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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

May 9, 1996

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.

O 1130

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

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
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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



H4668

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.
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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.
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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-
power them to become part of the eco-
nomic mainstream and to live the
American dream.

Mr. Chairman, it is inherent with the
proposal from my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, that an
unintended by-product, an unintended
consequence, if you will, even with the
modification, is to in essence levy a tax
on those who want to work; for even if
there is a cap instituted, as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts in modify-
ing his amendment has done, even if
there is a cap, the temptation is always
to go to that limit, to that cap and no
further.

Indeed, if we focus on what has been
our history, if we focus on the param-
eters set forth, if we have that param-
eter decreed by Washington, it is a vir-
tual certainty that then the 30 percent
cap will in fact take place, you will
have a situation where you have a ma-
licious tax imposed, and that is some-
thing we must categorically reject. |
stand in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 90 seconds to the
gentleman  from Minnesota [Mr.

VENTO], one of the senior members of
the committee, a great housing advo-
cate.

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the proposition that is
proposed here by the majority is that if
we have safeguards in terms of limiting
rent, that that is somehow going to
hurt the tenants. That is what is being
suggested. We agree, | guess, on the
senior citizens that are in housing and
disabled, and on very low income, but
not on future senior citizens or low-in-
come residents. We are going to have a
disparity. They are going to pay more,
or they are at least going to be exposed
to pay more for rent.

I am not surprised that housing au-
thorities actually want this flexibility.
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Let us face it, the administration,
housing authorities, want all the
money and all the flexibility they can
get. That is not surprising—the hous-
ing authorities trust themselves. It is
our role in Congress to look at whether
or not we are going to accommodate
and try to provide some protection—
some safeguards for those that are in
public housing.

I think all we have to ask ourselves
is who is for it and who is against it. In
other words, the housing authorities,
the landlords are for the Lazio amend-
ment; they want the flexibility to go
this way and to in fact raise rents. The
tenants are against it because they get
no assurance as to the limit of rent in-
creases—no safeguards out of this pro-
posal.

In other words, this amendment that
the gentleman has and the way he has
structured the law hurts the working
poor. The Frank amendment ceiling
cannot hurt them, it can only help. If
they want to collect less, if you say
they need work incentives, they can
disallow income, they can go in all
sorts of directions. But the amendment
that is before us says you can only go
down as long as you are below 30 per-
cent. What is before us in the bill re-
moves the ceiling, removing the safe-
guards in terms of the costs protection
for working Americans who are in this
public housing, that are fortunate
enough to be in public housing. When
we remove the safeguards and reduce
the Federal dollars and restrict them
in terms of this block grant, we can be
sure they are going to be pushed,
pushed into higher rents for working
people and their families.

The fact is the Republicans refuse to
deal with the minimum wage, and now
they are pushing low income public
housing residents into higher rents,
higher rent for working Americans.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we are still arguing
about income-based rent. Therein lies
the philosophical divide. Therein is the
reason why people who manage public
housing and do this on a daily basis
day in and day out, and live with the
problems, live with the challenges,
work with the people, and understand
the problems, why they say that this
approach is so devastating to work.
They say it has been a disincentive to
work, it has been an incentive to fraud,
and it has caused a humongous amount
of change in terms of mixed income,
which is very important.

Let us talk about mixed income in
public housing for a second, because
the Brooke amendment and the Frank
amendment would continue to com-
pound the problem that exists in public
housing today because it chases out
the people that get a job, because it is
a tax on work. It is a tax on employ-
ment. It is a work disincentive. It
hurts the working poor. It increases
rent for the working poor.

Over here, we talk about the change
that has existed as a result of the
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changes through the last Congress as a
result of many different issues, includ-
ing the Brooke amendment.

Over here, we show the red line,
which is where tenant income as a per-
centage of those people who occupy
public housing, where it has gone. In
1982 it was up here. In 1996, during that
same time, the blue line represents the
operating subsidies, the amount of
money that we have had to subsidize as
that has gone up in direct correlation.
As that number has gone down, the red
line has come down; it means fewer
people have role models.

There are no opportunities to have
the kind of exchange with working peo-
ple that leads to job opportunities:
Have you heard about a job? Do you
know where | can get a job? Do you
know where | can leave my resume? All
those things do not exist in some hous-
ing developments in America. That is a
disgrace. That is a shame. That is what
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FrRANK], through his amendment,
is continuing to support.

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

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

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | am trying to understand. Appar-
ently all the discussion has been un-
able to make our case quite clearly. Is
it the circumstance, in the gentleman’s
opinion, if a working family is in pub-
lic housing today and mom is at home,
and they somehow make arrangements
to get child care, and mom leaves and
takes on a new job, so the income of
the family may go up to $1,200 or $1,500
a month, they have to pay for day care,
but that does not matter when we look
at the 30-percent rule, that that then
applies to both new incomes; so rather
than mom go out and work and pay for
day care, mom just stays home. Is that
what the gentleman is saying?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. That is ex-
actly what I am saying. The day that
mom goes to work is the day she pays
30 percent of her income in new taxes
or rents.

Mr. BAKER of California. If the gen-
tleman will further yield, he is telling
me that it is the local housing author-
ity that sets the rules in place.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself 1 minute, and
we can continue this debate.

Mr. Chairman, |1 would say the gen-
tleman from New York has a key point,
but I think it makes our argument. Re-
member, the Brooke amendment has
had two forms. As originally proposed
by Senator Brooke and adopted, it was
simply a cap and not a floor. It was
changed in 1981 to be both a cap and a
floor. Interestingly, the gentleman’s
chart begins with 1982, after the
change. He is showing a decline.

In fact, the amendment we are offer-
ing would restore the Brooke amend-
ment to what it was before his. The
point is, by the gentleman’s own point
on the chart, the Brooke amendment,
before Gramme-Latta, did not have that
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effect. That is where he starts his
chart. He characterizes the negative ef-
fect of the amendment to the Brooke
amendment. But what we put forward
leaves that out and restores it to the
pre-1982 pre-chart days.

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

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the exact same situation that ex-
ists currently under Brooke will be in
place under the gentleman’s amend-
ment, the exact same situation.

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is still
talking about basing rent on income.
Whether it is 30 percent or whether it
is 28 percent or 25 percent or 20 per-
cent, Mr. Chairman, the day you go to
work, you get that additional tax.
Your rent goes up. You are punished
for working. That is why this is a rent
increase on the working poor.

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. Mr.
Chairman, | want to try to reach some
agreement here. The point is this: By
the gentleman’s own chart he is ac-
knowledging, by his choice of a date,
that when the Brooke amendment was
simply a cap and not a floor, it did not
have that negative effect. His own
chart starts there. I am talking about
returning it to what the gentleman re-
gards from his chart as the good old
days. The gentleman should read his
own chart.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, our chart be-
gins in 1982 or 1983. | guess we could
have gone back 10 more years.

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

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

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, anybody can make
charts and draw diagrams. Certainly
they can make their own, rather than
use ours. The point is, we should turn
to those people who administer public
housing at the local level and who do a
good job.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | would like to understand,
from a working family’s perspective,
let us assume the example that the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. BAKER]
gave of a family whose mother goes out
and gets this job. Does anybody really
think it makes a difference to her
whether she is paying a percentage of
her income in rent or just an increase
in rent? The truth of the matter is that
she is paying more in rent.

What is wrong with the first chart,
which | would just take a second to go
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pull out here, the chart that the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAziO]
used. Let us go to this chart here.
Somehow or another, according to this
chart, the mythical rent under this bill
will be $65 a month. The truth of the
matter is that what the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAzio] does not
say on this chart is the fact that there
is no rent cap whatsoever, and that
this figure can go up twice as high as
this figure. This is a rent ceiling. There
is no rent ceiling on that of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAZzI0],
and that is the fundamental difference.

Mr. Chairman, what we are talking
about here is something fairly simple.
What we are talking about is the fact
that under the Lazio bill, we are saying
that very poor people are going to be
protected by only paying 30 percent of
their income. We are saying that elder-
ly and disabled people that are cur-
rently in public housing are only going
to pay 30 percent of their income.

The gentleman tried to amend his
own bill by extending that to elderly
and poor new residents, but the truth is
that the only people left to jack up the
rents on are the working people. It is
the working people, the very people
that they claim to be protecting by the
30-percent protection, by eliminating
that, they are the only people left on
which to jack up the rents. By cutting
the housing budget by $2.5 billion in
public housing alone, $5 billion in both
assisted and public housing, you have
to get public housing authorities to
raise more money, which is why they
all endorse your bill.

What they are going to do is jack up
the rents, and with the protections
that you have provided, the only people
they can jack up the rents on are the
working people of this country who oc-
cupy public housing.

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

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

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

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | just want to point out, it has
again been missed, that housing direc-
tor after housing director after public
housing authority board member has
contacted Members of this Congress
and said, ‘“‘Please, give us some relief
from the Brooke amendment.” | think
the chairman is in receipt of a letter
from the National Housing Officials As-
sociation. Would the chairman inform
the Members as to what this group’s
opinion is with regard to the effects of
the Brooke amendment?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, let me respond to my friend, the
gentleman from Louisiana. Again, Mr.
Chairman, the National Association of
Housing and Development Officials, the
people that have the hands-on experi-
ence, that work with this problem
every day——

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. The people
who are going to decide how much rent
an individual is going to pay?
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Mr. LAZIO of New York. That is
right.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. The very
folks who are in charge?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. That is pre-
cisely right. In their letter they write
that the Brooke amendment is a ‘“‘dis-
incentive to work, encourages fraud,
and offers local housing authorities lit-
tle flexibility to reward working house-
holds.”

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, does that mean, if the gentleman
will continue to yield, that if we keep
the current system in place, we dis-
courage people from getting job skills
and going to work and maybe one day
moving out of public housing? Is that
the problem?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. That is pre-
cisely the problem.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, does the gentleman mean people
live in public housing for years?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. That is pre-
cisely the issue. If our intent is simply
to maintain or warehouse the poorest
Americans, we are in the process of
doing that again, if we adopt this
amendment.
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If our principle is to transition, to
create an environment where people
can have work and hope and oppor-
tunity and get a job and make their
own choices, free of public subsidies
and free of the artificial world where
incomes and rents are tied together,
then we will move in this direction.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Excuse me,
because | am still having a hard time.
We are characterizing local public
housing authorities across this country
as people who do not care about those
people. By and large, are not most of
these individuals who serve on these
authorities either very low paid or vol-
unteers trying to perform a public
service to help people in their commu-
nity have decent housing? Is it the be-
lief that if we do what we are suggest-
ing, as the chairman is trying to lead
this Congress, in doing that we are
going to go out into all communities in
the country and start throwing people
out of public housing, is that the be-
lief?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. The gen-
tleman is hitting the point again. We
are saying that local people who have
local vested interest, who have dedi-
cated their lives to housing, will be
compassionate, will watch out for the
people that they have committed
themselves to watch out for.

