
rently living in public and assisted
housing. This legislation, by repealing
the Housing Act of 1937, will result in a
total rewriting of U.S. housing policy.
We are dealing with legislation that,
by eliminating the caps on rent paid by
seniors and working families and elimi-
nating targeted housing assistance,
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could have a very negative effect on
senior citizens and on families with
children who live in public housing.
This is legislation that would block
grant Federal funding for public hous-
ing and low-income rental assistance.
We question whether these block
grants will, as its proponents believe,
save money. Rather, we fear they may
end up hurting the very people they are
proposing to help.

Mr. Speaker, the bill would also re-
peal the Brooke amendment, which
caps rent for tenants in public and as-
sisted housing at 30 percent of income.
The repeal of the Brooke amendment
would force many tenants in public
housing to make the impossibly dif-
ficult decision between shelter and
food and medicine. We fear it could
lead to greater homelessness in this
country.

By eliminating the protection of the
Brooke amendment, the bill would per-
mit housing authorities to set rents
based on the real estate market, with
little regard to how much money peo-
ple can afford to pay. It is inconceiv-
able that we are denying people an in-
crease in the minimum wage at the
same time we are enacting a dem-
onstration project, included in the
manager’s amendment, to grant the 300
largest housing authorities in the
country permission to raise the rents
of the working poor.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, we will
move to defeat the previous question,
so we may offer an amendment dealing
with an increase in the minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, we are not talking
about people who make a great amount
of money. We are talking about fami-
lies who live in public and assisted
housing, whose income averages only
$6,400 a year. Forty-one percent of
these people are seniors or are disabled.
The remaining 59 percent are families
with children. They are among the
most vulnerable people in our society.
At a time when one quarter of Amer-
ican children live in poverty, this Con-
gress should be doing everything pos-
sible to help take care of them.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, we fear, would
only hurt them. Mr. Speaker, although
we are not opposed to this open rule,
we commend our friends on the other
side of the aisle for offering this as an
open rule. We are very much opposed to
much of the substance of the bill, and
we urge our colleagues to give it very
careful consideration when it later
comes before us.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | am
happy to yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Utah [Ms. GREENE], a very
able Member and a colleague on the
Committee on Rules.

Ms. GREENE of Utah. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of the rule and the un-
derlying bill, the U.S. Housing Act of
1996. This rule will provide for the open
consideration of an extremely impor-
tant matter, our Federal low-income
housing policy.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

This is truly historic legislation. |
want to commend Chairman LAzi0 for
his tireless efforts on behalf of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, for decades we have
consigned those residing in Federal
low-income housing to conditions

worse than those found in our Federal
prisons. Notorious housing projects
across the country have imprisoned
families in deplorable and often hope-
less conditions.

This legislation will bring real re-
form to our Federal low-income hous-
ing policy. It will pull back the heavy
hand of Washington and empower com-
munities to improve their neighbor-
hoods.

In addition, as part of the manager’s
amendment that will be made in order
under the rule, Chairman LAzI0 has
generously included an amendment I
intended to offer elsewhere. This
amendment will correct a flaw in the
1990 Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act that discriminates against
cities that participate in the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram.

Under the 1990 act, metropolitan
cities and urban counties that qualify
for 2 consecutive years are deemed to
permanently retain their program sta-
tus. However, the method in which
these grants are awarded, on a 3-year
basis for counties but only a 1l-year
basis for cities, results in an unfair dis-
advantage for cities. Currently, a coun-
ty needs to qualify only once, but a
city must do so for 2 consecutive years.

Because of this bias against cities, a
city in my district, the city of West
Jordan, has been denied their status as
a metropolitan city since 1993. Under
the manager’s amendment, metropoli-
tan cities would now receive the same
treatment as urban counties. This is a
change that is long overdue.

I would like to thank Congressman
LAazio for his generosity in including
this correction within the manager’s
amendment made in order under this
rule.

I urge my colleagues to support the
rule and the bill so that we can take an
important step to improve our Federal
low-income housing policy.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I'm urging my col-
leagues to defeat the previous question
and allow us a clean vote on raising the
minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, the longer this mini-
mum wage debate goes on, the more
I’m reminded of a story | once heard
about a hot dog company.

The company was having trouble
selling its hot dogs, so they called a big
meeting with all the department heads
to find out what was wrong.

The marketing director says, “‘it’s
not the marketing. We’ve won all kinds
of awards.”

The production supervisor says, “it’s
not the production line. We’re running
at full capacity.”

H4561

The shipping supervisor says, ‘it’s
not the shipping. All of our trucks are
running on time.”

The CEO says, ‘‘lI don’t understand. If
everything is running well, what’s the
problem?”’

From the back of the room a janitor
says, ‘“The problem is, kids don’t like
your hot dogs.”

Mr. Speaker, it’s the same thing with
the Republican agenda. Every week we
get a new theory about the Republican
problems.

One week it's a strategy problem.
The next week it’s a message problem.
This week, the Speaker says it's a
media problem. When are Republicans
going to learn—it’s not just the strat-
egy that keeps failing. It’s the ideas.

The American people don’t want to
cut Medicare to pay for tax breaks for
the wealthy.

They don’t want to cut education to
pay for tax breaks for big oil compa-
nies—as the majority leader proposed
this weekend.

They don’t want to allow CEO’s to
raid corporate pension funds.

But that’s what you’ve tried to do
the past 18 months. The Republican
agenda is out of touch with the needs
of America’s families.

