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Mrs. CLAYTON and Mr. SPRATT

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“nay.”

Messrs. MANZULLO, WELLER, and
HALL of Texas changed their vote
from ““nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

UNITED STATES HOUSING ACT OF
1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
LAaHooOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 426 and rule XXIIl, the Chair
decalres the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2406.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2406) to repeal the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937, deregulate the public
housing program and the program for
rental housing assistance for low-in-
come families, and increase commu-
nity control over such programs, and
for other purposes, with Mr. GUNDER-
SON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
May 8, 1996, title Il was open for
amendment at any point.

Pursuant to the order of the Commit-
tee of that day, debate on each amend-
ment, and any amendment thereto,
shall be limited to 10 minutes, equally
divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, with the fol-
lowing exceptions:

Amendment No. 7, as modified, by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK] for 60 minutes; amend-
ment No. 17 by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] for 60
minutes; amendments Nos. 33 and 34 by
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the gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
VELAZQUEZ] which may be considered
en bloc for 20 minutes; amendment No.
22 by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
ROEMER] for 20 minutes; and amend-
ment No. 8 by the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. HAYWORTH] for 20 minutes.

Are there any amendments to title
1?2

AMENDMENT NO. 7, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY

MR. FRANK OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, pursuant to the unanimous-
consent request of last night, | offer an
amendment, as modified.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment, as modified.

The text of the amendment, as modi-
fied, is as follows:

Amendment No. 7, as modified, offered by
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:

Section 225(a) of the bill (as amended by
the manager’s amendment), strike paragraph
(2) of such section and insert the following
new paragraph:

“(2) LimiTATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this subsection, the
amount paid by a family for monthly rent
for a dwelling unit in public housing may not
exceed 30 percent of the family’s adjusted
monthly income.”.

Section 322(a) of the bill (as amended by
the manager’s amendment), strike paragraph
(2) of such section and insert the following
new paragraph:

“(2) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in
paragraph (3) and notwithstanding any other
provision of this subsection, the amount paid
by an assisted family for monthly rent for an
assisted dwelling unit may not exceed 30
percent of the family’s adjusted monthly in-
come.”.

Section 352 of the bill (as amended by the
manager’s amendment), strike subsection (a)
and insert the following new subsection:

‘(&) UNITS HAVING GROSS RENT EXCEEDING
PAYMENT STANDARD.—INn the case of an as-
sisted family renting a dwelling unit bearing
a gross rent that exceeds the payment stand-
ard established under section 353 for a dwell-
ing unit of the applicable size and location in
the market area in which such assisted
dwelling unit is located, the amount of the
monthly assistance payment for housing as-
sistance under this title on behalf of such
family shall be the amount by which such
payment standard exceeds the lesser of (1)
the resident contribution determined in ac-
cordance with section 322(a)(1), or (2) 30 per-
cent of the family’s adjusted monthly in-
come.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of Wednesday,
May 8, 1996, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. FRANK] and a Member op-
posed will each control 30 minutes.

Does the gentleman from New York
wish to control the time in opposition?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | will be controlling the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAzI0] will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 4 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ],
one of the coauthors of the amend-
ment.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, |1
rise to strongly urge my colleagues to
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support the amendment that | am of-
fering today with my friends and col-
leagues, Mr. FRANK and Mr. HINCHEY.

This amendment is truly very simple.

And yet, as simple as this amend-
ment is, | strongly believe that its ap-
proval is critical to Americans who de-
pend on public housing.

If this Congress has any interest in
preserving its commitment to provid-
ing decent, affordable housing to Amer-
icans who need it most, passage of this
amendment is a critical step.

Our amendment places a cap of 30
percent of total income as the amount
a public housing resident or family can
spend on rent.

In addition, our amendment allows
local housing authorities the flexibil-
ity to allow residents to pay less than
30 percent of their income for rent.

And this flexibility is critical. Be-
cause it gives local housing authorities
a greater ability to reach a goal that is
important to all of us who care about
public housing.

The ability to encourage residents of
mixed incomes to live in public hous-
ing and not create a disincentive to
earning more money.

But without this amendment, we do
nothing more than create a situation
where people who need housing most
will not be able to afford it.

Under the current language of the
bill, families in public housing will
have no protection against financially
debilitating rent increases.

Let me be clear.

This bill does not raise the income
cap to 35 percent. It doesn’t push the
cap all the way up to 40 percent. It
doesn’t take the extreme step of allow-
ing the cap to skyrocket to 50 percent
of your income.

This bill eliminates the cap.

And that is little different from
eliminating our commitment to public
housing.

We cannot pretend in this House to
care about providing quality housing
to Americans if we are completely will-
ing to disregard whether that housing
is affordable.

Affordability is the heart of Ameri-
ca’s commitment to public housing.

Unless the Frank-Gutierrez amend-
ment is passed, that heart is cut out.
And we abandon our commitment to
providing quality public housing that
the people who need it most can afford.

Now, some of my colleagues might
simply say, ‘““‘what rent increase? There
is nothing in this bill that requires
local housing authorities to raise the
rent of public housing residents.”’

Don’t be fooled by that argument.
This bill allows local housing authori-
ties to charge whatever they feel is
necessary to stay within their budgets.
And what has this Congress done to the
budgets of housing authorities?

Well, we have just cut the operating
subsidies by $100 million. By $100 mil-
lion.

Let me recap. We have taken away
$100 million—$100 million that was es-
sential to keeping rents affordable.
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And now my colleagues suggest that
we should tell them that the sky is the
limit on rent increases.

I do not think it takes a detective to
uncover where the extra money is com-
ing from.

It is going to come from the people
who can least afford it.

I urge my colleagues do not force this
economic hardship on Americans who
rely on public housing. Paying 30 per-
cent of your income on rent is hardly a
giveaway, hardly a free ride.

| strongly believe that 30 percent is a
fair and reasonable contribution of a
family’s income.

Thirty percent is logical; in fact it
basically follows the guidelines that
lenders use in deciding how much a
family can afford to spend on their
mortgage.

Most lenders don’t want families to
spend more than 28 percent of their in-
come on their mortgage. 28 percent—
for people who can afford to own their
home. Yet, incredibly, this bill pro-
poses no cap at all for people who can
barely afford to make ends meet.

A fundamental goal of public housing
is that it gives residents an oppor-
tunity to live in safety and dignity—
and ease their financial burdens.

If we ask those very people to pay 32,
35, 40 percent of their income just to
meet their housing expenses, the gov-
ernment is not easing the burden of
public housing residents—it is impos-
ing a burden on public housing resi-
dents.

Instead of helping to light a path to-
ward a better future, we are setting
hurdles in the way.

Let’s be clear. We are talking about a
population that will be affected by
even a slight increase in out-of-pocket
expenses for housing.

Quite simply, most of the people who
will be facing a rent affected by this in-
crease do not have the money to pay
for their increase.

We are talking about Americans with
very, very modest incomes.

How modest?

The average annual income of public
housing tenants is $6,400—$6,400. And
this bill suggests that they somehow
have the ability to pay more for rent.

They do not. And yet we have created
a bill that will give them very few al-
ternatives.

They will have some alternatives.

Move to worse, substandard, dan-
gerous housing. Or have no housing at
all.

My colleagues who support this bill
are right about one thing—public hous-
ing residents deserve better than they
are receiving now.

They deserve a commitment to safer,
better quality housing.

Congress has not been very good
about keeping that commitment. But
they also deserve to have decent hous-
ing they can afford.

This Congress should honor
commitment as well.