The National Association of Housing
and Redevelopment Officials says, ‘“We
vehemently deny the accusations from
some that housing authorities are
seeking to immediately escalate rents
without any regard to the household’s
ability to pay.” They are saying, ‘“We
commit ourselves to this. The reason
why we are drawn to this occupation,
to this job, is a sense of duty to watch
out for the poor. We are not going to be
devastating the poor. We are trying to
give incentives to people to work.”’
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Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Does the
gentleman mean these people are tell-
ing us if somebody goes to work they
want them to be able to keep the
money?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. That is ex-
actly what they are saying.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. |
shocked.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD], our newest
colleague.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, first, | would like to thank
Mr. FRANK for allowing me the oppor-
tunity to speak on this most important
issue. In listening to the debate on this
issue, it is clear to me that my col-
leagues in the majority truly believe in
their views on this issue. To some ex-
tent, | would agree with the spirit of
their views but not with the methods.
In our efforts to reform public housing
we must be careful not to hurt the very
people who we are trying to help, the
residents of public housing. Please be
clear.

Under current law, the Brooke
amendment was enacted in 1969 to pro-
tect the most vulnerable residents of
public housing from paying too high a
percentage of their income for rent.
The amendment made public and as-
sisted housing affordable for very low-
income families. Typically, poor fami-
lies who are not in public housing pay
more than 30 percent of their income in
rent. Currently, more than 5.3 million
families, who are not in public or as-
sisted housing pay more than 50 per-
cent of their income for rent. The lim-
its set by the Brooke amendment have
made public and assisted housing more
affordable for very low-income families
by preventing dramatic increases in
rent. The practical effect of the Brooke
amendment has been to cushion the
residents of public housing against the
fluctuations in the housing market.

Current law also addresses the earned
income adjustments that allow public
housing authorities to encourage work
through more flexible rent structures.
Further, rent ceilings allow public
housing authorities to price units com-
petitively with the market and allow
retention for mixed occupancy. The
Brooke amendment is a good amend-
ment. It is sound public policy. | don’t
see any reason to repeal it but appar-
ently there are those who see fit to do
so.

Mr. Chairman, let’s tell the truth
about this bill. H.R. 2406 repeals the
Brooke amendment and hurts the peo-
ple we are trying to help, by removing
the limits placed on rent charges. This
is hypocritical at best.

We are going to remove the caps on rent
and in the same breath deny them an in-
crease in the minimum wage. That equates to
a backhand and a forehand slap to the faces
of the residents of public housing. | hear some
of my colleagues say that they value home

am
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ownership and that residents of public housing
will be allowed to purchase their units. Tell me
how will those residents be able to afford the
mortgages on those units without being able
to earn a decent livable wage. And as the
public housing units are turned into owner-oc-
cupied housing, what will happened to the
availability of the housing for very low-income
earners. Will the market respond by building
more affordable housing. | don't think so.

| would say to my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle, if we are going to repeal the
Brooke amendment, then let's take a serious
look at the Frank amendment. The Frank
amendment sets a new 30-percent cap that
would be the maximum limit for a family’s con-
tribution to rent. This amendment also estab-
lishes a flexible rent-to-income ratio that would
permit very low-income families to pay less
than 30 percent of their incomes in rent if the
housing authority chose to implement such
rent standards.

When | began my career in public service,
| wanted to serve my constituents, especially
the vulnerable but not evict them. When |
came to Washington, | wanted to strengthen
families not hurt them. | have nine, count
them, nine housing projects in a district that is
just under 36 square miles. In those housing
projects are people just like those of us sitting
in this Chamber. The difference between us
and them is circumstances. The people in
Nickerson Gardens Imperial Courts, Jordan
Downs, or Dana Strands struggle daily to
make ends meet. They are not looking for a
hand out, they are simply looking for a
compassionated hand to assist them in getting
by from one day to the next while improving
their circumstance. This amendment would
help my constituents. A 30-percent maximum
cap on rents would help my public houising
constituents. If H.R. 2406 is going to repeal
the Brooke amendment let's replace it with the
Frank amendment. This amendment is sound
public policy. After all, we are here to serve
the public and not our own political interest. |
urge my colleagues to support the Frank
amendment, and maintain the goal of provid-
ing affordable housing to our working poor.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | am glad the gentleman
from New York brought out his chart;
it was his chart, and he picked 1982, not
as a random number but because that
is the point at which he believes the
Brooke amendment began to have a
negative effect.

Interestingly, that is the year the
Brooke amendment was changed. The
Brooke amendment began as a limit on
the overall amount that could be
charged. It never argued for income-
based rent in every case. It simply said
no matter what your basis is, housing
authority, this high and no higher.

In 1981, as part of the Republican pro-
gram of Ronald Reagan passed by a Re-
publican conservative Democratic coa-
lition, that was changed and it became
both the ceiling and a floor. At that
point, yes, it did have some unintended
negative consequences. The theory was
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in Gramm-Latta that they did not
want to appropriate that much more
Federal money, so the reason they did
that in 1981 was to force the housing
authorities to take more money in
than they otherwise would, and that
was wrong.

The amendment we are offering
today restores the original Brooke
amendment, the pre-1981 amendment.
It says there will be an overall limit,
and that is all it says. In fact, no one
has shown any negative effect during
that period. We are restoring the
Brooke amendment to what it was in
the 1960’s and the 1970’s. In other
words, this argument that the gen-
tleman is making about a work dis-
incentive is dead wrong.

As a matter of fact, under the pro-
posal of the gentleman from New York
we get a work disincentive, because
under his amendment there is a 30-per-
cent cap on income for people who are
on welfare, 30 percent of the median or
below. Under his amendment, if a per-
son gets off welfare and goes to work,
then their rent can go up by more than
their income. He has the disincentive.

Why so illogical? Partly to try to get
the votes, but partly because again this
is an effort to say if we do not appro-
priate the money, we are going to get
it out of the tenants.

Do the housing authorities have any
strong objection to raising the rents on
the tenants? Surprisingly, not. But | do
not believe that that should direct our
policy. So we would simply return to
the days of the Brooke amendment be-
fore it had any negative consequences.
This is a ceiling. It is not a floor. It
had no work disincentives in the 1960’s
and 1970’s. It would have none again.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentlewoman from California.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] has stated it and | think it
should be understood. But | want to be
clear, will the housing authorities have
the ability to raise the rents as high as
they would like to, above the 30 per-
cent, regardless of ability to pay.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Yes.
And under the amendment of the gen-
tleman from New York, what he says is
this. He said it in his argument: If we
limit the housing authority to 30 per-
cent we are saying, ‘“Take any factors
you want into consideration, geog-
raphy, whatever, but do not go above 30
percent.”” They will charge the tenant
more rent that if we say to them, ““Set
the rent on whatever basis you want
but there is no cap.” | have never be-
fore heard that imposing a limit in fact
required people to go higher than if
there was no limit.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gentle-
woman again.

Ms. WATERS. Is this an attempt to
get the operating expenses that they
rescinded and cut out of the budget,
trying to get as much money as they
can from the tenant in order to offset
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the money that they cut from the
budget?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. That
is absolutely right. Let me just say,
my friend from Minnesota just sug-
gested a point. Under their theory, the
way to get the rents lower is to let the
authorities charge as much as they
want. | guess the way to get people to
drive more slowly would be to remove
the speed limit altogether. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is right. |
voted to go to 65, but maybe if we took
the speed limit off altogether people
would go lower. This is the logic of the
gentleman from New York.

Remember, his amendment says if a
person is on welfare and they are mak-
ing less than 30 percent of the median,
they get the protection of the 30-per-
cent cap. He argues again illogically
when he says, and | hope he will try to
explain this, this is a protection, but if
they are working it somehow would be-
come an assault on them. | hope Ed
Brooke’s original amendment is re-
stored.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, we hear the same old stuff: Keep
the status quo. Protect things the way
they are. Continue to warehouse the
poor. Continue to keep disincentives to
work. Penalize the working poor. Raise
rents on the poor. Keep things the way
they are because that is OK.

It is not OK. It is not acceptable.
This bill begins a process of strength-
ening communities, of making commu-
nities healthy, of increasingly having
mixed income in developments, in pub-
lic housing developments, of encourag-
ing people who want to work to go to
work, to make sure that a mom who
wants to work overtime can do that
without fear of getting a 25- or 30-per-
cent tax the day she goes to work.

The Frank amendment destroys that
opportunity. It is a disincentive to
work. It destroys the ability to have
mixed incomes. As long as they wed
themselves to the old status quo model
of tying income to rent, it will con-
tinue to be a disincentive to work and
will continue to have the effect of con-
centrating the poorest of the poor in
certain developments. It will continue
to have the effect of being a disincen-
tive to have an environment where peo-
ple and children and families can have
a life where they can have hope and op-
portunity and have a chance at a job.
They can do the things that all of us
want to do.

We believe in partnerships. We be-
lieve in local responsibility. It is ironic
that the gentleman from the other side
of the aisle is now criticizing the hous-
ing authorities. For 30 years the people
on the other side of the aisle have said
that housing authorities are wonderful,
that they should get more help, that
they should be trusted more. But now
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it is convenient to say, ‘“‘Let us not
trust local communities anymore. Let
us not trust local communities to
make these decisions on their own. Let
us not trust them to have the right
types of income disregards.”’

In this bill we have 10 different pro-
tections, including a phase-in of rent
where we have a situation where rent
for some people does go up. We have
protections that would allow and facili-
tate people who want to go out into the
work force.

The model here, it is two different vi-
sions of America, Mr. Chairman. One
vision is a vision of maintaining the
status quo, of continuing to condemn
the people on State Street to another
30 to 40 years of virtually universal un-
employment, of drug-infested apart-
ments, of having situations where
there are poorly maintained apart-
ments, as opposed to another vision
which would be a vision where we have
mixed income and incentives for people
to work. People would have the ability
to use vouchers to buy their own
homes if they want. Residents would be
able to buy their own public housing if
they want.

By getting back to local involve-
ment, local flexibility, we are in fact
encouraging work. We are providing
work incentives. The Frank amend-
ment is a job killer. It is a disincentive
to work. It will continue to con-
centrate the poor. It will lead to
warehousing of the poor. Our model is
a model of hope. It says that if a person
is motivated, if they have the oppor-
tunity to go to work, they will be able
to keep the fruits of their labor with-
out penalty.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of this amendment, which would re-
store the Brooke amendment to H.R. 2406.
H.R. 2406 repeals this very crucial housing
protection, a provision in current law that has
for the past 25 years, ensured that low-income
families would not be required to pay more
than 30 percent of their income on rent. The
repeal of the Brooke amendment in this hous-
ing bill, would have a very devastating effect
on many Americans, forcing thousands out on
the street.