Eighty-five percent of the American
people say: ‘‘raise the minimum wage.”’

Yet, the majority leader says he’ll
oppose a minimum wage increase with
every fiber of his being. The majority
whip says that minimum wage families
““‘don’t really exist.”

And the Republican conference chair-
man went so far to say that he would
commit suicide before voting to raise
the minimum wage.

Never mind that that the minimum
wage is at a 40-year low. Never mind
that the majority of the people work-
ing for the minimum wage are mothers
trying to raise their kids and stay off
welfare.

For 18 months, Republican leaders
have blocked us at every single turn.

And now, instead of raising the mini-
mum wage, here we are today consider-
ing a bill that will raise rents on people
who earn the minimum wage.

Forty-one percent of the people who
lived in assisted housing are senior or
disabled.

The rest are working families with
children.

Many of them make the minimum
wage or less.

In fact, the average income of these
working families is $6,400 a year—
which is less than half the poverty
level. And yet, this bill will give land-
lords a blank check to raise rents
through the roof.

This bill operates under the theory
that there aren’t enough homeless peo-
ple in America—so we have to create
more of them.

Mr. Speaker, if you’re wondering why
over 60 percent of the American people
disapprove of the Republican agenda.
This is the reason.

Fortunately, some of our Republican
colleagues are beginning to see the
light.
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Twenty-one brave Republicans have
co-sponsored a bill to raise the mini-
mum wage.

Unfortunately, 12 of them have voted
““no’ every single time we’ve tried to
bring the issue to the floor.

So we are giving you another chance

here today.
Please help us CHRIS SHAYS, SPENCER
BACHUS, FRANK  CREMEANS, Bos

FRANKS, STEVE HORN, AMO HOUGHTON,
NANCY JOHNSON, STEVE LATOURETTE,
RICK LAzI0, BiLL MARTINI, JACK
METCALF, and ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN.

Help us raise the minimum wage for
12 million working Americans.

All of you had the courage to cospon-
sor a bill to raise the minimum wage.

Now we’re asking you to put your
vote where your heart is, help us defeat
the previous question, raise the mini-
mum wage, and give over 12 million
Americans the dignity and respect they
deserve.

They have chosen, they have chosen
work over welfare. They ought to be re-
warded. We ought to make work pay.
Help us defeat the previous question.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the elo-
quence of my friend from Michigan has
led me to propound a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky). The gentleman
will state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, under
House rule IX, which requires that a
Member must confine himself to the
question under debate, is it relevant to
the debate on either this rule or the
bill it makes in order to engage in a
discussion of the merits of the mini-
mum wage?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As ex-
plained on page 529 of the manual and
reiterated by the Chair last week, de-
bate on a special order for consider-
ation of a bill may range to the merits
of the bill to be made in order but
should not range to the merits of a
measure not to be considered under
that order.

Mr. DREIER. A further parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. Could the
Chair enlighten us as to the subject
matter of the question that is under
debate at this point?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. House
Resolution 426, the rule providing for
consideration of the bill H.R. 2406, to
repeal the U.S. Housing Act of 1937, de-
regulate the public housing program
and the program for rental housing as-
sistance for low-income families, in-
crease community control over such
programs and for other purposes.

Mr. DREIER. | thank the Speaker
very much.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to my
dear friend and colleague, the gentle-

woman from Columbus, OH [Ms.
PRYCE].
Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, | rise

today in strong support of the rule and
H.R. 2406, the U.S. Housing Act, and to
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remind my friends this is a rule on a
historic housing bill, nothing else. This
important legislation sets the Nation’s
public housing system on a course that
will save families and neighborhoods
from the grasp of the welfare state.

H.R. 2406 starts by repealing the out-
dated Housing Act of 1937 and begins
sending power back to local commu-
nities and away from Washington,
where residents, nonprofit organiza-
tions, and community leaders will de-
termine which housing policies work
best for them and their neighborhoods.

Mr. Speaker, tenants in America’s
public housing system deserve a break.
They deserve a break from overcrowd-
ing, crime, and insecurity. This legisla-
tion will allow tenants with low and
moderate incomes to share neighbor-
hoods, and gives the poorest of Amer-
ican citizens a chance to escape pov-
erty-stricken areas through the use of
vouchers.

Mr. Speaker, | also urge my col-
leagues to support the manager’s
amendment which strengthens the

bill’s ability to provide safe and afford-
able housing. The manager’s amend-
ment prevents housing authorities
from overcharging the Nation’s poorest
tenants as well as the elderly and dis-
abled.

This amendment further ensures that
adequate housing be available for our
Nation’s most needy, and taxpayers
will benefit from provisions of the
amendment which establish criteria to
replace costly, ineffective housing
projects with private housing vouchers.

Additionally, the manager’s amend-
ment addresses the problem of over-
crowding, which threatens to under-
mine even the most successful housing
projects by creating unhealthy living
conditions that isolate the poorest and
most dependent citizens. The man-
ager’s amendment remedies this prob-
lem by allowing States, not HUD, to
set occupancy standards. This provi-
sion cures the problems of overcrowd-
ing in one simple step.

Mr. Speaker, I commend Chairman
LAzio for his leadership and fine work
on this historic legislation and urge
my colleagues to support the rule.
America’s housing system needs a shot
in the arm. Chairman LAzio and the
fine work of his committee and the
U.S. Housing Act provide that.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ],
the ranking member of the policy com-
mittee.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
House soon will take up the Housing
Act of 1996, a bill that in large part
aims to force the residents of public
housing to pay more rent.