We can honor that commitment by
passing this amendment and protecting
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the economic security of public hous-
ing residents.

I hope my colleagues will say yes to
that vital commitment.
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Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let us begin by talk-
ing about what this amendment is not
about. It is not about protecting sen-
iors, because they are protected in the
bill. It is not about protecting the dis-
abled, because they are also protected
in the manager’s amendment. It is not
about protecting the poorest of the
poor, because they too are protected
precisely the same way that my friends
from the other side of the aisle are ar-
guing need to be protected.

What we are talking about is whether
we will keep an amendment, a provi-
sion of the law, that has proven to be a
job killer, a work incentive, whether
we are going to continue on the path of
creating warehousing for the poor.

The gentleman from Illinois lives in
a city where State Street exists, a pub-
lic housing development 4.5 straight
miles of 19-story buildings, 99 percent
unemployment, universal despair.

We are talking about creating an en-
vironment where people begin to have
hope, where there is mixed income,
where there is role models, where peo-
ple can talk to somebody next door
who has a job, who may know about
another job available.

We are talking about transforming
people, not warehousing people. The
Brooke amendment has had the effect
of warehousing people. It has led to a
disastrous mix in terms of income. It
has led to a huge disincentive to work.

If you do not believe me, Mr. Chair-
man, listen to some of the people who
are doing this hands on, the public
housing authorities themselves. The
National Association of Housing and
Redevelopment Officials says, ‘““The
Brooke amendment, which limits the
amount of rent a resident pays to 30
percent, is a disincentive to work, en-
courages fraud, and offers local housing
authorities with little flexibility to re-
ward working households.”’

This is an antiwork provision. It ac-
tually raises rent on those people who
decide to work.

The Public Housing Authorities Di-
rectors Association says, ‘“To base
rents solely on income has proved dis-
astrous over recent years.”” Disastrous.

These are the people with hands-on
experience. What we are talking about
is thinking out of the box. What we are
talking about is letting housing au-
thorities fix rents just like the rest of
the world operates. If the housing au-
thority says this particular unit is $50,
is $75, a resident knows that if they
work overtime, if they get a better job,
if they earn more money, they can
keep that money. They are not going
to be subject to a one-third tax the
minute they go to work, which is ex-
actly what this Frank-Gutierrez
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amendment does. It is precisely what it
does.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The
amendment that | have offered puts an
upper limit of 30 percent, but does not
at all require any increase.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, but that is
exactly what is going to happen. The
amendment that the gentleman from
Massachusetts is offering, which sug-
gests that housing authorities can set
rents at up to 30 percent of income,
will create not just a floor, but a ceil-
ing. Housing authorities will continue
to set rent based on income. That is
the problem.

If we had to pay 30 percent of our in-
come in rent, | guarantee you, this
place would not be voting for it. But
because we do not have to live in those
places and we do not have to live with
this, it becomes very easy rhetorically
to say we are so incompassionate, be-
cause we are protecting the poor. That
is nonsense. It is not serving the very
people that these people purport to rep-
resent.

Let me just say again, Mr. Chairman,
that this has been a work disincentive.
We are in fact protecting almost 90 per-
cent of the current population in public
housing. We are trying to create an en-
vironment where people can transition
to work, where work ethic is rewarded,
where there is mixed income, there is
hope, there is opportunity. The Frank
amendment would destroy all those
things. It would move us back into the
past. It would reclaim the situation
that we have in State Street of 4.5
miles, where there is 99 percent unem-
ployment for 10,000 Americans. We can-
not condemn 10,000 Americans to an-
other 30 years of failed policy.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

The gentleman has shown how inde-
fensible his amendment is by abso-
lutely misrepresenting its substance.
The amendment | have goes back to
the pre-1981 days. It sets a 30-percent
limit. It does not require an increase.

The gentleman’s argument, be clear,
here is what he says: If you tell hous-
ing authorities that they can charge no
more than 30 percent, but less if they
want to, they will charge more than if
you tell them they can charge 40 or 50
percent.

His amendment says the housing au-
thorities can raise the rents on these
working people to whatever level you
want. Our amendment says set what-
ever level you want, but in no case
above 30 percent. In fact, there is one
group of people who get the 30 percent
protection, and that is people on wel-
fare under his version.

So he singles out working poor peo-
ple in housing and he protects them by
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taking the cap off their rent. There is
absolutely nothing in the amendment
we are offering that requires, encour-
ages, pushes, urges, an increase in the
rent. All we say is a cap.

When a 30-percent limit on what you
can charge someone is transmogrified
into raising the rents, as opposed to al-
lowing them to go higher, you see how
logically indefensible the gentleman
considers the amendment to be.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. BLUTE].

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the amendment to restore
the so-called Brooke amendment. Be-
fore | discuss the merits of this amend-
ments, let me first address the bill as a
whole and the exemplary job my good
friend from New York, Mr. LAzio, and
his staff have done on this legislation.

The Department of Housing and
Urban Development is perhaps the one
segment of the Federal Government
that needs reform the most. Most of
the current housing policy is based on
the U.S. Housing Act of 1937, reflecting
the needs of a different era.

Chairman LAzi0 was faced with a
very significant challenge at the outset
of this Congress, and I commend him
for his perseverance and commitment
to bring sanity to public housing pol-
icy. He literally has traveled around
our great country searching for an-
swers to the problems of housing our
citizens.

However, Mr. Chairman, | do have
one area of very serious concern with
this legislation. While | believe hous-
ing authorities ought to be given more
flexibility in operating their develop-
ments, | do believe the need still exists
for the Federal Government to provide
certainty when it comes to the level of
rent.

In 1969, in response to an increasing
inability of public housing tenants to
afford their rent, the former distin-
guished Republican Senator Ed Brooke
of Massachusetts remembered advice
given him by his father. This advice
was that an individual should not pay
more than 25 or 30 percent of their in-
come on housing.

This is still a widely accepted rule of
thumb today, and most of us live by
this rule. |1 have visited housing units
all over my district, places like Great
Brook Valley in Worcester, MA. | have
spoken with people like Wanda Alva-
rado, a single parent struggling to
raise her two children and to improve
their standard of living. They and
many others are concerned that repeal
of the Brooke amendment or alteration
of the Brooke amendment would lead
to significant rises in their rent.

Therefore, | rise in support of the
amendment that would restore the
Brooke amendment. This amendment
would simply ensure that low-income
families would not pay any more than
30 percent of their income on their
rent. These families are some of the
poorest in America, and | urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.
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Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 6 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
BAKER], a member of the Committee on
Banking and financial services and a
very active member of the Subcommit-
tee on Housing.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me time, and certainly want to
commend him for leadership in this
most difficult issue and all issues relat-
ing to reform of housing in America.

But this is not just a debate about
the Brooke amendment. It is not just a
debate about the necessity to repeal
the one-for-one requirement or to do
something with the admissions or evic-
tion processes, or just about education
and job skills, necessities in public
housing, or even just public housing. It
It extends to what is known as the sec-
tion 8 based project assistance. It is all
of this, and more, regrettably.

We must look not just at the specific
issue before us this morning in the
Brooke amendment. We must look at
the effects, the consequences, of the ag-
gregate of these legislative remedies,
which although well-intentioned, have
led us down a long, dark road.

It is unfortunate, but all we can con-
clude when we look at the inventory of
housing provided by our Nation today
to the working poor of America, you
can only reach one conclusion. It is
sad, but the U.S. Government is the
world’s largest slum landlord. We must
change that. How can this be?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. | yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman has a photograph
next to him that I believe is in his neck
of the woods. Is this the situation the
gentleman is referring to?