This bill reneges on our Nation’s promise
that Americans who are most in need of hous-
ing assistance can afford to receive it.

This protection has provided a critical safety
net for those in desperate need and have
saved so many from homelessness and des-
titution.

Mr. Chairman, even with the current protec-
tions of the Brooke amendment, homeless-
ness and unacceptable living conditions con-
tinues to plague America. There are more
than 5 million American renter households, not
including the homeless, who have “worst
case” housing needs, paying more than half of
their income for rent, living in substandard
housing, or in the most unfortunate cases,
both.

This problem afflicts the elderly, working
poor families, and others who strive to make
ends meet on the minimum wage—a minimum
wage, if | might add, which has not kept up
with inflation, and has not been raised since
1991, because of staunch Republican opposi-
tion.
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Securing safe, affordable housing for those
who remain poor despite hard work, for chil-
dren or for those who might be unable to
make a living on their own due to health or
other reasons, is crucial to the positive devel-
opment of today’'s youth and families, the
safety and well-being of our elderly, and for
our Nation’s communities as a whole.

| have many constituents who have con-
tacted me about their fears of what this bill
could mean to them. One constituent, who
happens to be a quadriplegic, informed me
that should the Brooke amendment be re-
pealed, he surely “would be out on the street,”
and | am further saddened to say that there
are many more who would be put in the same
situation.

We need to ensure that affordable housing
remains available. It is the right thing to do
and it is the smart thing to do.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the passage of this
very critical amendment in ensuring basic
housing protections to thousands of Ameri-
cans most in need.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today to speak in support of this
very important amendment, the reinstatement
of the Brooke provision.

A cornerstone of this country’s public hous-
ing is affordability. The elitist notion that $50 a
month is not too much to ask for in rent is the
same notion that spurred Marie Antoinette to
suggest that France’s poor should eat cake if
they had no bread.

When you are the poor of the poor, then
you have a perspective that few of us in this
chamber have ever known or will know. That
should not, however, stop us from having
common sense about what is fair or what is
right.

Setting a 30-percent public housing or as-
sisted housing maximum rent limit based on
income is the fair and right thing to do.

Many of us know, or have heard of the per-
sonal finance rule that suggests that it is not
economically sound to spend more than a
third of one’s income on rent. This amendment
would only make sure we do not ask the poor
to do more than is reasonable or possible for
them to do.

This amendment would also establish a
flexible rent-to-income ratio that would permit
very low-income families to pay less than 30-
percent of their incomes in rent. This does not
make sense for those most vulnerable resi-
dents of government-sponsored housing. If we
keep affordability in affordable housing we can
keep families together and not add to this
country’s homeless problem.

| would like to thank the sponsors of this
amendment for their foresightedness in bring-
ing this amendment before the House for con-
sideration.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, | want to lend
my support to the efforts of my colleagues to
restore the Brooke amendment.

My congressional district has one of the
largest concentrations of public housing in this
Nation. Under the Frank amendment, my con-
stituents’ rent contribution would still be
capped at a maximum of 30 percent of their
income.

I would remind my colleagues that public
housing is often the only affordable housing
for many poor and low-income residents.
While the manager's amendment has dramati-
cally improved this bill, it still does not protect
low rents for new residents of public housing
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who have very low incomes, many of them el-
derly or disabled. Let us not be guilty of using
our power to harm. Let us use our power to
help.

If this amendment is not adopted residents
with median household incomes of less than
$7,000 will find themselves making choices
between paying their rent or buying food.

Some may feel that budgetary constraints
warrant a rent increase for public housing resi-
dents. | would say to you that we should not
balance the Federal housing budget on the
backs of the poor. | would urge my colleagues
to support the amendment.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Frank-Gutierrez-Hinchey
amendment to restore the Brooke amendment
and ensure that low-income families can live
in affordable housing. This past March, the
Secretary of Housing announced the results of
a study showing that our Nation's largest cities
are plagued by a lack of affordable housing.
Over 5 million families are paying more than
half of their income on rent or are living in se-
verely inadequate housing; that figure contin-
ues to grow.

Capping rents for tenants in public housing
at 30 percent of income ensures that families
can afford housing. For many families, it
means not having to choose between paying
rent or putting food on the table to feed their
children.

In my home State of Connecticut alone,
71,000 units that could be affected by repeal
of the Brooke amendment. Residents in those
units now have stability in their housing
costs—something especially important in Con-
necticut, which has the fourth-highest rent lev-
els in the Nation. Removing the cap could
push some of them into the private market,
where, according to HUD, an astounding
371,000 households experience housing prob-
lems, primarily cost burdens in excess of 30
percent of income. In fact, a two-bedroom
apartment in Connecticut is unaffordable to 53
percent of all renter households, the 11th
highest rate in the Nation.

Nationally, public housing residents are ex-
tremely poor, often with incomes of less than
20 percent of the median. Rather than bring in
substantial revenues, raising the percentage of
income paid for rent would likely lead to dis-
placement and homelessness.

The Frank amendment helps to restore the
goal we all have for public housing: to lift ten-
ants out of poverty, not to perpetuate it. The
low incomes of public housing residents are
not a result of the Brooke amendment, and re-
pealing it may have just the opposite effect by
driving families deeper into poverty. | urge my
colleagues to support this important amend-
ment. We need to help the most vulnerable of
our population and restoring the Brooke
amendment will do just that.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK], as modified.
The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 196, noes 222,
not voting 15, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Ford

Fox

Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer

[Roll No. 156]

AYES—196

Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

NOES—222

Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley

Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DeLay
Dickey
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Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walsh
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest

Gillmor Lazio Roukema
Gilman Leach Royce
Goodlatte Lewis (CA) Salmon
Goodling Lewis (KY) Sanford
Goss Lightfoot Saxton
Graham Linder Scarborough
Greene (UT) Livingston Schaefer
Greenwood LoBiondo Seastrand
Gunderson Lofgren Sensenbrenner
Gutknecht Longley Shadegg
Hall (TX) Lucas Shaw
Hancock Manzullo Shays
Hansen McCollum Shuster
Harman McCrery Sisisky
Hastert McDade Skeen
Hastings (WA) Mclnnis Smith (MI)
Hayworth Mclintosh Smith (TX)
Hefley McKeon Smith (WA)
Heineman Metcalf Solomon
Herger Meyers Souder
Hilleary Mica Spence
Hobson Miller (FL) Stearns
Hoekstra Moorhead Stockman
Hoke Moran Stump
Horn Morella Talent
Hostettler Myers Tate
Hunter Nethercutt Tauzin
Hutchinson Neumann Taylor (NC)
Hyde Ney Thomas
Inglis Norwood Thornberry
Istook Nussle Tiahrt
Johnson (CT) Oxley Upton
Johnson (SD) Packard Vucanovich
Johnson, Sam Parker Walker
Jones Petri Wamp
Kasich Pombo Watts (OK)
Kelly Porter Weldon (FL)
Kim Portman Weller
King Pryce White
Kingston Quillen Whitfield
Klug Radanovich Wicker
Knollenberg Riggs Wolf
Kolbe Roberts Young (AK)
LaHood Rogers Young (FL)
Largent Rohrabacher Zeliff
Latham Roth Zimmer
NOT VOTING—15
Andrews Laughlin Spratt
de la Garza Molinari Stark
Frost Myrick Torricelli
Hayes Paxon Weldon (PA)
Houghton Schroeder Wise
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Andrews for, with Mr. Paxon against.

Messrs. LEWIS of California,
CHRISTENSEN, KASICH, COOLEY,

and CARDIN changed their vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Mr. BLUTE changed his vote from
““no’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. HINCHEY

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title 11?

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. HINCHEY:
Page 76, after line 16, insert the following:
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
subsection, the amount paid by an elderly
family or a disabled family for monthly rent
for a dwelling unit in public housing may not
exceed 30 percent of the family’s adjusted
monthly income.

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

(b) LimiTaATON.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of this section, the amount paid by
an assisted family that is an elderly family
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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 located in the
market area in which such assisted dwelling
unit is located, may not exceed 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
()"

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

Page 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 fam-
ily, 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 contribution deter-
mined in accordance with section 322 or 30
percent 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 New
York [Mr. HINCHEY] and a Member op-
posed will each control 5 minutes.

Does the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAzIO] seek the time in opposi-
tion?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAzio] will control
5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. HINCHEY]

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is the case of the
purloined amendment. A short time
ago | was appalled to see here in the
House an attempt by the opposition,
the other side, to steal this amendment
and to offer it as a substitute for the
Frank-Gutierrez amendment which was
just before the House a moment ago.
Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, wiser
heads prevailed over there and that
amendment was withdrawn.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that |
am offering would preserve a narrowly
targeted version of the Brooke amend-
ment. It would protect seniors and dis-
abled residents, who are the most vul-
nerable members of our society, from
further rent increases.

Senior citizens currently comprise 42
percent of our Nation’s public housing,
and over a million seniors and disabled
tenants currently reside in public and
assisted housing. In the State of New
York, for example, senior and disabled
citizens reside in about one in two pub-
lic housing households. In my district
in the upstate region that number is
significantly higher.

As | have traveled around in recent
months, I have heard from many sen-
iors who fear the burden of higher rent
payments with the proposed repeal of
the Brook amendment as it is proposed
in the current bill before us.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
point out to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HINCHEY] that the amend-
ment goes into not only title Il but



May 9, 1996

title I11. The Chair would appreciate it
if the gentleman would ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered en bloc so that we could cover
both titles.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered en bloc.

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, |
want to note that earlier when this
side made an effort to make a unani-
mous-consent request to take care of
this issue, we would have disposed of
this issue earlier if we had been af-
forded the same comity that | now
offer to the other side.

Mr. Chairman, | withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, | ex-
press my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAzIO], the
subcommittee chairman, particularly
for the agreement that he made with
me last night that this amendment
would be before the House shortly after
the Frank amendment, and | appre-
ciate that.

Mr. Chairman, | wanted to mention
that a number of seniors around the
country, and particularly in my dis-
trict and elsewhere, are concerned
about the bill that is currently before
us.

For example, Jean Austin of Liberty,
NY, wrote me earlier this year to say
the following, and | quote:

I read in the paper that Republicans in the
House and Senate want to raise rents for the
elderly. Sir, I have an income of $567 per
month to live on. There are many people my
age that get far less than | do. What is going
to happen to them? Will they join the home-
less on the streets because we can’t afford to
keep our homes? Please, | beg you, help us.

That is what this amendment tries to
do, Mr. Chairman. It tries to help peo-
ple like Jean Austin. Since the Great
Depression, the Federal Government
has pledged to help provide a decent
standard of living for people during
their golden years, and to protect them
from poverty and homelessness.

This support is symbolized by the So-
cial Security Program, and affordable
housing has become another key ele-
ment of that promise.