But this is trying to squeeze blood
out of a turnip—75 percent of the peo-
ple who live in public housing make
less than one-third of the median in-
come. Even if the minimum wage were
increased by 90 cents an hour, it would
not be enough to raise the income of a
family to the poverty level.
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So it is exceedingly ironic that we
are going to raise the rent of the poor-
est people in America, while denying
them an increase in the minimum
wage, which the Republicans will not
even permit the House to vote on.

Here we are, telling the poor to be
self-sufficient, when the House will not
even guarantee a poverty-level wage.

It is shameful. 1 do not know any-
body who enjoys being poor. I do not
know anybody who likes working for a
wage that does not pay the rent and
grocery bill. And | do not know any-
body who believes that it makes sense
to add ever-greater burdens to the el-
derly, the disabled, and the struggling
poor and exhort them to do better—all
the while saying that we won’t adjust
the minimum wage to make up for the
buying power it has lost since 1988, the
last time it was changed. It is wrong
and it is unjust, it is shameful to pre-
vent a vote on the minimum wage
while the House is telling the poor to
pay more rent, as it is today.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vine-
land, NJ [Mr. LOBIONDO], a very able
new Member of Congress.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of this rule and
H.R. 2406, the United States Housing
Act of 1996. As a member of the Bank-
ing Committee, | have seen the hard
work of Chairman LAzIO over the past
several months and | believe that he is
bringing a very good bill to the floor
today.

H.R. 2406 will repeal the long since
outdated Housing Act of 1937. This De-
pression-era legislation has been al-
tered over the years to the point that
local governments and local housing
authorities have very little flexibility
in meeting the housing needs of their
own communities. H.R. 2406 will aban-
don the notion that HUD should micro-
manage every aspect of public housing
through one-size-fits-all regulations.
With this legislation we will return the
power to local communities.

This bill rewards good housing au-
thorities with less Federal regulation
and helps those already good public
housing authorities to better serve the
needs of low-income families at a lower
cost to the taxpayer. Just as we are re-
warding good operations, H.R. 2406 in-
flicts severe punishments on those au-
thorities that have failed the American
public year after year. This bill pro-
vides the tools to end these embarrass-
ments that have wasted so many tax-
payer dollars without helping those of
our society who are in need.

Mr. Speaker, | commend Chairman
LAzi10 for his work on this legislation
and for his vision. With these reforms,
I believe we will see the creation of
neighborhoods and communities of
which we all can be proud.

| strongly urge my colleagues to vote
in favor of this rule and in favor of
H.R. 2406.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman  from Minnesota [Mr.
VENTO].
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(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to this rule. It is an open
rule. However, it does include a man-
ager’s amendment which was not fully
explained. It is in the RECORD today
but nevertheless, it makes in order cer-
tain nongermane amendments which |
think should have complied with the
rules of the House, and not be waived
by the rule that is before us.

Furthermore, | join others in object-
ing to the procedure of this House
floor, when important matters for the
last months have been denied a vote on
this House floor by this Committee on
Rules and by others. It could have eas-
ily made in order legislation that
would provide for the consideration of
legislation to raise the minimum wage.

That is directly related to the propo-
sition that we have before us, Mr.
Chairman, because the fundamental
tenet of this bill is public and assisted
housing, trying to help those that have
to attain sanitary and safe housing. In
fact, since 1937 our Nation has cham-
pioned public and assisted housing to
meet that need. Today we have 1.3 mil-
lion families in public and assisted
housing.

The fact is that unfortunately, 13
million families are eligible for such
housing today, and that is a direct re-
sult of the economic disparities that
exist in our American economy and in
our society. The fact is that the mini-
mum wage is one of the major means
that we have, one of the major tools
that we have available to change those
disparities.

It is important | think that we have
other programs such as housing, that
we have other programs such as health
care programs that rise to try and
meet and set minimum standards for
individuals, but 1 think we need to
start with the world of work. We need
to make work pay. We need to give
people the autonomy of having a stake
in our society, that that job would ac-
tually give the type of wages that is
necessary to sustain them and to meet
their basic family needs.

Too often American workers are forced to
take jobs that pay substandard wages and
have no health benefits, yet my Republican
colleagues will say you don't need to raise the
minimum wage because it will hurt American
workers. Well, it is not quite clear to me how
giving 10 million American workers a 90 cents
raise over the next 2 years will hurt them? Es-
pecially since the real value of the current
minimum wage has fallen by one-quarter over
the past 15 years.

At a time when U.S. corporations are mak-
ing record profits and the economy is strong
and stable, it is unreasonable that working
families receive wages far below the poverty
level. This is the unhappy and sad status of
our society as we move into the 21st century.
Whatever means American workers had to
achieve a minimum standard of pay in the
past has been broken over the last decades.

This condition—this circumstance must stop
and be corrected. Our Nation should be mov-
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ing beyond even a minimum wage to be a liv-
able wage for workers and their families. Our
workers deserve to be paid a fair day’'s wage
for a fair day's work. Employers and corpora-
tions must be held accountable to provide a
fair shake to American working families.

The annual pay for a full time minimum
wage earner is $8,840. This is not an exorbi-
tant wage. Imagine a family trying to live on
this amount. It may not seem possible, but it
is done every day in this country. There is a
serious problem in our society when hard-
working families, holding down full-time jobs,
cannot earn enough to bring their families out
of the poverty cycle, while company execu-
tives earn an average of 70 times that of their
average employee.