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, only one
among many. But this is the answer to
how can this be. When one drives just a
short distance from my home, in a bus,
goes down to the Desire Street Housing
Project, built in the 1950’s, now on a
Superfund site, surrounded on all sides,
with one way in and out over a railroad
track, 1,800 units now occupied by 400
individuals, not aggregated one locale,
but spread out throughout 1,8000 units,
unprotected. The employees do not
have two-way communication. If some-
thing happens, as it did one week be-
fore I went when a 15-year-old child
was killed on the doorstep of his unit
over rival drugs wars, over sales terri-
tory, | went upstairs and talked to the
80-year-old lady who lived in that
building by herself and said, ‘“Ma’am,
is there anything | can do to help
you?”’

She did not know who | was, nor did
she care. She said, ‘““Come with me a
minute.”” Her unit was well kept. It
was the only one in 16 units in that
building. It was not just rundown, de-
preciated, and worn out. There were no
walls, there were no floors. There were
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dogs and cats running through the bot-
tom area.

She walked up those steps every
night by herself, locked herself in the
room, and she said, “There is one thing
I would like you to do for me, if you
might.”” And she took me into the rest-
room and showed me the large gap in
the wall above the shower stall.

She said, ‘““At night when | try to
take a bath, the roaches come down
the wall. It bothers me just a bit.”” How
would you feel if that was your grand-
mother?

Now, here is the real problem. If that
were just the only issue, if it was just
the fact there was not a sufficient
amount of money in the bank to solve
this problem. Desire has, the Housing
Authority of New Orleans, this morn-
ing has $200 million in their account to
spend for renovation.

I called the GAO. | said, “‘Look, guys,
tell me what is going on. I am really
worried about this, because not only is
it a waste of taxpayer money, look at
the conditions in which these people
have to exist.”

I got this back, dated May 1996. I
know it is a little old, but we will use
it anyway. When | flipped through the
pages, there is a summary of the his-
tory. Secretary Cisneros wrote Leon
Panetta a letter 2 years ago saying,
“Mr. Panetta, we have to do something
about this circumstance. It is dismal.
It is not fit for human habitation.”
This report dated May 1996 says the
circumstances today are unfit for
human habitation.

I have a letter from employees. |
have a letter from occupants, saying
“Please, get us out of these cir-
cumstances. It has got to come to an
end.”

What effect does the Brooke amend-
ment have on this circumstance? What
effect does one-for-one have on this cir-
cumstance? Concentration issues. The
Desire Street Housing Project is an ex-
ample. Ninety percent of the occupants
are single, poor, women with children,
without education.
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Now, if we are going to do something
about the problems, we have got to
turn that around. We have got to have
those kids in an environment where
they see dads going to work and where
there are children playing in the yard.
We have to turn this around.

It is not just a question of the poorly
run disasters like Desire in New Orle-
ans. And, by the way, | intend to ask
the Secretary of HUD to seize control
and take it away from the city and
given those people a chance for real
hope and opportunity, because we can
do it.

There is more vacant housing in New
Orleans than there are people on the
waiting lists if you bulldozed Desire.
That is incredible to me. By the way,
when 1 first got involved in this they
were going to spend $71,000 per unit to
renovate on this Superfund site. The
most recent plan, after | objected, calls
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for them to spend $130,000 per unit. |
am really doing a good job. Mr. Chair-
man, we have got to get a grip.

What about the well-run public hous-
ing. | called Baton Rouge. | said,
“Guys, what is going on?”’” We had a big
debate about the number of people on
the boards that govern public housing.
I said, “Tell me how you run it.”” They
have seven members, two are residents.
Tell me who the other bad guys are
that are making the terrible public
policy. Well, we have a realtor. | am
sure that is the problem. We have a
doctor from Southern University. A
former Secretary of Health and Human
Resources is on the board. We have a
volunteer coordinator at a public hos-
pital. We have a Methodist minister.
He has got to be the one that is driving
these poor people into these poor con-
ditions.

I said, ‘““How much do they make to
serve on the public housing boards and
do all of this damage to the poor people
of America?”’ Nothing. No reimburse-
ment, no per diem, no travel. It is 100
percent volunteer. These people are
performing a public service to try to
help the poor of Baton Rouge.

Mr. Chairman, these people have
asked for the ability to govern their
housing authorities. Take off the
Brooke amendment. Help us govern
and help people who want to help
themselves. Let us get a population
mix in public housing that reflects
what is going on in America. Let us
give these people something more than
decent housing. Let us give them some
hope; the belief that they can be a part
of America and not be locked up in a
multistory, 1,800-unit complex on top
of a Superfund site with nothing but
drug dealers at their front door. It is
ridiculous. It has got to change.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, that was a very inter-
esting speech; | just do not know what
amendment it was supposed to be rel-
evant to since it obviously does not af-
fect ours.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana, al-
though he would not yield to me.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | regret that. If | had had more
time, 1 would have.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, the
gentleman had 6 minutes. Who is he
kidding?

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman would continue
to yield, I was talking about the
amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts, and the results of it
and others in the concentration of poor
people.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, we just
got it. The gentleman was talking
about ‘“‘it and others.” The gentleman
was talking about things unrelated.
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The only relevance of the Brooke
amendment to his story was that poor
woman that he was talking about
under the Brooke amendment, that if
they wanted to they could raise her
rent. That is how the gentleman gives
hope, raising their rent.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
VELAZQUEZ],

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today amazed by how far the Re-
publican majority will go to keep hard-
working Americans down. Instead of
being the first rung on the ladder out
of poverty, this housing bill kicks the
ladder away. By repealing the Brooke
amendment, the already difficult lives
of the extremely poor will become a
nightmare. Adequate housing must re-
main affordable for everyone.

In New York City alone, 560,000 hous-
ing authority tenants will face higher
rents or eviction if Brooke is elimi-
nated. There is not going to be mixed
income people living in public housing.
There will be families making $40,000
living in public housing and poor peo-
ple will be thrown into the streets.

This is a price they simply cannot af-
ford to pay. Faced with higher rents,
families will have to scrimp for even
their most basic necessities. How much
more are we going to bleed out of our
poor?

The United States already has the
impressive distinction of having the
highest poverty rate of the industri-
alized world. Elimination of rent caps
coupled with funding cuts to housing
and a 25-percent cut to homeless shel-
ters will force waiting lists for park
benches to skyrocket.

Mr. Chairman, | say to my Repub-
lican colleagues, you should be
ashamed of yourself. Stop trying to
balance the budget on the backs of the
Americans least able to shoulder that
burden. Think of the message you are
sending.

Mr. Chairman, clearly, the majority
cares more about the haves than the
have-nots. Instead of investing in the
neediest Americans, they give a $7 bil-
lion increase to the Department of De-
fense; they give hefty tax breaks to
wealthy corporations and contributors
that dwarf our spending to house the
poor; and they deny an increase in the
minimum Federal wage for working
Americans.

Today confirms that the Contract
With America was not a contract with
all Americans, only the privileged few.
I urge my colleagues to support the
Frank amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield such time as he May
consume to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER].

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of the Frank amend-
ment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 30 seconds.
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Mr. Chairman, I am just sick and
tired of people calling compassion
State Street, which has been tolerated
for the last 30 years by the last major-
ity. It was OK to warehouse people and
keep people unemployed, and it is OK
to make sure we cut off the commerce
and make sure they do not have access
to jobs or access to good education.
That is compassion.