During the past year the standard of
living of seniors has come under very
serious attack. The elderly have been
told that they must pay substantially
more for medical services due to rising
health care costs and proposed reduc-
tions in the Medicare Program. They
have been faced with higher costs of
food, utilities, and other basic items
due to proposed broad cuts in food
stamps, the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program, and other essen-
tial Federal programs.

Now, Mr. Chairman, with the pro-
posed elimination of the Brooke
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amendment in H.R. 2406, we are telling
them that they have to pay substan-
tially more to keep a roof over their
heads. Under H.R. 2406, as amended by
the manager’s amendment, about one
in three new elderly tenants would po-
tentially be forced to pay upwards of
more than $400 per year in increased
rent.

Mr. Chairman, | include a letter from
the American Association of Retired
Persons for the RECORD:

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF
RETIRED PERSONS,
Washington, DC, May 7, 1996.
Hon. MAURICE D. HINCHEY,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HINCHEY: | am writ-
ing to express the support of the American
Association of Retired Persons (AARP) for
your amendment to H.R. 2406 which would
restore limits on the amount that low-in-
come seniors and disabled must pay for rent
in public and assisted housing.

AARP generally supports enhancing local
housing authority discretion and broadening
the income mix of tenants housed in public
and assisted housing. Allowing more mixed
income housing should improve the quality
of service in housing communities and the
responsiveness of housing providers to their
tenants. AARP believes, however, that H.R.
2406 goes too far in removing all income
targeting and all limitations on the percent-
age of income that tenants must spend on
rent.

The Association strongly supports your
amendment to restore limits on the amount
of income paid by the poorest and most vul-
nerable tenants of public and assisted hous-
ing. We understand the necessity of generat-
ing sufficient income to maintain the hous-
ing stock in the face of diminishing federal
resources. Eliminating the preference rules
and broadening the income targeting will
provide increased revenues over time that
should help bridge that gap. Some have sug-
gested that the current limit on rents is a
disincentive to employment for tenants.
Whatever the merits of this argument, it
should be obvious that it has little applica-
bility to the elderly and disabled. Eighty
percent of the elderly living in public and as-
sisted housing are women living alone whose
average age is in the late 70’s.

The federal government should stand by its
responsibility to help the poorest tenants by
providing adequate operating subsidies, not
reducing rental assistance. Older tenants,
whose incomes average less than $7,500 per
year, will be facing less assistance from food
stamps and other essential services. To add
major rent increases on top of these other
cuts will cause more problems than it will
solve for local housing authorities.

AARP appreciates your leadership in offer-
ing this amendment. If we can be of assist-
ance on these or other issues, please do not
hesitate to have your staff contact Jo Reed
of our Federal Affairs staff at 434-3800.

Sincerely,
KEVIN J. DONNELLAN,
Acting Director,
Legislation and Public Policy.

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

Mr. HINCHEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, just for the sake of clarity, |
want to make sure that Members know
and so that there is no misinterpreta-
tion, under the current version of the
bill seniors are protected. The people

H4677

who are in public housing right now
have had Brooke-type ceiling protec-

tions. We do not want to
mischaracterize the way the bill cur-
rently is.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, the gentleman is
correct. This amendment clearly deals
with new tenants coming into housing.
There is a turnaround of about 15 per-
cent a year in subsidized housing alone.

Any senior citizen or disabled resi-
dent who is making more than 30 per-
cent of area median income, which is
roughly equivalent to the earnings of a
minimum-wage earner, will be left out
in the cold under the present bill. An
estimated 135,000 elderly households in
public housing alone can be expected to
be left unprotected by the present bill
that is before the House. Another 17,000
disabled households would be left un-
protected by the bill that is currently
before the House.

Mr. Chairman, the numbers that | am
giving relate only to those who live in
public housing. It does not begin to tell
the story of the additional tens of
thousands of elderly and disabled, frail
elderly and disabled who are in assisted
housing.

How are these families going to af-
ford to pay higher rents if they must
also pay hundreds more for their
health care, food, and other basic ne-
cessities? Many households will be
forced to choose between housing and
health care, food and medicine, and
many families are going to end up on
the street as a result if this amend-
ment is not adopted.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would
simply preserve a narrowly tailored
form of the current rent ceiling named
for a Republican Senator, passed by a
Republican Senate, and signed into law
by a Republican President. It is in-
tended to preserve a minimum stand-
ard of living for the most vulnerable
members of our society: Our frail elder-
ly seniors and disabled people who are
unable to work even part-time to sup-
plement their income.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the adoption of
this amendment. It is the only reason-
able thing to do to correct a serious de-
ficiency in the bill currently before the
House.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the bill that we have
currently before us protects seniors in
every way that the minority has urged.
It protects the disabled population. No
senior, no person who happens to be
disabled who happens to be in public
housing will not have the protection
that they previously had.

The question over here is whether we
will extend protection to people not
yet in public housing, not yet using
vouchers, to pursue housing options. In
the last amendment | offered to sup-
port an effort to try and extend this to
seniors prospectively, for future sen-
iors to come in, for future people who
might have disabilities to come into
public and assisted housing.
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The bill as it is now is already sup-
ported by the American Association of
Homes and Services for the Aged;
American Seniors Housing Association;
the National Apartment Association,
and various other associations that ex-
clusively deal with housing for seniors.

Mr. Chairman, | am supportive of the
effort to extend those protections fur-
ther and | am happy to support this
amendment. We could have done this
through the Ilast amendment, but
through a unanimous consent request
we failed to get the opportunity to
make that offer. | am happy at this
time to support this, and urge its adop-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. HINCHEY].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NO. 14 AND 18 OFFERED BY MR.

KENNEDY OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | offer amendments, and |
ask unanimous consent that they be
considered en bloc.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments No. 14 and 18 offered by Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts: AMENDMENT NoO.
14: Page 76, after line 16, insert the following:
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
subsection, the amount paid by a family
whose head (or whose spouse) is a veteran (as
such term is defined in section 203(b) of the
National Housing Act) for monthly rent for a
dwelling unit in public housing may not ex-
ceed 30 percent of the family’s adjusted
monthly income.

Amendment No. 18: 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 whose head (or
whose spouse) is a veteran (as such term is
defined in section 203(b) of the National
Housing Act) for monthly rent for an as-
sisted dwelling unit bearing a gross rent that
does not exceed the payment standard estab-
lished under section 353 for a dwelling of the
applicable size and located in the market
area in which such assisted dwelling unit is
located may not exceed 30 percent of the
family’s adjusted monthly income.

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

(P)age 158, line 9,
“(d)”.
Page 159, line 1,

strike ‘“‘(c)” and insert
strike “‘(d)”” and insert

e)”.

Page 172, line 9,
“A)”.

Page 172, line 11, before the period insert
the following: “‘, or (B) in the case of a fam-
ily whose head (or whose spouse) is a veteran
(as such term is defined in section 203(b) of
the National Housing Act), the lesser of the
amount of such resident contribution or 30
percent 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. KENNEDY] and a Member
opposed will each control 5 minutes.

strike ‘“‘exceeds’ insert
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment very
simply provides some basic protections
to America’s veterans. These are two
amendments which would continue and
extend the Brooke protections to the
people that have stood up and fought
for this country, that have served in
our country’s military, that in many
cases—as the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. MoNTGOMERY] knows all
too well, who is going to speak on this
amendment—when we visit homeless
shelters around America, far too often
we see one thing that the homeless
have in common, and that is that they
served in this Nation’s military.

What we find is that there are now
tens of thousands of veterans that are
trying to get themselves back on their
feet, that are learning to go back to
work, learning skills to rid themselves
of drug and alcohol problems, to deal
with some of the psychological and
other difficulties that they had faced
throughout their lifetime, and they are
back on the road to recovery, to be-
coming part of mainstream America.

This amendment as it is currently
constituted, the way that the bill cur-
rently works, would not provide the
Brooke protections to people that have
minimum wage jobs.

0 1315

That means our Nation’s veterans
would go unprotected. | just think that
if we are going to protect the very
poor, if we are going to protect our sen-
ior citizens, if we are going to protect
the disabled, 1 would hope that we
would find it in our hearts to protect
our Nation’s veterans at the same
time.

With that, Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY], my good
friend and former chairman of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Really one of the biggest problems
we have had with veterans is, again,
getting them out of the homeless areas
and trying to get them into the hous-
ing to improve their lives. We have
done everything to try to get them off
the streets. About 25 percent of the
people homeless today on Washington,
DC streets are veterans.

Let us not put a hindrance in front of
them. Let us not make it harder for
them to get into these housing units. |
know some of them make the mini-
mum wage and would probably have
their rates raised in these housing
units. So | think the gentleman has got
a good amendment. | hope the other
side would accept it. |1 certainly sup-
port this amendment.
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | thank General MONTGOM-
eERY for all the work he does on behalf
of our Nation’s veterans. It has been a
pleasure to serve with him in the Con-
gress, and we are going to continue to
keep his memory alive on that com-
mittee long after he chooses to leave.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

I wonder if 1 could engage the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts in a col-
loquy over this. | certainly support his
efforts to protect American veterans. |
believe the vast majority of veterans
would fall under the protections we
have in this bill, because many of our
Nation’s veterans are now seniors, hav-
ing served our country in the Korean
War, and World War Il. There are even
veterans who have served in the Viet-
nam war and who are now seniors.
They would all have the protections
under this bill.

What we are talking about is carry-
ing this protection to younger veterans
as opposed to older veterans. | wonder
if 1 could turn to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, if he could
give me some information about how
many people we might be talking about
in terms of this veterans population, if
he has any information about the spe-
cifics?

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, as the chairman is aware,
the one area that we do provide a vet-
erans preference in this country is
housing. So there are not statistics
kept by HUD or local housing authori-
ties in terms of veterans status. But
the truth of the matter is that you are
right, we are going to protect some
veterans, some older veterans in terms
of the senior citizens protections. You
are going to protect some very, very
poor veterans.

But the truth is that | have worked
very hard with people on your side of
the aisle in the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs to establish a number of
programs that work in conjunction
with housing authorities and voucher
programs to make certain that we
transit people out of homelessness and
into mainstream society, those individ-
uals. And thousands of them partici-
pate very much in the very programs
that the Brooke amendment would not
longer provide protections to.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, we are
through the bill already protecting
people who are what | would classify as
the poorest of the poor. Veterans who
are basically homeless would already
be protected against dramatic rent in-
creases in the way that you would sug-
gest. The bill already covers those peo-
ple. It already covers Americans who
happen to be senior citizens, a large
percentage of those who are veterans.
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I would like to work with the gen-
tleman. |1 think one of the problems
that we are going to have is to work
through a methodology since HUD does
not have the ability, a current ability,
an immediate availability of informa-
tion that would determine who the vet-
erans are in a particular population to
identify that.