Let’'s not make America a caste system. We
need to raise the minimum wage and ensure
workers are paid a fair and livable wage. We
need to let this Republican Congress know
that we will fight to protect workers and that
promoting the special interest of mega-cor-
porations at the expense of working Ameri-
cans is wrong. We need to return to the days
when a worker made for a family, a wage that
provides a decent home and a good opportu-
nities for his or her family—the promise of
America. We need to give dignity and justice
back to American working families which they
earn every day on the job.

We as a Congress should do all that
we can to try and enhance the wages of
those persons so that they can meet
their housing needs, so that they can
put food on the table, so that they can
meet their health needs. But unfortu-
nately today this Congress is dem-
onstrating a refusal to consider raising
the minimum wage even 90 cents or a
dollar, which in fact would affect near-
ly 13 million American workers.

These are not teenagers. Half of them
are over 25 years of age, and many of
them are the very individuals that we
are talking about in terms of this as-
sisted and public housing. One individ-
ual article pointed out that almost ev-
eryone in this country is that available
for housing, that needs it, can get pub-
lic housing.

As | have said, only about 10 percent
of the poor actually, there is only that
much housing, so 90 percent are out
there struggling and sometimes they
fail. Sometimes they end up homeless.
They are out there trying to get the
health care and take care of their basic
needs. But the best thing that we could
do for them is to provide an oppor-
tunity, a minimum wage that would
help them meet their own needs, to
make work pay.

That is really what this should be
about. This Congress should be busy on
that track to try and respond, not to
create more transfer programs. Even
now | see that my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have a new-found
affinity for the earned income tax cred-
it. But again, that is a transfer pay-
ment. It is a good program. We pushed
it, | think, as far as it probably can go.

The fact is we should not be subsidiz-
ing the mega corporations and others
that are refusing to actually pay a
minimum wage, a livable wage. When
we stop and think about what a mini-
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mum wage is, it is only $8,800 a year.
Very few families are going to be able
to survive on that.

What is happening here in this par-
ticular bill is that we are pulling the
rug out from under the public in as-
sisted housing programs so that we are
limiting basically the amount of as-
sistance. In fact, we are really repeal-
ing the 1949 law. It is not just the re-
peal of a law that is archaic. It is not
archaic. | urge the defeat of this par-
ticular rule.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | would
say to my friend from Minnesota who
raised the issue of waivers on the man-
ager’s amendment, the manager’s
amendment was fashioned after hours
and hours of negotiations that took
place between the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community
Opportunity and Secretary Cisneros,
and while there was not an agreement
on every single issue, it was a com-
promise that was struck with them.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. KING].

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule for H.R. 2406, and urge my col-
leagues to support both the rule and
this truly historic and revolutionary
legislation.

I also must commend my good friend
and fellow New Yorker, RICK LAZzIO,
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity
of the Committee on Banking, for the
outstanding work and dedication he
has shown in addressing the issue of
public housing, of introducing this crit-
ical legislation.

Mr. Speaker, public housing in this
country has been a failed policy but
H.R. 2406 will, among other things, re-
form public housing by putting power
back into the hands of local commu-
nities and by making public housing
authorities accountable to professional
standards of management. This is an
outstanding bill that is revolutionary
legislation, and | urge its adoption.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in strong opposition to
this rule on a number of different
fronts. First and foremost, | rise in op-
position because of the procedures that
we are operating under in terms of
what the rule provides.

We ought to recognize that during
the last evening, as we were before the
Committee on Rules, early in the
evening, for the first time | saw the
manager’s amendment. The Committee
on Rules itself indicated to me that
this was a highly unusual cir-
cumstance. We had no ability to reflect
upon or understand what was contained
in the manager’s amendment.

The staff of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, which is
here on the floor this afternoon, went
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through the manager’s amendment and
found at least three whole new pro-
grams that were contained within the
manager’s amendment, which none of
us were ever even made aware of.

While some of these programs might
very well end up making some sense
somewhere down the line, the fact of
the matter is, to have them contained
where we have never had a hearing,
where we do not understand what all
the implications of these provisions
might be, we have got the vouchering
out of public housing by housing au-
thorities under certain terms and con-
ditions, that none of us are clear upon,
we have got another amendment that
is contained within that provides for a
wholesale exemption of the Brooke
amendment, which guarantees the 30-
percent ceiling on the amount people
are going to pay for rent, regardless of
whether or not we pass the Brooke
amendment today on the House floor
and reinstall it as part of our Nation’s
commitment to the poor. These dem-
onstration programs, which were 30 in
number in the U.S. Senate, are rising
to over 300, which are also mandated in
the fine print to include New York
City, with 108,000 units of public hous-
ing.

'glj'his is the kind of legislation where
we have some sort of self-sufficiency,
the PIP program |1 guess. Somehow
each individual that attains public
housing is going to have to file a state-
ment with someone, somewhere, to de-
termine what their own personal plans
are for improving themselves in the fu-
ture.

Mr. Speaker, | urge strongly that we
defeat this rule and look out for the
needs of working class Americans.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | respond to my friend
by saying one of the three programs he
mentioned was specifically at the re-
quest of the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development. It is voluntary
vouchering out of public housing,
which is a priority item.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, we are
very limited on time. | am just re-
sponding to the gentleman.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, it is very unfair for the gen-
tleman to suggest that, when | talked
to the Secretary himself and he dis-
agrees wholeheartedly, very strongly
with that statement.