But give people a chance to get a job
and get a decent education and get in-
come mix, and we lack compassion and
we are extreme?

Mr. Chairman, | yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Maine [Mr.
LONGLEY].

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

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | want
to compliment the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAzIO], chairman of the
subcommittee. The gentleman has done
an exceptional job in trying to articu-
late the need for change in the area of
public housing.

I have to confess that we are asked to
be expert on any number of subjects
that are frankly far beyond our ability
to do so, but | have been attempting in
the last year to visit many of the pub-
lic housing projects in my district. |
visited projects in Portland, Sanford,
and Augusta. | have talked to the di-
rector of the State Public Housing Au-
thority and | visited a project that
they have sponsored. | talked to trust-
ees in south Portland and | have also
talked with the director of the Port-
land Public Housing Authority.

The message that | hear over and
over and over again is the need for
change in Washington. Particularly, |
spoke a year ago with the director of
the Public Housing Authority in San-
ford. He said, ““If you would just give us
some flexibility, we can manage these
projects more efficiently, we can do a
better job, and we can do it at less
cost.”’

Mr. Chairman, | happened to get a
letter yesterday from the director of
the Portland Housing Authority, Mr.
Peter Howe. | want to point out that he
said,

H.R. 2406 contains, much-needed regu-
latory relief, that is, repeal of Federal pref-
erences, the one-for-one replacement rule,
and the take-one, take-all provision. The
provisions contained in this legislation pro-
vide local housing authorities with the type
of administrative relief and authority nec-
essary to operate these programs in tenuous
funding environments.

Mr. Chairman, it goes on to say—

I also encourage you to support com-
promise language that calls for targeting 30
percent of all units for those below 30 per-
cent of median income. This provision will
assure that affordable housing units will be
available to the poorest members of our
community.

I would just say this to the House
this morning: Again, we cannot pre-
tend to be experts on everything, and |
question the extent to which we have
the ability to do that. But | do know
that when | talk to my local housing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

authority officers and officials and
visit the projects, talk to the people
who are residents, that the people in
the local level have the ability to man-
age these projects, and | have con-
fidence that they are moving in the
right direction and that they can be
trusted to do the right thing when it
comes to their residents and the future
viability of their projects.

Mr. Chairman, 1| insert for the
RECORD the following correspondence:

PORTLAND HOUSING AUTHORITY
Portland, ME, May 8, 1996.
Hon. JIM LONGLEY, Jr.,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LONGLEY: On behalf of
the Portland Housing Authority, I want to
encourage you to support passage of H.R.
2406, the United States Housing Act of 1995.
H.R. 2406 contains provisions that are needed
to ensure the continued success of the na-
tion’s public and assisted housing programs.
Passage of H.R. 2406 will allow the House and
Senate to conference their respective ver-
sions of public housing reform legislation.

H.R. 2406 provides local housing agencies
(LHAs) with much needed regulatory relief,
i.e., repeal of federal preferences, the one-
for-one replacement rule, and the take-one,
take all provision. The provisions contained
in this legislation provide LHAs with the
type of administrative relief and authority
necessary to operate these programs in a
tenuous funding environment.

I also encourage you to support com-
promise language to retain the Brooke
Amendment for those below 30 percent of
median income. This will ensure that the
poorest members of our community will not
suffer excessive rent burdens. | also encour-
age you to support compromise language
that calls for targeting 30 percent of all units
for those below 30 percent of median income.
This provision will assure that affordable
housing units will be available to the poorest
members of our community.

If 1 can be of any assistance to you, please
feel free to call me at (207) 773-4753.

Sincerely,
PETER A. HOWE,
Executive Director.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN], a
member of the committee.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the amendment. The
Republicans like to moan about us
calling them extremists. Well, they are
and this is a classic example.

Mr. Chairman, they take a bill that
has many laudable points and then
they ruin it because they repeal the
Brooke amendment which was designed
to cap the rents that are paid by some
of the poorest people in this country,
people who make $6,400 a year. That is
extreme.

The Brooke amendment simply re-
flects the standards of the industry,
the banking industry, the real estate
industry, the financial services indus-
try which says that people should only
pay a reasonable portion of their in-
come, about 30 percent, for housing.

If we do not have the Brooke amend-
ment, what we do is create a cycle of
poverty because poor people then have
to choose between medicine and rent;
between paying bills and rent; between
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car repairs and rent. The first emer-
gency that happens, they fall further
behind. That is the cycle of poverty
that is created in the language in this
bill.

My Republican colleagues recognize
this is a problem because they keep the
Brooke amendment for current resi-
dents, disabled people, and for seniors.
If it is good enough for the disabled and
seniors, why not new tenants? We need
to keep the Brooke amendment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 1 minute and 15
seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | now it is part of the
Democratic strategy to try and label,
use words. That substitutes for analy-
sis in terms of this. But let me tell my
colleagues what is extreme, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, what is extreme is al-
lowing people to be concentrated in
poverty and not allowing them a
chance to get out. What is extreme is a
housing authority like in New Orleans
with a score 27 out of a possible score
of 100, and still receiving taxpayer dol-
lars. Or DC at 33; or Philadelphia at 35;
Chicago, 45; Atlanta, 49; Pittsburgh, 47;
even Boston, 62.

Mr. Chairman, | would say if our
children came home with scores like
that, we would make sure they changed
schools or went and did their home-
work. Neither one of them is happening
right now.

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | have tried to compliment
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity
for many of the changes that the gen-
tleman has incorporated into this bill
that in fact will allow the Secretary to
deal with some of those housing prob-
lems.

But, Mr. Chairman, that has nothing
to do with what the Brooke amend-
ment does. The Brooke amendment
simply caps the rents at 30 percent. As
the gentleman knows, he protects all of
these very poor. He protects the elderly
and the disabled. The only people the
gentleman is going to be pushing out of
public housing are working poor.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
TORKILDSEN], although this may be a
Democratic strategy.

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman,
housing is a key part of the American
dream. For some this means owning
their own home, and that's why we
must keep the tax deduction for mort-
gage-interest. For others it means
renting an apartment at market rates.
And for others it means living in sub-
sidized housing. For those people the
Brooke amendment is essential.

As a Republican from Massachusetts,
I am proud to support this amendment,
which upholds the strong tradition of
housing fairness established by a great
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Massachusetts Republican, Senator Ed
Brooke.

| applaud the chairman of the Hous-
ing Subcommittee for crafting a bill
that skillfully reinvents the Federal
Government’s approach to housing pol-
icy. But | find no reason to alter the
Brooke amendment as part of this re-
invention.

In 1969, Ed Brooke proposed his
amendment in response to increasingly
unaffordable rents charged by public
housing authorities struggling to meet
expenses. Unfortunately, not much has
changed since then. We still need this
valuable safety net for families living
in public housing.

The Brooke amendment is plain and
simple. It says that families in public
housing will not pay more than 30 per-
cent of their income in rent. Last
week, | met with Senator Brooke and
he explained that his amendment was
based on a common-sense rule-of-
thumb his father told him when he was
young man. Brooke’s father said that if
he was paying more than 25 percent of
his income in rent, he should find an-
other place to live. Unfortunately, for
most families in public housing the
only alternative is homelessness.

Last year, the Federal Government
spent $2.9 billion on public housing
agencies. This amount pales in com-
parison to the $58.3 billion value of the
mortgage-interest deduction.