I would be happy to work through
this with the gentleman in establishing
a good database and ensuring that HUD
has the information to assess who are
ensuring that HUD has the information
to assess who are veterans and who are
not and who needs to be protected.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, | appreciate the gentle-
man’s offer for a study. | am not sure
that that is what is called for here.

I think what we ought to be doing is
trying to make sure that we provide
this as a basic protection to our Na-
tion’s veterans. | think that might cost
a small amount of money to make sure
that those veterans do not have their
rents jacked up, just as they are on
their way to recovery.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. The issue
for me is not the money on this. | am
not asking for a study. | am simply
saying, | look forward to working with
you so that HUD has sufficient infor-
mation to implement this plan.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. |
appreciate the gentleman’s offer to go
out and gather additional information.
I very much believe that this is a basic
minimum protection which we can
take care of in the next few minutes. |
would hope that the rest of the Mem-
bers of the Congress of the United
States would support the amendment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

The amendments were agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title 11?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | ask unanimous consent
that it now be in order to consider
amendment No. 17 without prejudice to
other amendments in title II.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY

OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 17 offered by Mr. KENNEDY
of Massachusetts: Page 152, after line 2, in-
sert the following new subsection:

(b) INCOME TARGETING.—Of the families ini-
tially assisted under this title by a local
housing and management authority in any
year, not less than 75 percent shall be fami-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

lies whose incomes do not exceed 30 percent
of the area median income, as determined by
the Secretary with adjustments for smaller
and larger families. The Secretary may es-
tablish income ceiling higher or lower than
30 percent of the area median income on the
basis of the Secretary’s findings that such
variations are necessary because of unusu-
ally high or low family incomes.

. Pa’l,ge 152, line 3, strike ‘‘(b)” and insert
“((I;)a}?.e 152, line 18, strike ‘‘(c)”” and insert
“(g)a’\,g.e 153, line 11, strike ‘“(d)”” and insert
“(Ig)&},ée 153, line 16, strike *‘(c)” and insert
“(g)ja’g.e 154, line 11, strike ‘““(e)”” and insert
“(Qa};c.]e 155, line 16, strike “‘(f)”” and insert
“(gl},g'e 156, line 1, strike ‘‘(g)” and insert
(gzamg.e 156, line 15, strike ‘““(h)”” and insert

(i),

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the committee of Wednesday,
May 8, 1996, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] and a Member
opposed will each be recognized for 30
minutes.

Does the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAZ10] seek to control the time in

opposition?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | do.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New York [Mr. Lazio] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment goes
to the heart of how we are going to
take care of the working people and
the poor of this country. This amend-
ment goes to the heart of the changes
that take place in this bill. We have
seen the Congress in the last few min-
utes repeal the protections of the
Brooke amendment. Now the question
becomes whether or not, on top of that,
we are going to also repeal the targets
of the protections that we provide by
virtue of the housing vouchers and pub-
lic housing units that are given by the
people of this country, whether or not
those should go to the working people
and the poor of America or whether
they should go on up the income
stream to a point where people whose
incomes are 300 or 400 percent above
the poverty line will all of a sudden be-
come eligible.

Mr. Chairman, this bill does a per-
verse thing. We cut the amount of
money going into public housing dra-
matically. We cut the amount of
money going into the voucher program
dramatically, but we then increase the
eligibility of the families that will be
qualified for these housing units by a
factor of three or four. So three or four
times as many people, if this bill is
passed unamended, will be eligible for a
lesser number of housing units.

Now, to add insult to injury, we then
are eliminating the basic fundamental
protections that say that the majority
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of those housing units ought to go to
the most vulnerable people in this soci-
ety. This is a concept that an organiza-
tion as conservative as the Heritage
Foundation has endorsed. It is one
thing to say, let us not concentrate
poor people in these monstrosities that
we have seen paraded on the House
floor in the form of these various pic-
tures. But the housing voucher pro-
gram does not warehouse the poor. The
housing voucher program simply gives
individuals a housing voucher. That
voucher can be taken anywhere that
individual chooses to live.

Mr. Chairman, the statistics on
where they choose to live are rather
enlightening. Most voucher holders,
nearly all of whom meet the current
targeting requirements in the law, live
in neighborhoods where less than 25
percent of the households are consid-
ered poor. Forty percent of the voucher
holders live in neighborhoods where
less than 10 percent of the neighbor-
hood is poor.

So this is not a question of
warehousing poor people, as | am sure
we are going to hear the opposite side
suggest. This is simply a question of
whether or not we are going to target
the resources, the meager resources
that we put into public housing, that
we put into the voucher program, to go
to those in greatest need.

We have seen an unbelievable number
of very poor people in this country
grow over the course of the last 15
years. The statistics are alarming. The
number of homeless Americans, the
number of people without any shelter
has grown substantially. We have actu-
ally cut out almost 500,000 units of
housing in the United States of Amer-
ica that goes to very poor people. At
the same time, if you go up the income
stream a little bit, not that people are
well off, but if you go up the income
stream just a little bit to people within
300 or 400 percent of the poverty line,
you are going to find that there are
over half a million new units of hous-
ing for those people’s needs. It is al-
ready enough.

But to suggest in this bill that we
eliminate the Brooke amendment and
then we come back and say that we are
no longer going to target this housing
to the very poor, | think, is a very dan-
gerous policy which in fact will go out
and create homelessness in America.

Mr. Chairman, we are verging on a
brave new world where we turn to the
people of America, we blame public
housing authorities, we blame the
voucher program for creating this
warehousing of the poor. We then cut
the money that goes into trying to as-
sist them and then we come back and
say we are going to jack up the eligi-
bility requirements, which means that
there is one group of losers. That group
of losers happens to be the most vul-
nerable people in this country.

So, yes, all the housing authorities
will like these changes, because, of
course, it insulates them from having
to take care of the most vulnerable
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people in the country. But what is it,
why are we here in the Congress?
Where are we, what kinds of public
policies are we trying to incorporate?
It is not just to look out after those
that can look out after themselves. It
is to have a compassionate country, to
look out after the vulnerable.

My goodness, we cannot just blame
these housing monstrosities, blame ev-
erything that we do as a country to
look out after poor people and say,
look, none of it ever works and, there-
fore, we turn our backs on the poor and
say we are not going to do anything to
help them. Let us have some compas-
sion in how we choose to deal with
these problems. The voucher program
does not warehouse the poor. The
voucher program will not lose money
for the Federal Government.

Let us continue to provide the vouch-
er program, with the targeting that
says to make sure that the most vul-
nerable people in this country get the
resources, the meager resources that
we have allocated in this bill.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, again, the argument
is between local control and commu-
nity control and continuing to have a
Washington-based, one-size-fits-all so-
lution for every community in the Na-
tion.

The other side of the aisle continues
to argue that every community in the
Nation ought to live under the same
rules, regardless of whether that means
moving to the lowest common denomi-
nator, regardless of individual charac-
teristics of communities throughout
our Nation, regardless of the quality of
the neighborhoods and the quality of
the life of the people that are im-
pacted.

We are saying in this bill, Mr. Chair-
man, that 50 percent or half of the
vouchers and certificates that are
available most go to the poorest of the
poor, those below 60 percent of median
income. If a housing authority wants
to give 100 percent of their vouchers
and certificates to people below 30 per-
cent or below 20 percent or with no in-
come at all, they can do it. There is no
prohibition to that.

What we are saying is that housing
authorities need to have flexibility.
Why should a family who is at the
point of 32 percent of median income be
denied a voucher, which would be the
case under the Kennedy amendment?
Why should a family who is at 35 per-
cent of median income, as opposed to 30
percent or 29 percent, be denied the
ability to have a voucher?

Mr. Chairman, the Kennedy amend-
ment, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], who | have a
great deal of respect for, ties the hands
of housing authorities, inhibits flexi-
bility, prohibits local control. We are
saying that there may be situations
where people who are pursuing work
may need more flexibility. They should

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

be able to be retained in public housing
without being thrown out or not being
able to be afforded a voucher because
they are somehow at 31 or 32 or 35 or 38
percent of median income as opposed
to 29 or 30 percent.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms. WA-
TERS].
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Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, this is
very, very interesting. My friend, the
chairman of the committee, has just
expanded, would like to expand, rental
assistance so that they pull in more
people making more money, up to
$40,000 that they could make under his
proposal. One would be able to earn
$40,000 and get rental assistance.

What he does not do is protect those,
no, he does not protect those who real-
ly need it, who make very little money,
30 percent of median income, and this
is very interesting. At the same time
that he is talking about reducing Gov-
ernment’s involvement in peoples’
lives, at the same time that they are
talking about shrinking Government,
he just opened it up so that people
earning $40,000 could avail themselves
of rental assistance. Yet we know that
it is those who earn very little money
who need it, those who earn very little
money that can go out in the market-
place and find a home, those women
and children who desperately need to
get assistance. He is squeezing them
out of the market.

This is unbelievable. | am surprised
that he would take this approach. It is
indeed not to be supported.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] is saying let us protect
the poorest of the poor, let us make
sure that 75 percent of those who earn
very little money, who are only at 30
percent, will have the ability to go out
and get assisted and have a place for
them and their children to live.

I think, again, the chairman may be
a little bit confused about the direction
that his legislation is taking. It is very
simple. Does the gentleman want to ex-
pand it, get more people at higher in-
comes? Does the gentleman want to
protect the poorest of the poor? Does
the gentleman want to make sure that
families who would have no other
place, no way to get assistance, are
protected or in this legislation? The
answer to that, 1 think most people
will conclude, is that we want to pro-
tect those who do not have the ability
to purchase housing.

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

Mr. Chairman, once again we are
talking about insuring that people who
are working who have, possibly, dis-
abilities, people who are seniors, Amer-
icans who are seniors, also have the
ability to get choice-based vouchers.

The gentlewoman said this would po-
tentially go to people making $40,000 a
year. There is not a neighborhood, an
area of the country, that would be able
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to get vouchers under this provision at
$40,000 a year.

The national median is about $38,000
a year in terms of median income. We
are saying at least half of those people,
half of the vouchers, must go to Ameri-
cans at 60 percent of that, or $22,000.

If the housing authority wanted to
target all of its vouchers to the people
at the bottom 10 percent, they have the
ability to do that.

What we are saying is that we are
going to allow for safety provision in
respect to the concern that many have
that at least half of all the vouchers
must go to the bottom 60 percent of the
population.

It is eminently fair.

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, on a factual basis, let me
just read to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAzI0] the fact that Los An-
geles, Long Beach, 80 percent of median
is $40,000; New York City is $39,200. The
gentleman’s own district is $40,000.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, what the
bill, what our bill, has is 60 percent of
median income, not medium income,
not 80 percent of median income. It is
60 percent of median income.