Mr. DREIER. It is a specific request.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Do
not lie about it on the House floor,
DAVID.

Mr. DREIER. | am simply providing
what staff has informed us, that the
Secretary of Housing and Development
requested that of the Subcommittee on
Housing.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to my
very good friend, the gentleman from
Chicago, IL [Mr. FLANAGAN].

(Mr. FLANAGAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 2406, the U.S.
Housing Act of 1996. | thank Mr. LAzI0,
chairman of the Housing and Commu-
nity Opportunity Subcommittee, and
the committee for their efforts on this
excellent bill.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important bill
to all communities. Passage of H.R.
2406 will ensure that local housing au-
thorities, not Washington bureaucrats,
are responsible for the management of
local housing plans. Residents of public
housing will assume responsibility for
the day-to-day operations of the hous-
ing project, thus having an active rath-
er than passive role in managing their
facilities.

America’s housing system is a total
disgrace. Manyu families have found
themselves trapped in a system that
was originally designed as a short-term
solution to what has become a long-
term problem. Centralizing a housing
program, which has become very com-
plex, is not the most constructive way
to serve residents of those housing
complexes. Washington cannot effec-
tively serve communities across the
country who all have different needs.
Local authorities are, for obvious rea-
sons, much more specifically concerned
with the residents of their community.
Local organizations who know and un-
derstand the need of the communities
will be much more efficient and effec-
tive in making the decision that will
affect them.

In 1966 in Chicago, a lawsuit—
Gautreaux versus the Chicago Housing
Authority—was filed. The objective of
the suit was to prove that there was an
intentional pattern of racial discrimi-
nation against tenants of CHA sites. In
1969, the Federal judge—Judge Richard
Austin—ruled in favor of the plaintiffs.
A new problem emerged. Desegregating
public housing complexes in the city
was going to be much more difficult
than desegregating the city schools.
Since the Gautreaux decision, there
have been many problems with imple-
menting the court order.

There is no need nor any benefit to
forced, instituted social engineering
from Washington. Had H.R. 2406 been
the law at the time of this suit, there
most likely would not be the problems
that we have today. Federal judges, ap-
pointed for life, were allowed to write
laws in the face of congressional inac-
tion. Local communities could have
come to some kind of accomodation, if
they had been given the opportunity to
do so. At longlast, this legislation
would so empower localities.

H.R. 2406, the U.S. Housing Act of
1996, is an excellent bill. | commend the
committee as a whole, and especially
Chairman LAzio for all the hard work
and commitment to America’s commu-
nities. | only wish that a bill like this
had been enacted many years ago. It
will certainly benefit local neighbor-
hoods.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE].
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Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, | come this
afternoon sharing a fond relationship
with the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAazio] the chairman of the com-
mittee, and thank him and his staff for
working with my staff in trying to get
certain things into the bill. In spite of
that, there are some serious concerns
that make me juxtaposed to wanting to
see this particular rule pass at this
time, because some of the concerns
that those of us who are not only Mem-
bers of this body but also providers of
housing understand as it relates to
what is necessary for people to put a
roof over their head, to keep a roof
over their head, are not included in
this particular piece of legislation.

The best means of trying to get peo-
ple to that point, where they can be
self-sufficient, when they can take care
of their own responsibility, is to create
for them opportunities for income,
rather than creating a bill that takes
away from them the means of re-
sources that they already have avail-
able in trying to determine whether or
not they are going to put food on the
table or whether or not they are going
to pay other bills.

It is extremely difficult for me to un-
derstand how one can argue that this
bill, along with welfare, makes sense,
and this bill, along with minimum
wage, does not make sense. If you are
talking about the same people in each
class and in each category, it becomes
almost impossible to conceive of put-
ting together a bill that raises the
amount of money that a person who
works every day, yet is beneath the
poverty line, is only able to provide for
shelter for their family by virtue of the
fact that they have access to the public
housing, and then say though you will
be paying more out of the little bit
that you do make, we are not going to
give consideration to a minimum wage
bill that will allow you to be able to
pay the difference between what we are
now charging you.

It makes no sense to me for us as a
body responsible for making sure that
every citizen in this Nation not only
has an opportunity to be able to live to
the best degree possible, that we do not
even have in this an affordable housing
provision that allows for people to be
able to work their way out of public
housing into an affordable housing cat-
egory, so that they can have the bene-
fit of sharing in the American dream of
home ownership.

I would agree with my colleagues, if
we could get rid of public housing and
put everybody into a home, that would
make sense. This bill does not do that.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to my very able colleague, the
gentleman from Bloomfield, MI [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG].

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support the
rule and the underlying bill. This bill
repeals an outdated, depression-era law
and puts the power and responsibility
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where it belongs, in the hands of local
communities and residents, not the
Washington bureaucrats.

I am especially pleased with the pro-
visions, that reform the Brooke amend-
ment. | salute Chairman LAzio and the
committee. Simply put, our current
policy under the Brooke amendment
punishes work and rewards welfare de-
pendency. Here is how:

Public housing rent is calculated at
30 percent of a resident’s income. Thus,
the more you earn, the more you pay.
But if you go to work, you pay income
and FICA taxes, in addition to higher
rent, and also begin to lose welfare,
foodstamp, and medicaid payments.

Nine times out of ten, residents who
find gainful employment, end up with
less disposable income than if they had
simply stayed on welfare. In fact the,
highest marginal tax rate in the United
States is not paid by millionaires or
people in boardrooms, it is paid by
AFDC-dependent public housing resi-
dents who accept a full-time minimum
wage job. Understanding this fact is
the key to understand public housing.
You know why there are people trapped
in poverty.