Critics claim that the Brooke amend-
ment discourages work, but this issue
is easily addressed without repeal. Re-
peal of the Brooke amendment would
force many people out of the only qual-
ity home they have access to.

The Brooke amendment was au-
thored by a Republican Senator and
signed into law by a Republican presi-
dent. It would be disappointing for this
Republican Congress to dismantle such
a commonsense policy.

Mr. Chairman, | submit the following
for the RECORD:

[From the Boston Globe, May 8, 1996]
SAVE THE BROOKE AMENDMENT
(By Edward W. Brooke)

As a young man starting out on my own,
my father taught me that if | was paying
more than 25 percent of my income on rent,
| was paying more than | could afford and
should find another place to live. It was
sound advice then, and it is sound advice
today.

Too much spent on housing leaves a person
juggling to pay for other essentials, robbing
Peter to pay Paul, with no ability to save for
the future.

Twenty-seven years ago as a Republican
US senator from Massachusetts, | introduced
the ““Brooke Amendment” to keep rents af-
fordable for low-income families, elders, vet-
erans and disabled people living in public
housing. Then, as now, public housing au-
thorities faced increasing operating expenses
and, in order to cover costs, were charging
tenants higher and higher rents—in some
cases upwards of 50 percent of their meager
Incomes.

Congress had two choices: fill the operat-
ing-cost gap or turn people out of their
homes. We voted to fill the gap and passed
legislation, signed into law by President
Nixon in 1969, to cap rents at 25 percent of in-
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come. In 1981, this cap was raised to 30 per-
cent.

Now, US Rep. Rick Lazio, a Republican
from New York and chairman of the housing
subcommittee, is expected to bring to the
full House a bill that calls for the elimi-
nation of the Brooke Amendment. It will put
2.7 million households in danger of losing the
rent-cap safeguard in their federally sub-
sidized housing. The rationale for repealing
the Brooke Amendment is that, to fill the
current revenue gap, housing authorities
need to attract working people who can pay
higher rents into public housing. The 30-per-
cent cap is seen as a disincentive for resi-
dents to obtain work.

The purpose of public housing is to provide
decent, affordable housing for low-income
families, and the Brooke Amendment has en-
sured that for almost 30 years.

However, a specious argument has caught
hold in Congress that people who have jobs
and more choices will choose to move into
public housing developments where apart-
ments are cramped, safety is often a problem
and one is branded with the stigma of living
in a poor development. Do members of Con-
gress really believe that people who have the
means to live elsewhere will move into pub-
lic housing projects? The reality is that peo-
ple live in public housing because they have
no other choice; they are poor and have no
other place to go.

If Congress truly wants to remove barriers
that discourage public housing residents
from obtaining employment, the solution is
to give housing authorities the flexibility to
set rents below 30 percent in certain in-
stances and allow people to save and get
back on their feet. Congress should not with-
hold operating subsidies from public housing
authorities and try to balance the budget by
reaching deeper into the pockets of our poor-
est people. We must keep rents in public
housing at a fair and reasonable percentage
of income, a percentage that recognizes that
people need money to pay for other basic ex-
penses as well.

Some advocates of the repeal cite the rate
of crime in public housing. The fact is that
less than 15 percent of public housing ten-
ants are involved in crime. More than 85 per-
cent are decent, law-abiding citizens who
live in fear of crime. The way to address the
crime problem is not repeal of the cap on
rents, but through eviction and prosecution
of criminal tenants.

| fear that the real intention in repealing
the Brooke Amendment is to abandon federal
public housing. This misguided and hard-
edged legislative action will destroy the
foundation of our federal housing policy.

Abandoning public housing is unwise for
the country. It ignores the investment that
this country has already made to build mil-
lions of units of housing—housing that, if we
had to rebuild today, would be prohibitive in
cost.

The Brooke Amendment is not a budget
buster. Last year, the federal government
provided $2.9 billion to agencies that run
public housing. This figure was dwarfed by
the $58.3 billion in mortgage interest deduc-
tions that reduce housing costs for middle-
and upper-income people. There is clearly no
fairness or equity in the allocations between
the haves and the have-nots.

There comes a point in making policy deci-
sions when compassion and common sense
must dictate. | respectfully urge my Repub-
lican successors in Congress to preserve the
Brooke Amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. REED].

(Mr. REED asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Frank amend-
ment. | have heard from hundreds of
Rhode Islanders who are concerned
about the repeal of the Brooke amend-
ment. While | commend Chairman
LAzI0’s amendment which aims to im-
prove his original provision regarding
rent payments, | believe that we need
to do more to protect those Americans
who relay on public and assisted hous-
ing.

8ur Nation’s low-income residents
are already coping with drastic cuts in
funding for many important programs.
Rhode Island’s seniors, disabled, and
low-income families are already forced
to make many choices between the
bare necessities of life that Members of
Congress do not face. The Frank
amendment will allow these people to
live in decent, affordable housing and
still provide for their food, clothing,
and medicine. Simply put, increasing
rents for our Nation’s most vulnerable
will not achieve the goal of ““‘empower-
ing’’ our citizens. Mr. Chairman, | urge
my colleagues to provide real help to
our Nation’s elderly, disabled persons,
children, and low-income residents.
Support the Frank amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
Frank amendment. | have heard from hun-
dreds of Rhode Islanders who are concerned
about the repeal of the Brooke amendment.
While | commend Chairman LAzIO’'s amend-
ment which aims to improve his original provi-
sion regarding rent payments, | believe that
we need to do more to protect those Ameri-
cans who rely on public and assisted housing.

We need to ensure reasonable rents for our
Nation’s seniors, disabled persons, and low-in-
come families so that they can live in safe de-
cent and affordable housing. Our Nation’s low-
income residents are already coping with dras-
tic cuts in funding for many important pro-
grams, and now we are contemplating penaliz-
ing those who may find themselves in need of
public housing in the future whose incomes
fall below 50 percent of the median income
level.

Rhode Island’s seniors and disabled are al-
ready forced to make many choices between
the bare necessities of life that Members of
Congress do not face. The Brooke amend-
ment has allowed these people to live in de-
cent, affordable housing and still provide for
their food, clothing, and medicine. Simply put,
increasing rents for our Nation’s most vulner-
able will not achieve the goal of “empowering”
our citizens. Rather, it could force many of
these people deeper into poverty.

In Rhode Island, the Brooke amendment
matters. In Rhode lIsland, 25,100 households
fall under the Brooke amendment, and not all
of them live in public housing. The Brooke
amendment matters because 11,400 of these
households including children that need to be
fed, clothed, and educated. The Brooke
amendment matters because the Providence
housing market lost some 1,100 units of af-
fordable housing from 1988 to 1992. Regret-
tably, the bill we are now considering will only
exacerbate the problems of those struggling
and older Rhode Islanders who desperately
need the Brooke amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to pro-
vide real help to our Nation’s elderly, disabled
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persons, children, and low-income residents.
Support the Frank amendment.
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Los Angeles, CA [Ms.
WATERS], a member of the committee
and an expert in this field.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, | agree
that this is, too, about the Brooke
amendment, but it is about more than
the Brooke amendment. It is about
whether or not we are going to develop
some sensible public policy that will
allow people to become independent.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle claim to understand that we have
a lot of policies in government that do
not allow people to really pull them-
selves up by their bootstraps. When we
look at public housing, we will find a
lot of that. One of those policies is the
policy that will take more from people
when they go to work, which serves as
a disincentive.