Now, without saying that a housing
authority could not target all of its as-
sistance to the bottom 10 percent, |
know the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. BAKER] wanted to——

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, if the gentleman would
yield just so | can understand the
amendment, my understanding was

that it only limited 50 percent of the
units to go to the incomes at 60 percent
of median.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, at least 60 percent of the
units. We could have 100 percent of the
units at 30 percent, 20 percent, or 10
percent.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself 20 seconds.

The gentleman is correct that he
gives the housing authorities the right
to take in poor people, but the gen-
tleman has also pointed out time and
time again over the course of the last
several hours the fact that housing au-
thorities are in need of funds. The only
way they can get those funds is by
bringing in upper-income people. And
so, therefore, none of the housing
projects, none of the housing authori-
ties, are going to, in fact, take advan-
tage of this opportunity that the chair-
man has provided.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD].

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong support of the
amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY’s amend-
ment, which maintains income
targeting at levels that protect very-
low-income families in the section 8
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tenant-based assistance program. The
Kennedy amendment is necessary to
address the provisions in this bill that
detrimentally impact the lives of thou-
sands of very-low-income families who
rely on section 8 housing assistance.

Today, current law ensures that all
new vouchers and 25 percent of all cer-
tificates are provided to very-low-in-
come families. The legislation before
us, however, allows housing authorities
to set their own targets as long as 50
percent of vouchers go to individuals
earning 60 percent or less of area me-
dian income. This means that in cities
like Los Angeles, those earning 250
times the poverty level, or put another
way, as the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. WATERS] has stated, families
of four earning $40,000 a year, would
qualify for half of the city’s housing
vouchers, leaving many low-income
families without vouchers and forced
to pay market rents or, worse, become
homeless.

This is not the intent of public and
assisted housing.

Furthermore, although achieving in-
come mix is an important goal, the
weakening of income targeting in the
voucher system is unnecessary because
tenants are already free to move to
areas of their own choosing.

The success of the current program is
evidenced by the fact that most section
8 tenants live in neighborhoods where
less than one-quarter of the residents
are poor.

Reducing income targeting
voucher holders has no basis.

Although provisions in the manager’s
amendment help to improve the bill, it
still does not have the guarantees of
Mr. KENNEDY’s amendment. By insur-
ing that at least 75 percent of vouchers
go to families earning less than 30 per-
cent of area median income, Mr. KEN-
NEDY’s amendment will allow for an in-
come mix while maintaining assistance
for those who need it most.

Mr. KENNEDY’s amendment upholds
the intent and integrity of our Nation’s
assisted housing program. | encourage
all my colleagues from both sides of
the aisle to vote for the Kennedy
amendment.

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

We have had discussions, several dis-
cussions, with the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] in terms
of trying to work out a compromise
that meets the primary concerns that
he has and | share, and | would yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts to
describe his understanding of the
agreement that we have just entered
into.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. My
understanding is that my friend, the
gentleman who is chairman of this
committee, has offered on assisted
housing to raise the limit, to strike the
75 percent and include 40 percent,
which would, | believe, be a significant
improvement in the number of units
that would be targeted to lower income
people, and on public housing he has

for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

agreed to raise the limit from 30 to 35
percent that would go to very-low-in-
come people. And | think that that is
an improvement as well, and | appre-
ciate the gentleman.

Is that the gentleman’s understand-
ing of what we just talked about?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Before the gen-
tleman does that, is there an agree-
ment that someone is proposing?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
There is not as yet an agreement that
we are proposing, Mr. Chairman. We
are in a situation where we are clarify-
ing our understanding.

The CHAIRMAN. If that is the case,
then the gentleman from New York
still has 45 seconds remaining.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts correctly states my understand-
ing as well on what | am willing to sup-
port. | appreciate his cooperation and
collaboration.

I would ask for guidance from the
Chair whether we need to consider this
en bloc in terms of making the amend-
ment and what the correct process is.

The CHAIRMAN. What the Chair
would request and the reason the Chair
suspended the action just a moment
ago is that we would like to have the
agreement in writing so either as an
amendment to the existing amend-
ments en bloc or a clean substitute so
that we might accurately be able to re-
flect the intent of the agreement legis-
latively.

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. It
would be my proposal that, reflecting
the agreement that the two of us just
stated, that our staffs get together and
try to write out the language. We will
submit it to the parliamentarian to
make certain that it is parliamentarily
correct, and in the interim | would sug-
gest that we continue to have the de-
bate on some of the larger issues that
pertain as well and would continue to
pertain to the issue.

The CHAIRMAN. In the interest of
time, the Chair would ask whether or
not the gentleman would like to ask
unanimous consent to withdraw this
amendment, to go on the other amend-
ments, if there is indeed an agreement?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | would, but the trouble is
that my amendment is next as well.

We will do this quickly, Mr. Chair-
man.

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

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of the Kennedy amend-
ment. The far-right minority has in-
serted a shameful anti-family, anti-
senior, anti-child provision into the
housing bill.

H.R. 2406 includes an extreme meas-
ure that would eliminate Federal pref-
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erences requiring public housing au-
thorities to give the most needy fami-
lies a place to live.

As the Representative of a district
with one of the highest concentration
of public housing, | know firsthand how
important income targeting is for the
working poor. Yet this legislation will
leave thousands of homeless families
and seniors with no hope of finding a
place to live.

Without income targeting, families
marking up to $40,000 a year would
have access to public housing while
homeless elderly, single mothers with
children, and the poorest families will
be left to live out in the streets.

With such high stake, | cannot think
of any justifiable reason to limit poor
people’s access to public housing. The
Kennedy amendment will ensure that
public housing in available for people
who need it most. | urge my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to reject such
harsh provisions and vote in favor of
the Kennedy amendment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | think we are on the
verge of working out an understanding
that the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], and | have
reached in terms of appropriate levels
of income targeting that would also
provide for substantial flexibility on
the part of local communities to make
choices and attain the ultimate goal of
income mix which is so important in
terms of viability in our Nation’s com-
munities.

I am thinking about different discus-
sions | have had over the last few
years, particularly those over the past
2 years as chairman of this housing
committee. | remember one in particu-
lar with a young lady who was a resi-
dent of a Job Corps center in south
Bronx, a very underprivileged areas.

Mr. Chairman, she was about 19 years
old, and | remember her saying to me,
“Mr. LAzzI0, you know, | never knew
how to write a check before | got here,
I never knew how to open up a check-
ing account, | never understood how to
create a résumé or even what a résumeé
was until |1 got to this place, and | am
learning the tools to transition back
into the marketplace.”

Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons
why there are far too many Americans
who are able to say the same thing is
because we are concentrating poverty
in certain areas; we are not achieving
the income mix that most of America
is lucky enough and privileged enough
to know.
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In an effort to try to achieve a
healthier income mix, | think we are
moving in the right direction in terms
of the agreement that | believe we are
going to enter into with the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. |
yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.
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Mr. VENTO. First of all, Mr. Chair-
man, | concur with the gentleman in
terms of the concentration of low-in-
come persons in public housing. Ear-
lier, when the gentleman had a chart
on the floor in the past amendment, I
had wanted to point out one of the
other phenomena was the absolute fo-
cusing in the early 1980’s in terms of
trying to serve the lowest income per-
sons in public housing. That also at-
tributed to that decline in income, be-
cause obviously there are various rea-
sons why people have low income. It
may be a cultural problem.

For instance, in the district | rep-
resent, | have a big influx of Southeast
Asians, the Hmong. They simply have
not all been able to afford or gain jobs
that pay a lot of income. Their con-
centration in public housing, inciden-
tally, has in fact contributed to that
type of phenomenon.

Then the other issue is, of course, the
affordability of owner-occupied hous-
ing, which would be all of our pref-
erences. But these factors have, in fact,
been trying to get a mix. The concern
that | had with the gentleman’s
amendment was not the issue of trying
to get a mix. Indeed, the gentleman is
right, local authorities could go down
to very low-income levels. But the phe-
nomenon was, the option was that they
may also do what | would characterize
as creaming.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, if I could reclaim my time, | hope
the gentleman will support the agree-
ment and compromise that we are
working out together. Also, again, one
of the core principles that we are try-
ing to advance here is that it is one of
our responsibilities here in this body,
this House, to assure that we do not
just warehouse the poor, but that we
help transform them.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman 1 yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. | appreciate the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | think unfortunately
what has happened is that low-income
persons have ended up concentrated in
the public or assisted housing pro-
grams. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, as |
said yesterday, the housing with most
problems in my district is not the pub-
lic and assisted housing, but it is the
private multifamily dwellings which
are overcrowded and which have such
severe problems. So it is quite the con-
verse.

As | was saying, there are good hous-
ing authorities and there are some that
are not so good. We hope that by virtue
of this bill, the gentleman, with his in-
sights, will in fact accomplish a mir-
acle and make those not so good hous-
ing authorities much improved. The
fact is that some are going to improve
and some may not. One way they may
solve their problem is by just cream-
ing. If we do not have income
targeting, housing authorities will
take those clients that are most likely
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to be successful and that have higher
incomes. That then leaves others who
do not get the housing assistance with
the nonprofits, with the Government,
and on the street in some cases.

Unfortunately, when we think about
it, in 1975 we had very little homeless-
ness. Today we have a significant
amount. Things have changed.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to my
friend, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. FLAKE].

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
portion of the bill. I think it is a good
thing to see the chairman of the sub-
committee and the ranking member
come together with an agreement that
I think is much fairer than the original
legislation proposed in the committee
markup. Clearly, | think there are
those who really do not understand, or
do understand and really do not give
credence to the fact, that many per-
sons who would get vouchers under
many of the programs that have been
proposed, regardless of whether the
voucher indicates they could go to any
community and trade their voucher in
for housing, would be at a major dis-
advantage in that there are commu-
nities, there are places, where people
would not open their doors readily to
them. They would not respond, for in-
stance, to families that have children
because it has been a history that in
many instances, those homes would
not be able to maintain not only the
stand of their value, but also in many
instances there would be destruction of
those homes.

It seems to me that as we consider
the amendment that is now proposed
between the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAzio] and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], we have
moved closer to the direction of assur-
ing that there is a possibility of those
persons who are at the lowest income
level being able to have access to af-
fordable housing, while at the same
time creating an opportunity for per-
sons who can move into these houses,
who have jobs, to be able to create the
necessary kind of environment.

Mr. Chairman, | do not know whether
the gentleman remembers, but several
years ago my MINKS program, which
was a demonstration project which was
tried in Chicago and other places, es-
sentially spoke to the kind of concern
that the gentleman raised here. It is
not that Democrats do not understand
that necessity for trying to have a
mixed population base, but we do not
want to be in a position where a local
housing authority can in fact have so
much authority that it puts those per-
sons out who have the greatest needs,
while trying to market itself to bring
into those developments individuals
who can go to the market and get ade-
quate housing and can afford to pay for
it.

So | hope that we will all support the
agreement that the gentleman from
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Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAZzI0]
are supporting now.