The only way you can change this is
to give, as the bill does, more flexibil-
ity and decisionmaking ability to local
public housing authorities, who frank-
ly have the best interests of public
housing residents at heart, and have a
much better track record of protecting
the resident’s concerns than the
bureacrats at HUD.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2406 is a giant step
forward in the debate of real welfare
reform.

We must pass this bill and rule, with
Brooke fully intact, to provide the re-
form of Brooke, to provide the much-
needed relief for our families and local
communities.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1%> minutes to the gentlewoman
from Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY].

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, a
major part of the American dream is to
own your own home. Unfortunately, for
millions of people in public housing,
this dream has little chance of becom-
ing reality, because they don’t earn
enough to get out of public housing.

As a result, Mr. Speaker, the U.S.
taxpayer covers the cost of public
housing because millions of working
poor don’t make enough money to pay
rent and put food on the table. A large
part of the reason for this is our trag-
ically low minimum wage. We could do
a great deal to move people out of pub-
lic housing by increasing the minimum
wage to a level where people can earn
enough to move out on their own. Un-
fortunately, the Republican leadership
is so opposed to raising the minimum
wage that they would rather kick the
working poor into the streets.

Mr. Speaker, this bill misses the
point. The way we reduce the need for
public housing is to give people a living
wage. And today’s minimum wage is
certainly not a living wage.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to my very thoughtful col-
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league, the gentleman from Long
Beach, CA [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of the rule and the
U.S. Housing Act of 1996. It means real
reform and it means hope for our
neighborhoods. This bill, removing ob-
stacles that have existed in the law for
many years, will end the cruel hoax of
our outdated, inefficient, ineffective
public housing system. It scraps the
system that tolerates failure and re-
places it with safe, clean, healthy, af-
fordable housing for our most vulner-
able citizens. It gives low-income
Americans hope and opportunity by re-
moving obstacles to work and insisting
on professional management standards
in local public housing authorities.

By passing this bill, the House will be
saying yes to accountability and to
work incentives, and no to bloated bu-
reaucracies and the decay of our neigh-
borhoods.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAzio] for includ-
ing in his manager’s amendment a pro-
vision that is very important to the
people of the city and county of Los
Angeles. The manager’s amendment ex-
tends the authority of the city and
county of Los Angeles to spend up to 25
percent of their community develop-
ment block grant funding on public
service. This desperately needed provi-
sion fits well into the Republican effort
to return broader decision making au-
thority to state and local government.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
forget the past, forget the decrepit,
rotten housing we have provided for
the most vulnerable over the years,
and vote for the U.S. Housing Act,
which means real reform that will
mean better living conditions for low-
income Americans.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, so many
Americans are working two jobs, they
are making sacrifices for their chil-
dren, and they still cannot get to the
American dream of homeownership.
One affordable and quality option for
many of these Americans is manufac-
tured housing. We have worked very
hard and achieved a delicate balance
with Republicans and Democrats, with
consumer groups and taxpayer groups,
in a bipartisan way, to put together an
amendment that will help increase the
availability and the access to this very
important industry and to this dream.

Republicans, such as the gentlemen
from California, Mr. ROHRABACHER and
Mr. CALVERT, and the gentleman from
Florida, Mr. McCoLLUM, have sup-
ported this, as well as the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. GONzALEz, and the
gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. VENTO,
We also have strong consumer support
for this amendment.

I think that this is the way to go as
we downsize HUD, as we get input from
the industry, as we get input from
consumer groups, as we try to make
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available to hard working Americans
this great dream. Let us try to have as
many options as are available to these
hard working Americans, and manufac-
tured housing and a better understand-
ing of manufactured housing certainly
is that option.

I intend to offer in a bipartisan way
this bipartisan amendment, and hope
to get the support of this House.

O 1530

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Apple-
ton, WI [Mr. RoTH], my colleague on
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, that is a
very good bill and it is a good rule. In
fact, the gentleman from California in
yielding me the time had mentioned
Appleton, WI. Well, it was Green Bay,
WI, and Fort Wayne, IN, where they
initially started this voucher program
as a pilot program and it worked out
very well.

This is a good bill because the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAz10] and
the people working on that committee
had looked at this in depth. Let me
point out that this bill now takes some
of the power from Washington and puts
it in the hands of local communities.
But, Mr. Speaker, it does more than
that. It gives it to private, nonprofit
organizations; it gives it to the people
who actually live in those housing
units.

It also gives them the vouchers so
that the tenant now has freedom of
choice. If the tenant does not want to
live in this unit, this tenant can find
another unit so he or she can vote with
their feet. It brings the free market
forces into public housing, which is
what is so desperately needed.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation also
consolidates several programs into
block grants, and, of course we debated
that issue here for years and years
about the block grant program, but the
block grants are good especially in this
instance because it makes people in
public housing more self-sufficient and
it streamlines the program. That is
why the voucher program is so impor-
tant.

This bill gives people an incentive to
move off of welfare in public housing
by cutting the legal link between their
income and the rent they have to pay.
As has been said here in debate before,
there is this 30 percent formula, but
this 30 percent formula under this bill
is not chiseled into stone so that the
people again have more latitude.