Recognizing this, we are simply say-
ing, and the chairman needs to under-
stand this, because | do not think he is
a dishonest man. | really believe that
he is little bit confused about this.
When we say that we want to make
sure that we are not taking away more
than 30 percent, we are doing this so
that we can create incentives for peo-
ple to go to work and earn more money
without their rents being raised to 40
and 50 percent. It is as simple as that.

We here in this House, many of us
make as much money, take home as
much money as these residents make
in an entire year.

We heard what the income is of these
residents. We take that much money
home a month. Let me say, taking that
much money home a month, some
Members on the other side of the aisle
sleep in their offices at night and they
get free rent. How dare we talk about
taking away more money from the
poorest of the poor. We have policies
now in public housing where, if one of
the members of the family goes to
work, we take away more money. This
is outrageous and unconscionable. My
colleagues ought to just quit it.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 30 seconds.

I will tell my colleagues what is out-
rageous and unconscionable. It is pe-
nalizing work. It is to continue to have
the Brooke amendment in place. It is
to suggest that rents continue to be
tied to income, whether it is 30 or 20 or
25 percent. None of us have to deal with
that. None of us have to pay 20 percent
of our income the day we look for an
apartment.

No one goes around and shops for an
apartment and finds that this apart-
ment is 25 percent of our income or
this is 30 percent of our income, but
that is precisely the old model that
they want to go back to. That is pre-
cisely the model that has led to disas-
trous results. Do not ask me; go back
to the housing authorities that have
said this.
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself 30 seconds to
point out, nice speech, wrong subject.

The amendment we are offering on a
bipartisan basis does not tie rent to in-
come. It allows the housing authority
every freedom to set the rent for work-
ing people except in one context. It
says it cannot go above a certain
amount. The only difference between
this amendment and the gentleman’s
proposal, by the way, with regard to
welfare recipients we are the same.
With regard to existing elderly people
we are the same. But with regard to
working people and new elderly resi-
dents, there is one difference. We say
set the rent however you want and
whatever basis you want, but there is
an upper limit. Their bill says, set the
rent however you want and whatever
way you want without an upper limit.
Some protection.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | want
to make two basic points.

First of all, one of the great crises in
America today is that millions and
millions of low income and working
people are spending 40, 50, 60 yes, 70
percent of their limited incomes on
housing. Therefore, they just do not
have the money available for the food
they need, for the transportation they
need and maybe to put away a few
bucks for educational opportunities for
their Kids. That is a real crisis.

The second point that | would make
is to try to put this discussion in
human terms. | called up a housing au-
thority, senior citizen housing author-
ity in Vermont this morning. They told
me that many of the seniors in the
housing earn $8,000 a year on average
from Social Security. Right now they
are paying 30 percent of their income
for rent, $2,400 a year.

Mr. Chairman, if this proposal that is
in the bill goes through, what could
very easily happen is that senior citi-
zens bringing in $8,000 a year will now
pay 40 percent of their income in hous-
ing. That is an additional $800 a year,
when you are bringing in $8,000 a year.
Ten percent of all of your income more
now goes for housing.

Second of all, if their Medicare pro-
posals go into effect and we raise the
Medicare premiums for senior citizens,
in a few years time we will be talking
about those same seniors paying $500 a
year more for Medicare premiums; $800
plus $500, $1,300 a year more on a senior
citizen earning $8,000 a year on Social
Security.

Meanwhile, we are talking about
huge tax breaks for the wealthiest
peole in America. Mr. Chairman, this
proposal in the bill is unfair. It con-
stitutes a war against many senior
citizens.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 3 minutes and 30 seconds
to the distinguished gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA], my friend
and colleague, former ranking member
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of the Subcommittee on Housing and
Community Opportunity.

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to the Frank amend-
ment to keep traditional Brooke per-
centage of income rents in place for all
public housing residents. While | share
his concern that the very low-income
families must be protected, but | also
think we must allow room for more
local decisionmaking to create public
housing communities that are more so-
cially and economically mixed, that
provide more inspiring environments
for the children and that remove dis-
incentives to work. Also, we must face
the budget realities. It seems unreason-
able to keep Brooke in full force while
the compensating operating subsidy
will fall almost $1 billion in fiscal year
1996 and fiscal year 1997 from what is
needed for the current system. Let pub-
lic housing administrators find ways to
become less dependent on shrinking
subsidy resources and let us not pre-
sume that they are less sensitive to the
needs of the poor than Congress.

I think your bill takes important
steps to reform a program that has
been laden with Federal misdirections
over the years. Allowing the limited
use of new flat and tiered rents for
other than the poorest is a good move.
We should allow PHA'’s, within limits,
to imitate more fully the simpler rent
methods of the private world, where
extra family income doesn’t result in
extra rent. It is important in the era of
welfare reform that we remove dis-
incentives to work which many feel has
often been unintended consequence of
Brooke. By the way, we allow rents in
excess of 30 percent of income in the
voucher, tax credit, and HOME pro-
grams.

I urge the chairman as this legisla-
tion evolves with that of the Senate to
consider increasing the minimum per-
centage of units that a PHA must al-
ways afford to those very, very low-in-
come households below 30 percent to
something higher than the bill’s 30 per-
cent to some higher percentage. | also
urge you to ensure that the current,
non-Brooke residents are thoroughly
protected from burdensome rent in-
creases by seeing whether the Gonzalez
cap is adequate for that purpose.

| applaud your undertaking to update
this valuable, but overly federalized
housing program. Let’s give change a
chance.

Mr. Chairman, 1 include for the
RECORD the following correspondence:

Mr. CHAIRMAN: | am going to support you
on the issue raised by Mr. Frank’s amend-
ment to keep traditional ‘““‘Brooke’ percent-
age of income rents in place for all public
housing residents. While | share his concern
that the very low-income families must be
protected, but | also think we must allow
room for more local decision making to cre-
ate public housing communities that are
more socially and economically mixed, that
provide more inspiring environments for the
children, and that remove disincentives to
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work. Also, we must face the budget realities
and our own outlawing of unfunded man-
dates. It is unreasonable to keep Brooke in
full force while the compensating operating
subsidy will fall almost a billion dollars in
fy96 and fy97 from what is needed for the cur-
rent system. Let us let public housing ad-
ministrators find ways to become less de-
pendent on shrinking subsidy resources and
let us not presume that they are less sen-
sitive to the needs of the poor than Congress.

I think your bill takes important steps to
reform a program that has been laden with
federal misdirections over the years. Allow-
ing the limited use of new flat and tiered
rents for other than the poorest is a good
move. We should allow PHAs, within limits,
to imitate more fully the simpler rent meth-
ods of the private world, where extra family
income doesn’t result in extra rent. It is im-
portant in the era of welfare reform that we
remove disincentives to work which many
feel has often been an unintended con-
sequences of Brooke. By the way, we allow
rents in excess of 30% of income in the
voucher, tax credit and HOME programs.

I urge the chairman as this statute evolves
with that of the Senate to consider increas-
ing the minimum percentage of units that a
PHA must always afford to those very, very
low income households below 30% to some-
thing higher that the bill’s 30% to some
higher percentage. | also urge you to insure
that the current, non-Brooke residents are
thoroughly protected from burdensome rent
increases by seeing whether the Gonzalez cap
is adequate for the purpose.

I applaud your undertaking to update this
valuable, but overly-federalized housing pro-
gram. Let’s give change a chance.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my colleague from Massachu-
setts for yielding time to me.