Mr KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONzALEZ], the
former chairman of our committee.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, his-
torically, public and assisted housing
units were available to every applicant
whose income was up to 80 percent of
median income.

This policy was changed by the
Gramm-Latta Act of 1981, which re-
stricted eligibility almost entirely to
those earning less than 50 percent of
median income.

In this amendment we are addressing
a separate issue. We are talking about
trying to achieve more economic mix
in our privately owned affordable hous-
ing, a house here and a house there.

And we are talking about providing
sufficient resources to move people
who have little housing choice in de-
cent and affordable housing.

Most of the families below 30 percent
of medium income, the poorest of the
poor, cannot find affordable housing.
They have worst case housing needs.

It is only reasonable that most of the
choice-based housing assistance should
be available to those who most need it.

The bill as it now stands would sim-
ply discourage the working poor from
seeking self-sufficiency, and it would
also bar the doors to those who are in
the greatest need. That kind of ap-
proach is completely contradictory and
cannot work.

I urge adoption of the Kennedy
amendment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | would just ask the
distinguished ranking member, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY], if he believes that we have
the agreement technically perfected.

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. If
the gentleman would go ahead and read
the amendment, we will react to it.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LAZIO OF NEW

YORK TO AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR.

KENNEDY OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The Clerk will report the
amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LAzIO of New
York to Amendment No. 17 offered by Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts:

Page 1 of the amendment, line 3, strike ““75
percent’” and insert ‘40 percent’’.

At the end of the amendment insert the
following:

In section 222 of the bill (as amended by
the manager’s amendment), strike sub-
section (c) (relating to income mix) and in-
sert the following new subsection:

(c) INCOME MIX.—

(1) LHMA INcoME MiIX.—Of the public hous-
ing dwelling units of a local housing and
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management authority made available for
occupancy after the date of the enactment of
this Act not less than 35 percent shall be oc-
cupied by low-income families whose in-
comes do not exceed 30 percent of the area
median income, as determined by the Sec-
retary with adjustments for smaller and
larger families, except that the Secretary,
may for purposes of this subsection, estab-
lish income ceiling higher or lower than 30
percent of the median for the area on the
basis of the Secretary’s findings that such
variations are necessary because of unusu-
ally high or low family incomes.

(2) PROHIBITION OF CONCENTRATION OF LOW-
INCOME FAMILIES.—A local housing and man-
agement authority may not comply with the
requirements under paragraph (1) by con-
centrating very low-income families (or
other families with relatively low incomes)
in public housing dwelling units in certain
public housing developments or certain
buildings within developments. The Sec-
retary may review the income and occu-
pancy characteristics of the public housing
developments, and the buildings of such de-
velopments, of local housing and manage-
ment authorities to ensure compliance with
the provisions of this paragraph.

Mr. LAZIO of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment to
the amendment be considered as read
and reprinted in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from new York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment represents the
agreement between myself and the dis-
tinguished ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], that would effectively target
the poorest people.

The original amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] would have targeted 75
percent of the choice-based vouchers
and certificate to those below 30 per-
cent. My amendment would amend
that and would insert in its place ‘40
percent,” so 40 percent of all the
vouchers and certificates would be tar-
geted to those below 30 percent of me-
dian income, which is, of course, the
poorest of the poor.

Mr. Chairman, | do not think we are
going to do the en bloc amendment
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, my understanding from the
parliamentarian was that we could in
fact do both the amendments in com-
bination. Maybe we can just ask the
Chairman whether or not we can do
that. | thought the amendment as
drafted accomplished both: a 40-percent
limit on the vouchers to people with
incomes under 30 percent of income,
and 35 percent of the units of public
housing to go to people within 30 per-
cent of median income.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
correctly reflects the amendment, the
agreement that we entered into and
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the amendment that is at the desk that
in fact does do both. | had just one
page in front of me.

The amendment to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] would actually
amend that 75 percent to read 40 per-
cent of the vouchers and certificates
would go to the bottom 30 percent of
the population, and in terms of public
housing, not less than 35 percent of the
units in public housing would go to
families whose incomes do not exceed
30 percent of the area medium income,
which | believe represents the under-
standing between the gentleman from
Massachusetts and myself and pre-
serves both of our principles of equity,
and also flexibility at the same time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAzio] seek to have his amendment
adopted as a modification by unani-
mous consent to the Kennedy amend-
ment?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I do make
that unanimous consent request.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to modifying the Ken-
nedy amendment by the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAzIO] ?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Kennedy amendment is so modified.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] as modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there further amendment to title Il of
the bill?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | move to strike the last
word. Because of the fact that we had
anticipated using a full hour on the
previous amendment, and then a sec-
ond amendment that | was going to
offer that had been collapsed, the gen-
tlewoman from New York [Ms.
VELAZQUEZ] has been contacted to
come over from her office to offer her
amendment. She is on her way.

If we could just discuss, | think, some
of the important aspects that are con-
tained in this bill, I want to, as | say,
commend the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAzi0], for some of the pro-
visions which are going to allow this
bill to make certain that bad public
housing will be closed by the Sec-
retary, to get rid of bad public housing
projects at the same time. | saw the
Secretary last evening and he men-
tioned the fact that he has been able to
shut down over 30,000 individual hous-
ing units over the course of the last
year. For that | think he ought to be
commended.
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Mr. Chairman, | understand that my
good friend, the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO], has an amendment
which he is now prepared to offer.

AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to offer amendment
No. 36 out of order at this time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
for the consideration of an amendment
under title V at this stage of the read-
ing of the bill?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-
out objection, we will go to consider-
ation of the gentleman’s amendment
without prejudice to other title 11
amendments.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 36 offered by Mr. VENTO:
Page 239, line 11, strike “‘fiscal year 1996’ and
insert ‘‘fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, and
2001

Page 239,
insert’.”.

Page 240, strike lines 1 through 4.

Page 240, strike line 17 and the matter fol-
lowing such line and insert the following:
“‘Sec. 5130 Funding.”’

MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to modify the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification of amendment offered by Mr.
VENTO: In the instruction for Page 239, line
11, strike out **, 1998 and all that follows,
and insert ‘“‘and 1998,

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reserving
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, the
original discussion | had with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO],
and | believe we just had consultations
with the staff, is that the agreement
was to extend this through 1997 and
1998.

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is
correct.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the Clerk strike out the
41999 as well.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-
out objection, that change will be con-
sidered as read.

There was no objection.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the modification of-

line 25, after the period

fered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota?
There was no objection.
O 1400
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The amendment is so
modified.
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Pursuant to the order of the Commit-
tee of Wednesday, May 8, 1996, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
will control 5 minutes, and a member
opposed will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, obviously there is an
opportunity here with the acceptance
of the modified Kennedy amendment I
am targeting. | thank my colleague
from New York for his work, and my
colleague from Massachusetts.

This is a simple amendment. | think
that most Members have come to real-
ize the importance of trying to provide
funding for activities that relate to
drug and crime prevention in and
around or in public housing. Recently
we revised that to provide an extension
outside of public housing. This amend-
ment would do that.

This COMPAC program is an im-
proved drug elimination program that
expires under this bill at the end of
this fiscal year, 1996. We had initially
thought that the amendment should be
for the full authorization of the bill
which is years. So | had sought to in
fact provide a 5-year authorization for
COMPAC. But in consultation with the
subcommittee chairman, he felt that a
2-year authorization would be best for
this program so that it would be before
us in the next Congress, and | con-
curred with that. That is why we modi-
fied the amendment accordingly.

I just wanted to explain that | ini-
tially had offered this amendment in
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services, and at that point we were
not ready to make this particular deci-
sion. But this is a very successful pro-
gram in terms of trying to, in fact, ex-
pend some monies in and around public
housing, giving the authorities a regu-
larized funding for crime prevention.

Up until this point it has been based
on a categorical program. This will put
it on a block grant proposal, which |
think is appealing to the new majority.
We had actually proposed and passed
this last year in the 103d Congress as a
block granted program to provide regu-
lar funding for this important function.

Under this amendment, 85 percent of
the appropriate funds would be allo-
cated to the largest housing authori-
ties, with 10 percent going to smaller
housing authorities, usually in exurban
or suburban or rural areas, and 5 per-
cent to the private sector and assisted
housing areas.

| just would point out the success of
this program in Providence, RI, in Den-
ver, CO, certainly in my own district
and in other areas.

This amendment would extend the improved
drug elimination program that expires under
this bill at the end of this fiscal year. The cur-
rent Public Housing Drug Elimination Program
[PHDEP] provides a range of prevention and
education programs to encourage residents to
join together to fight crime and foster a safe
environment for public housing youth. The ac-
tivities it has fostered include: community po-
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licing, employing security guards, supporting
resident patrols, youth sports, recreation and
education activities as alternative to gang ac-
tivities, and other physical plant improvements
like street lights.

| offered an amendment in the Banking
Committee last November to continue the drug
elimination program and to refocus it to in-
clude the deterrence of all types of criminal
activities in and around public and assisted
housing; 85 percent of appropriated funds
would be allocated on a formula basis be-
tween those authorities that manage 250 or
more units of housing to address or prevent
significant crime problems. The remaining
funds are available for competition for smaller
housing authorities and other federally as-
sisted housing.

Some may suggest that this program can
just as easily be funded out of general operat-
ing assistance—a position that in the long-run,
won't hold. Housing authorities are already
facing a sort of Hobson's choice when it
comes to programs and activities. Crime pre-
vention activities requires continuity and con-
sistent funding. Crime prevention activities
help preserve the valuable housing stock and
the mission of housing authorities. These ac-
tivities deserve Federal prioritization. Further,
COMPAC funds would provide credible meas-
urable Federal funds to leverage support and
other funding from local agencies.

Let me tell you of some of the successes of
this program that our communities cannot af-
ford to sacrifice:

Providence, RI: Used the funds for drug pre-
vention youth activities, resident screening,
enhanced security with resident crime watches
and a partnership with local police. Law en-
forcement activities have increased 37 percent
over fiscal year 1994 in fiscal year 1995. Total
arrests have increased more than 85 percent
in the same period. Property crimes have de-
creased by 15 percent.

Denver, CO: Used the fund to establish
storefront centers which provide visible, non-
threatening activity centers for residents with
community outreach and other program activi-
ties. Centers are staffed by residents and po-
lice officers. Between 1993 and 1994, there
was a 26-percent reduction in the number of
crimes reported in Denver’'s public housing
communities.

St. Paul, MN: The No. 1 large PHA in the
country, St. Paul's Public Housing Authority,
has had an extremely successful and positive
experience with the drug elimination program.
Their A Community Outreach Policing Pro-
gram [ACOP] has built bridges between the
community and the police department. Lines
of communication have opened and trust has
been built through police officers, interpreters,
and social workers that have gotten to know
housing residents and staff through youth ac-
tivities, crisis intervention, and traditional law
enforcement efforts. The Boys and Girls Club
of St. Paul has offered youth activities: field
trips, tutoring, computer activities, drug edu-
cation, summer camp, and other counseling
and guidance.