Mr. Speaker, | think that is what we
want to do. We want to give people who
are utilizing public housing some lati-
tude, and give them some other ave-
nues besides just concreting them into
one particular formula. That is why
this legislation is so good.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1%> minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WATERS], my fine
colleague.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, the radi-
cal Republicans are playing a cruel
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hoax on the American people. They
refuse to raise the minimum wage by a
lousy 90 cents and the bill before us
would raise rent on the poorest and
most vulnerable Americans, Americans
who are only making minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, why can we bring a bill
to this floor to raise public housing
rents for the elderly, single mothers,
and the working poor when the over-
whelming majority of Americans, 78
percent, believe this Congress should
consider a modest 90-cent increase in
the minimum wage, but my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle say, ““No
way.”’

This rule on this bill shows clearly
this Congress’ contorted priorities. We
could give 11 million Americans a tiny
raise. Six out of 10 workers earning the
minimum wage are women, many of
whom are single parents. Seventy-two
percent of these women are adults 20
years old or over.

So much for Mother’s Day. So much
for family values, my Republican
friends. They have just gone too far,
Mr. Speaker. We cannot justify this at-
tack on poor and working families. Let
us oppose the previous question and
craft a rule that will bring a minimum
wage increase to this floor. If the Re-
publicans want to raise the rents on
seniors tomorrow, let them try. But let
us give 11 million Americans a raise
today.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BUNNING). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may | in-
quire of the Chair what piece of legisla-
tion is before us?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. House
Resolution 426.

Mr. DREIER. And what is that, Mr.
Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would
you like the Chair to repeat it again?
The Chair has read the title before.
House Resolution 426.

Providing for the consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2406, to repeal the United
State’s Housing Act of 1937, deregulate
the public housing program, and the
program for rental housing assistance
for low-income families, increase com-
munity control over such programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. DREIER. Thank you very much,
Mr. Speaker. And | would say to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms. WA-
TERS] that that lousy 90 cents works
out to $57,000 for the average small
business.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentelman from West Chester, OH, [Mr.
BOEHNER].

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | con-
gratulate the committee and Members
on both sides of the aisle for the excel-
lent work that they have done. Espe-
cially congratulations to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAzIO] on
a bill that really is reflective of our
broader Republican agenda.

The gentlewoman from California
who spoke before me referred to this as
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another radical part of our agenda.
What the gentlewoman refers to as
“radical”” most people in America
would look at and say, ‘“‘Now this is
common sense,” because what we are
trying to do is to move this power out
of Washington, back to States and
local communities, to make decisions
for the people who live in their commu-
nities that can best help the people in
their communities.

One provision that will be in the
manager’s amendment that | am espe-
cially pleased with refers to title V of
the McKinney Act that currently sets
up a three-agency review process for
processing applications by homeless
groups for Federal surplus land. The
process can take years and really does
not reflect any local concerns.

Even if there is a local homeless or
low-income housing group that would
like some of the land and the local
community wants to give it to them,
they cannot under existing law. The
Federal Government decides here in
Washington.

This provision in the amendment
cuts through all of this redtape. It says
that if the local elected officials con-
sent to the transfer of surplus Federal
land to a local homeless or low-income
housing group, that the Federal Gov-
ernment can transfer the property im-
mediately. No endless process; no
three-agency review. The property goes
straight to local groups who have local
support.

If the local officials cannot agree,
then the process goes on through the
regular McKinney Act. | think this is a
win-win solution. It gives local leaders
the authority and the incentive to
work with local groups who are trying
to address the housing needs of the
poor and the homeless.

Local housing assistance groups will
get a more receptive ear at city hall
and will have more incentive to build
local support within their commu-
nities. This is an important provision,
and |1 would urge my colleagues to sup-
port the rule, support the manager’s
amendment and the bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | really do know what bill
this is. This is the turn the local hous-
ing authority into your local rental of-
fice and to help and to provide eco-
nomic opportunity for all those vacant
apartments. It has nothing to do with
housing poor people who, in fact, many
of us would say | would not live in that
place if I had to.

Mr. Speaker, this forces residents to
pay more rent. Of those who live in
public housing 75 percent earn less
than one-third of minimum wage. What
this does, oh, yes, give somebody a
voucher. In the segregated South | can
tell my colleagues there are many of
those in the public housing that will
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not be allowed to live in certain neigh-
borhoods.

This is a bill that has the right direc-
tion, but it is the wrong way to do it.
This is a bad rule. The reason is be-
cause the bill is a bad bill. Yes, we can
do some things to reform our local
housing authorities, but not take away
total Government direction on the na-
tional level to ensure that all of us can
have good housing for all of America.

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not rep-
resent a cohesion and a coalition of
those who would say it is good to have
Americans in good housing.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Scotts-
dale, AZ [Mr. HAYWORTH], our very able
new colleague.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of this open
rule and of H.R. 2406. | believe this leg-
islation signals the end of a public
housing system which helps trap people
in a cycle of poverty instead of provid-
ing a safety net for families who really
need short-term assistance.

Enactment of H.R. 2406 will give pub-
lic housing residents more choices and
help those who are able move on to a
life of greater self-sufficiency.

Mr. Speaker, | would also like to
take this opportunity to publicly
thank and commend the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAazio] for his ef-
forts to improve our Nation’s system of
Indian housing. H.R. 3219, the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-
Determination Act of 1996, which I will
offer as an amendment to H.R. 2406,
will give tribes the flexibility they
need to meet their unique housing
needs.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation will
provide a block grant that will go di-
rectly to the tribes and those tribes in
turn can then use the funds to build
new housing, renovate existing homes,
and revitalize their communities

Mr. Speaker, it is all about local
empowerment and empowerment of in-
dividuals. “Yes’ on the rule; ‘““yes’ on
the bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1%> minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
urge my colleagues to vote to defeat
the previous question on this rule so
that we can offer a clean up-or-down
vote to raise the minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, the minimum wage now
stands at a 40-year low in real purchas-
ing power. Working American families
go to their jobs every day, they play by
the rules, and they provide for their
families. It is about time someone gave
them a break.