Let me remind my colleagues, as |
told them last night, | was one of the
members of the Democratic party who
supported this legislation when we re-
ported it from the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services. | commend
my colleague from New York for
crafting a bill which | believe moves
public housing policy forward in ways
which | agree with. In particular,
greater involvement at the local level,
moving away from project-based assist-
ance to tenant-based assistance
through the use of vouchers and pro-
moting home ownership. These are
proper goals. But the bill is not perfect.

By removing the Brooke amendment,
which places a rent cap of 30 percent, it
creates some serious problems. There
are two significant problems with the
repeal of Brooke which we should cor-
rect by adopting the Frank-Gutierrez-
Hinchey amendment.

First, by lowering the funding for as-
sisted housing and removing the rent
cap, local housing authorities will have
no choice but to raise rents to meet ex-
isting demand, let alone any growth. It
is a simple economic fact which the
majority deny but not dispute. The
housing authorities will have to maxi-
mize revenues to meet need and can
only do so by raising rents.

Second, the bill, through the man-
ager’s amendment, makes the same
mistake that we have in Federal wel-
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fare policy. By lifting the rent cap for
families with incomes over 30 percent
of the median, we actually tax work
and thus create a discentive to achieve.

I think my colleagues in the major-
ity would agree that an effective tax
increase of 100 percent is a disincentive
to economic opportunity and growth,
let alone work. This bill moves us in
the right direction, which should be to
help people in need but to try and move
them away from housing projects and
ultimately off assistance and into
homes which they own. But by repeal-
ing the Brooke amendment and not
adopting the Frank amendment, we
will contradict that goal and ulti-
mately fail.

Adopting the Frank amendment will
correct this flaw in an otherwise well-
intentioned bill. | would ask my col-
leagues to remember, when they have
gone to the bank to apply for a mort-
gage, that the banks will often have
them fill out a formula that tries to
see if you can pay the monthly note
with 28 to 30 percent of your adjusted
gross income.

Adopt the Frank amendment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 1 minute to just
outline the fact that the compromise
that was struck on the so-called
Brooke amendment which allows for
protection in our bill, the poorest of
the poor, seniors and disabled, is sup-
ported by housing authorities through-
out the country, including the Massa-
chusetts Chapter of the National Asso-
ciation of Housing and Redevelopment
Officials.

Let me just read part of that, if |
can:

“We support the compromise lan-
guage on the Brooke amendment. We
do not support the position taken by
Congressman KENNEDY and Congress-
man FRANK. Both Congressman know
this. Massachusetts Housing Authori-
ties are pleased that your legislation
will breathe life into dying housing de-
velopments. Key to our support is the
local control, flexibility and trust you
place in locally elected or appointed of-
ficials to lead LHA’s and to do the
right thing. Your concept is correct.
They are accountable to their commu-
nities.”

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | just point out that when
you are putting money in the back
pocket of the housing authorities, it is
very easy to get a letter like that.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, it is not this
side of the aisle but your side of the
aisle that wants to increase adminis-
trative fees that go directly to housing
authorities. They simply want the
flexibility to do the right thing.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself 30 seconds. I
know this is clearly one where the
housing authorities are on one side; the
tenants are on the other.

H4669

O 1200

No tenant has said to me, ‘““Please let
them raise my rent.”

The housing authorities explained
this to me: Given the cutbacks that
have occurred in the housing budget,
they believe they are going to have to
raise the rents on working tenants to
get moneys to offset it. One of them
said to me, yes, these Massachusetts
people will be between a rock and hard
place. | do not think that is the case. |
think they are between a rock and a
rather soft place, the lower income
people. But | do understand the hous-
ing authorities are faced with these
cuts, are prepared to raise the money
from the tenant. | disagree very much
with the housing authority.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from the great
State of Oklahoma [Mr. WATTS] for
purposes of offering an amendment.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WATTS OF OKLA-

HOMA AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT

OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF MASSACHUSETTS,

AS MODIFIED

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment as a sub-
stitute for the amendment, as modi-
fied.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WATTs of Okla-
homa as a substitute for the amendment of-
fered by Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts as
modified:

Page 157, after line 26, insert the following
new subsection:

(b) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this section, the amount
paid by an assisted family that is an elderly
family or a disabled family, for monthly rent
for an assisted dwelling unit bearing a gross
rent that does not exceed the payment
standard established under section 353 for a
dwelling unit of the applicable size and lo-
cated in the market area in which such as-
sisted dwelling unit is located may not ex-
ceed 30 percent of the family’s adjusted
monthly income.

Page 158, line 1, strike “‘(b)”” and insert
“(c).

Page 158, line 9, strike ‘“‘(c)” and insert
“(d)”.

Page 159, line 1, strike “‘(d)”” and insert

e)’”.

(P)age 172, line 11, before the period insert
the following: ; except that in the case of an
assisted family that is an elderly family or a
disabled family, the amount of the monthly
assistance payment shall be the amount by
which such payment standard exceeds the
lesser of the amount of the resident con-
tribution determined in accordance with sec-
tion 322 or 30 percent of the family’s adjusted
monthly income.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
serving the right to object, Mr. Chair-
man, we have not been given the cour-
tesy of a copy.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma asks unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
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as read. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts reserves the right to object.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. In-
deed, since we have just now been given
a copy, | do object but would like to
proceed with the reading.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
withdraw his reservation of objection?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | ob-
ject because we need time to read this.
We have not been given the courtesy.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman ob-
jects. The Clerk will continue the read-
ing.

The Clerk completed the reading of
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. WATTS] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, as we have heard read, this
amendment provides for protection of
elderly and disabled by providing that
their rental payment will not exceed
more than 30 percent of the family’s
monthly adjusted income.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

The CHAIRMAN. Before the gen-
tleman is recognized, the Chair wants
to make sure everyone understands
that the time utilized to discuss the
substitute in front of us is taken from
the 1 hour equally divided between the
gentleman from Massachusetts and the
gentleman from New York so that the
gentleman has the opportunity to uti-
lize that time in debating either the
substitute or the amendment origi-
nally offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, |1 ask unanimous consent,
given the changing aspects of this, that
we add another 10 minutes to each side
of the debate.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it the intent of
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] that that time be allo-
cated simply to the substitute or to the
full 60 minutes allocated earlier?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | would offer it to the full 60
minutes, depending on how this works
out.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts asks unanimous
consent that an additional 10 minutes
equally divided between both sides be
allocated to the original 60 minutes of
debate for consideration of the Frank
amendment.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume, and | thank the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAazio] for
his courtesy in this regard.

We have here one more tactical re-
treat. In the interests of simplicity,
they further complicate things. Here is
the problem:

The manager’s amendment would
have created a new notch act for people
who are nostalgic about the notch act.
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The manager’s amendment that the
other side was so vehemently defending
said for currently disabled and elderly
people it would be a 30-percent cap, but
for new people it would not be. So now
what this does is to apply the 30-per-
cent cap to new elderly people.

I like that. So does my amendment.

Why is it offered now? It is offered
now in a desperate hope to prevent a
vote on the underlying amendment be-
cause if this substitute is adopted, then
there is no vote on the underlying
amendment.

As a matter of fact, this was a pre-
existing amendment, and intellectual
property does not apply in here. It is a
substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
WATTS] crossing out ‘“Mr. Hinchey of
New York.” They took Mr. HINCHEY’s
amendment, which would have done
this subsequently, and they crossed it
out and they wrote in ‘““Mr. Watts.”

Mr. Chairman, that is okay. They
can do that. The gentleman from Okla-
homa is not the Peoples’ Republic of
China. He is not held to any standard
on intellectual property. He can copy-
right and counterfeit and pirate; that
is OK. But the reason he did it is to
prevent a vote under the underlying
amendment.

And | just want to make one point
before | yield to my friend from Massa-
chusetts. Understand that the gen-
tleman from New York said the ten-
ants are better off without this 30-per-
cent cap. Understand the wholly illogi-
cal and inconsistent approach he takes.
On the one hand he says over 30 percent
cap has been bad, even if it is not a
flaw, it is bad for the tenant, it drives
their rents up. So now he says, “‘l am
going to protect the elderly by subject-
ing them to that 30 percent cap,” that
he says is so bad for them. It just
shows what a sham this is.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I have a question of the au-
thor of the amendment.

The gentleman has offered this
amendment under the section that
deals with the vouchers of programs
side of this. Does the gentleman intend
for this to cover public housing as
well?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. |
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, this would apply to tenant based,
project based and public housing.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | ask the gentleman, are
you sure, Mr. LAzI0, it applies to public
housing? Because you have offered it in
the third section of this bill.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman,
maybe we should find the gentleman
from New York [Mr. HINCHEY]. They
stole the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
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HINCHEY]. Why do we not get the gen-
tleman from New York to explain it to
the gentleman?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman would con-
tinue to yield, I am just pointing out
to my colleague that he has offered
this amendment in the third section of
the bill, and my understanding from
staff is that that raises a serious ques-
tion as to whether or not it covers pub-
lic housing.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, in fact what happened was
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HINCHEY] had two separate amend-
ments, and they only stole one. They
forgot to steal them both. So the gen-
tleman only took half of Hinchey; he
got a ‘“‘Hinch’ but no ““E’” here. So that
is the problem.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous-consent request
to amend this amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | object.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New York is recognized for the
purpose of a unanimous-consent re-
quest.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. Chairman, to allow
this amendment to apply to seniors,
prospectively in public housing, as well
as those seniors who use vouchers
through the section 8 program.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
serving the right to object, Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. HINCHEY] has these amendments
in proper form pending. The appro-
priate way to do this would be to vote
on the amendment that is now pending.
If it is defeated, these two amendments
would then be in order. This is simply
an effort to hijack the amendment of
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HINCHEY] to preempt a vote, and there-
fore | object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we are again going
around and around. We are talking
about ensuring that working people
have the incentive to go to work. We
are trying to ensure that the Brooke
amendment, which is a tax on work,
which will result, even the Frank
amendment will result, on more taxes
on working people, on higher rents,
Kills jobs, hurts working poor, hurts
working people, hurts mixed income,
will be defeated.

What we are saying is that we need
to protect the most vulnerable mem-
bers of our society, and that is not in-
consistent. We are saying we need to
protect the seniors, we need to protect
the disabled, we need to protect the
poorest of the poor, and all those peo-
ple are protected in our manager’s
amendment and in our bill.

We are trying to move beyond that.
The gentleman has objected to a unani-
mous-consent request so that we can
apply this to seniors in public housing,
but we are going to apply this prospec-
tively in the future to seniors using
section 8 voucher-based program.



May 9, 1996

We will, through the process, hope to
amend this even through the objections
of the other side so that seniors will be
protected who will prospectively live in
public housing.

Let me explain for my colleagues
what we want to do so that working
people have a decent chance. If we have
fixed rents, flat rents, the rents that
all of us pay in their own marketplace,
if we go out and look for an apartment,
someone does not ask us how much we
make and we will fix the rent based on
how much that person makes, whether
it is 20 percent, 25 percent or 30 per-
cent. If the housing authority fixes
rent for an apartment at $5 a month
and somebody is making $75 a week,
under the Frank-Gutierrez amendment,
as it currently stands, they would pay
$100 as opposed to $65 a month, a dis-
incentive to go to work for even $75 a
week.

If someone is offered overtime and
the ability to go to work again and
take another job and make $150 a week,
again his rent goes up. Instead of pay-
ing $65 a month, he goes to $200 a
month. Why should somebody go out
and do the overtime if he knows it is
being eaten up in additional rent? If he
goes to $300 a week, his rent goes up to
$400 a month as opposed to $65 a month.
All these are disincentives to work.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself 1> minutes to
say | have never heard such misleading
nonsense on the House floor. The
amendment we offer does not require
anybody’s rent to go up a penny. In-
deed it is the amendment of the gen-
tleman from New York already in the
bill that allows the housing authority
to go much higher.

We say, ‘“The housing authority, use
whatever basis you want, but in no
case go above 30 percent.”

The gentleman from New York says,
““Use whatever basis you want and go
as high as you want.” And if, in fact,
not being subjected to a cap is such a
protection, why is he then taking that
away from the elderly?

But the central point is the gen-
tleman from New York has just made
statements that are so widely at vari-
ance with the facts that I am aston-
ished. He says under our amendment
the individual’s rent would go up. No,
only if the housing authorities, whom
he is defending here, choose to do it.

His argument is that if we give a
housing authority a 30-percent limit,
they will set the rate higher than if we
tell the housing authority they can set
it as high as they want to. The gen-
tleman knows that is a hard argument
to make. That is why, just to remind
people of the parliamentary situation,
the gentleman has taken the Hinchey
amendments in an imperfect form and
put them in here, because he is des-
perate to avoid a vote.

The key difference is this: Under his
bill, even with the Hinchey amend-
ments that they have stolen for these
purposes, working people will be sub-
ject to unlimited rents, people on wel-
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fare and elderly will be subjected and
protected by the 30-percent cap. That
would then be the sole difference, and |
believe we ought to have a vote on that
and not be preempted by some par-
liamentary sleight of hand.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 1%> minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it is ironic the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is com-
plaining about parliamentary sleight of
hand.

Mr. Chairman, I am trying to com-
promise and move the extra yard to en-
sure that some of the concerns by the
other side of the aisle are met. | tried
to make unanimous-consent requests
to allow that seniors who will prospec-
tively live in public housing or use sec-
tion 8 housing will be able to have the
protections that the other side claims
that they are in favor of. But that is
not good enough. They have objected
to my unanimous consent.

If the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK] wants an up-and-down
vote on his amendment, which | think
is a disastrous amendment, which all
housing authorities’ associations have
basically said is a disastrous amend-
ment, | am happy to do that.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from the great State of Okla-
homa [Mr. WATTS] for purposes of
unanimous-consent request to with-
draw the amendment as it exists and to
allow the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. FRANK] to offer it as is.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent to with-
draw my substitute amendment and
then proceed.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. WATTS] as a substitute for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] is
withdrawn.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, may we know how much
time is remaining and on what amend-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN. At the present time
the original Frank amendment is the
only amendment before the House.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK] has 10%> minutes remain-
ing, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAzi0] has 12 minutes remaining.

0 1215

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from the great
State of Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH], a
great member of the Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity
of the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.
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Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from New York
for his courtesy in that introduction
and, indeed, for his goodwill and in-
credible patience in trying to deal with
what has become a very contentionus
situation.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Massachusetts, to whom | always lis-
ten with great interest, a little bit ear-
lier said he had never heard such out-
rageous nonsense on the floor of this
House. Resisting the temptation to
bring up some incredible mathematic
equations that have been offered by
that side with reference to real in-
creases in spending being portrayed as
cuts, | would simply say that there has
been a great deal of nonsense that has
emanated from the other side of the
aisle with reference to a myriad of sub-
jects.

But let us move away from nonsense
to solving this problem. That is, trying
to have housing for the poorest in our
society, trying to reach out and em-
po