Today the Republican majority
wants to increase the rents for those
who are on the minimum wage, but
they will not give them a wage in-
crease. Democrats in this body support
the modest proposal to raise the mini-
mum wage by 90 cents. At least 21 ma-
jority Members have had the courage
to buck the Republican leadership and
sign on to a raise for working folks.
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Mr. Speaker, | say to the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. METCALF], the
gentleman from California [Mr. HORN],
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAzi10], please vote against the pre-
vious question so we can have a vote on
the minimum wage.

A majority of this body supports
raising the minimum wage. On April
17, Speaker GINGRICH promised hear-
ings on the minimum wage. Anyone
who may have believed that promise, it
has now been 21 days. Speaker GING-
RICH’s taxpayer-funded salary has paid
him $9,867 since April 17, but a mini-
mum-wage worker takes home only
$8,840 in an entire year.

Mr. Speaker, | call on this House, I
call on the Speaker, to stop stiffing
working Americans. Defeat the pre-
vious question so we can get a clean
up-or-down vote to raise the minimum
wage in this country.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from New
Providence, NJ [Mr. FRANKS].

(Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, today I rise in strong support
of the rule on H.R. 2406. Further, let me
take this opportunity to congratulate
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAzI0] on its innovative effort to bring
reform to America’s Byzantine housing
laws.

Over the past year | have worked
with Chairman LAzIO to ensure that
public housing residents for the first
time have the opportunity to directly
elect tenants to their local housing and
management authorities. For too long
the residents of public housing have
been subjected to poor living condi-
tions. Those conditions often go
unaddressed because tenants have no
elected representation on the very
housing authorities that oversee these
dwellings. The provision that | have
worked to include in the manager’s
amendment empowers tenants by pro-
viding for their direct election on hous-
ing boards.

If Members believe that these au-
thorities should be more accountable
to the very tenants they exist to serve,
I urge all Members to vote ‘“‘yes’” on

the rule, ‘‘yes” on the manager’s
amendment, and ‘“‘yes” on final pas-
sage.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | rise to oppose the motion on
the previous question to this rule to
H.R. 2406. We hear a lot of rhetoric
about moving people off of welfare and
out of public housing and into work,
but the Republican leadership has sim-
ply refused an up-or-down vote on a
minimum wage increase.

Mr. Speaker, a livable wage would
give our constituents and other work-
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ing Americans the ability to move off
of welfare rolls and out of public hous-
ing, but the Republicans continue to
oppose this minimum wage increase. In
fact, all we hear in the Senate is that
Senator DoLE wants to call attention
to an increase of 4.3 cents in the gas
tax in 1993, but not an increase in the
minimum wage at the same time.

What the Senator fails to inform vot-
ers is that he voted for two 5-cent in-
creases from 1982 to 1990, the so-called
“Dole dime.” Working Americans
strongly support an increase in the
minimum wage. In fact, the latest na-
tional poll shows 83 percent of Ameri-
cans support an increase.

Mr. Speaker, we have a golden oppor-
tunity to give American families what
they really need, a decent wage for a
decent day’s work. Mr. Speaker, it is
time for a clean vote on a minimum
wage.

0O 1545

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky). The Chair re-
minds Members that are speaking on
the floor of the House that reference to
individual Members from the other
body should be avoided. The Chair re-
minds Members of that.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Middle-
town, NY [Mr. GILMAN], distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of the U.S. Housing
Act of 1995 and commend its sponsor,
the distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAz10], for all of his diligent
work in bringing this important legis-
lation creating a new public housing
framework to the floor. In addition, I
thank the committee for including lan-
guage to correct the improper median
income calculation for Rockland Coun-
ty.

Currently, Rockland County, New
York’s median income is calculated by
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development as a part of the primary
metropolitan statistical area which in-
cludes the income data from New York
City. For this reason, HUD lists Rock-
land County’s median income of a fam-
ily of four as $40,500. However, the 1990
census shows that the county’s true
median income to be $60,479, a dif-
ference of close to $20,000.

Since HUD’s income levels are used
in calculating eligibility for almost all
State and Federal housing programs,
these inaccurate statistics have se-
verely limited the access of Rockland
County residents to many needed Fed-
eral programs. Income caps for the
State of New York mortgage agency,
Fanny Mae/Freddie Mac, HUD’s section
8, the home program, and a myriad of
other beneficial programs are artifi-
cially low, thus most of Rockland’s
residents, financial institutions, real-
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tors, and builders are at a severe dis-
advantage in relation to their counter-
parts in neighboring counties.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the committee
for their good work in reforming U.S.
housing programs and attending to this
extremely important local need. Ac-
cordingly, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 2406.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, this de-
bate centers on two issues. At a time
when the gap between the rich and the
poor is growing wider, when the real
wages of American workers has de-
clined by 16 percent over the last 20
years, when most of the new jobs being
created are low wage jobs, part-time
jobs, temporary jobs, we must raise the
minimum wage so that, if somebody
works 40 hours a week, they do not live
in poverty.

Seco