When the St. Paul PHA did not win a grant
in the last round of funding, the authority had
to choose to cuts staff positions in order to
keep the program that was so well received by
the community and residents alike. That situa-
tion will face each and every authority should
this program disappear entirely and there are
only so many staff positions that can be cut
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before the critical community activities of the
program are lost or the housing resource is
jeopardized by under staffing and cut services.

My colleagues, we heard support for main-
taining this program over the past year from
witnesses testifying on behalf of Indian Hous-
ing and from the National Assisted Housing
Management Association. Evaluations of the
program, including an in-depth study by Abt
Associates, have found that many grantees
have achieved significant success. The current
program received $290 million in appropria-
tions from this Congress in 1996, not because
it didn’t work, but because it does work.

If my amendment is enacted, COMPAC will
be able to compete for the limited appropria-
tions as an authorized program. The program
would assure that we maintain existing hous-
ing stock. We can’t maintain just physical fa-
cilities but instead must address the conduct
of those within and around public housing.
COMPAC should continue to be a resource to
help communities with crime and drug preven-
tion and to improve the quality of life for public
housing residents and their surrounding neigh-
borhoods.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

With that said, and since there is
agreement with the amendment, | want
to thank my colleagues for their sup-
port of it and yield to the chairman of
the committee.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota. | appreciate his collaboration,
cooperation, and the comity in which
we were able to work this out to reflect
his interest and mine, as we go forward
to the next 2 or 3 years for a program
that has funded many important, many
worthwhile items that have had the re-
sult of protecting people in public and
assisted housing.

So it is my pleasure to be able to
come to an agreement with the gen-
tleman. | am in support of this amend-
ment and | urge my colleagues to sup-
port it, as well.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY], the ranking member.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | want to just pay very
strong compliments to my good friend
from Minnesota, Mr. VENTO, who has
just done a tremendous job not only on
this amendment but on so many hous-
ing issues over the year.

He has led the fight in this House of
Representatives over the last decade to
look out for the homeless people of this
country. He knows housing law like no
other individual in the Congress, and
he has paid closer attention to some of
the goings on over at HUD like no
other Member of Congress. He deserves
tremendous respect from both sides of
the aisle for the contributions he has
made.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman. | have had my sucrose
level for the day now.

Mr. Chairman, | ask the Members for
their support and | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment, as
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modified, offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NO. 33 AND 34 OFFERED BY MS.

_ VELAZQUEZ

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, 1
offer amendments en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments No. 33 and 34 offered by Ms.
VELAZQUEZ:

Amendment No. 33: Page 77, strikes lines 6
through 14 and insert the following:

(A) except as provided in subparagraphs (B)
and (C), shall be an amount determined by
the authority, which shall not exceed $25;

(B) in cases in which a family dem-
onstrates that payment of the amount deter-
mined under subparagraph (A) would create
financial hardship on the family, as deter-
mined pursuant to guidelines which the Sec-
retary shall establish, shall be an amount
less than the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (A) (as determined pursuant to
such guidelines); and

(C) in such other circumstances as may be
provided by the authority, shall be an
amount less than the amount determined
under subparagraph (A).

Amendment No. 34: Page 157, line 10, after
the semicolon insert “‘and”.

Page 157, strike lines 11 through 18 and in-
sert the following new paragraph:

(2)(A) except as provided in subparagraphs
(B) and (C), shall be an amount determined
by the authority, which shall not exceed $25;

(B) in cases in which a family dem-
onstrates that payment of the amount deter-
mined under subparagraph (A) would create
financial hardship on the family, as deter-
mined pursuant to guidelines which the Sec-
retary shall establish, shall be an amount
less than the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (A) (as determined pursuant to
such guidelines); and

(C) in such other circumstances as may be
provided by the authority, shall be an
amount less than the amount determined
under subparagraph (A).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to consideration of the
amendments during title 11?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the Committee on
Wednesday, May 8, 1996, the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms.
VELAZQUEZ] and a Member opposed
each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms.
VELAZQUEZ],

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |1
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2406 is the latest
attack on poor families, the elderly
and children. This bill includes provi-
sions that will threaten every Ameri-
can’s most basic and human need: Ac-
cess to affordable housing.

Already across this Nation 5 million
households spend more than half of
their income on rent. This legislation
increases that burden by imposing a
minimum rent of $25 to $50 a month.
Although that may not seem like
much, it is a fortune for many resi-
dents who have no income.
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My amendment ensures that needy
Americans are not evicted from their
homes by limiting the maximum rent
to no more than $25. Additionally, my
amendment provides a hardship exemp-
tion in cases where poor Americans
have no income, protecting children,
seniors and the disabled from being
thrown out in the streets. | will urge
its adoption.

The faces behind my amendment are
the most vulnerable members of our so-
ciety. More than half are single moth-
ers with children. They are families
climbing out of homelessness and peo-
ple trying to lift themselves out of a
life substance abuse. They are teeter-
ing on the brink of pulling themselves
up. My amendment holds out the hand
that would steady them.

In many States a mother and her one
child may only receive $130 a month to
live off of. Keeping in mind how expen-
sive basic living necessities like dia-
pers, toothpaste or even soap are, a $50
minimum rent is simply too high for
many poor families to afford.

The consequences of today’s actions
will create an underclass of people too
poor to even live in public housing.
Worse yet, with reduction for homeless
shelters, the poorest of the poor will
have no place to go. For a Nation that
is supposed to be a leader in the indus-
trial world, that is appealing and dis-
graceful.

Mr. Chairman, we are asking too
high a price from the poor. I call on my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
vote for the Velazquez amendment and
end this cruel measure.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, what was filed as the two of Ms.
VELAZQUEZ' amendments are consid-
ered en bloc, am | correct?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. They are en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That is
the Chair’s understanding.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | thank the
Chair.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from New York rise in
opposition?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAZI0]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | thank the gentle-
woman from New York for her concern
and her attention to this issue.

Let me begin by saying that for those
people who are so poor that they can-
not afford a minimum $25 rent, we have
provided in our manager’s amendment
a hardship exemption. We worked this
issue out with the Secretary of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, Henry Cisneros, to allow a
safety valve for people who are so poor
that they cannot even afford $25.
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But Mr. Chairman, we believe that
everybody should pay something. We
believe that is part of transforming a
society. We believe that within the
confines of allowing for hardship ex-
emptions, that we ought to have mini-
mum rents.

As a matter of fact, current law as
passed through the last appropriations,
the omnibus appropriations bill, fixes
the need for minimum rents. What we
do here is to go beyond that and allow
for a hardship exemption.

We also suggested the hardship ex-
emption ought to be controlled by local
communities, not by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development hun-
dreds of miles away in a centralized bu-
reaucratic building where he is going
to decide how much of an exemption
people shoyld have.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | yield to
the gentlewoman from New York.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. | just want to
make an inquiry, in terms of the man-
ager’s amendment, where in your
amendment does it state that it will
require the housing authority to grant
an exemption?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | will reclaim my time and | will
try and identify that part as | continue
to speak here.

As | said, Mr. Chairman, everybody
should pay something but we should
also protect the most vulnerable peo-
ple. We have done that through a num-
ber of different ways, including work-
ing with members of the minority and
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GON-
zALEZ], and making sure that any pos-
sible minimum rent increase is phased
in, so there are phase-in protections.

But we cannot transform a culture if
we expect people to live without any
reciprocity, without paying anything
at all. We expect everybody to pay
minimum rents because that pool of
money helps provide more opportuni-
ties for more people to have access to
apartments.

The more that we say that people
should not have to do anything, should
not have any minimum rent, whether
it is $25 or $30 or whether through hard-
ship exemption it is reduced to $10 or
$5, the more than we are continuing to
perpetuate a culture that suggests that
people should be able to get, Americans
should be able to get an apartment for
virtually nothing, not pay the utility
bills, not pay for any rent, live for
nothing and not have to budget any-
thing, having to budget for an apart-
ment, having to budget for their house-
hold, having to budget for, if they are
a home owner, if they were lucky
enough to be a home owner, is part of
transforming themselves and moving
back into the work force.

We are trying to do that through
minimum rents which we think are
very modest, with exceptional hardship
exemptions, with the ability to transi-
tion and phase in.

For the purpose of trying to respond
to the gentlewoman’s concern, | draw
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her attention to page 33 of the man-
ager’s amendment, beginning on the
bottom of the page, lines 24 and 25, all
the way through page 34, line 10 or 11.
If the gentlewoman would like, if it is
helpful, I will read from that if she
does not hayve that.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. | could read it to
the gentleman, but it does not say that
it will require. It says that the housing
authority may. That does not mean
that we require them to grant an ex-
emption, and that is precisely the dif-
ference between my amendment and
the manager’s amendment. Mine re-
quires the housing authority top grant
an exemption, yours gives them an op-
tion.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, | suggest that a housing must
grant an exemption to everybody,
which | believe is what the gentle-
woman is saying, is to completely
eliminate the meaning of having a
minimum rent. We are saying that in
certain circumstances that the housing
authority will have the discretion to
provide for an exemption.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield myself 30 seconds.

| do agree with the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Housing and Commu-
nity Opportunity that everybody in
public housing should pay. My amend-
ment does not relate to that. My
amendment, what it does is to protect
those most vulnerable who do not have
any money to pay, and we need to pro-
tect those people from being thrown
out in the streets.

My amendment requires the housing
authority to grant an exemption. Your
amendment does not provide for that,
and that is why we need to protect
those people who are disabled, who do
not have any money, who are coming
from homelessness, from being thrown
out in the streets.

0 1415

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1¥> minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. JACK-
SON].

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of the Velazquez
amendment, which sets a minimum of
zero to $25 and a waiver for our Na-
tion’s most vulnerable who are caught
in situations of extreme difficulty or
hardship.

We must oppose the idea of minimum
rent for those who cannot afford it.
HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros has al-
ready indicated that the recently im-
plemented $25 rents are already caus-
ing great hardship for roughly 175,000
families in public and assisted housing
nationwide.

In my State of Illinois, 2,338 families
living in public housing, 1,377 house-
holds that receive certificates and
vouchers, and 749 families living in sec-
tion 8 housing, for a total of 4,464 fami-
lies, have already been negatively af-
fected with the addition of the $25 min-
imum. These are people who are al-
ready straining to meet their families’
needs and who are already sometimes
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choosing between food, medicine, and
housing, necessities that we obviously
take for granted.

The chairman of the subcommittee
says that everyone should pay some-
thing. Who can argue with that? Ex-
cept in my State, that would mean an
average yearly rental increase of $569,
a 32-percent increase, which would af-
fect 19,100 public housing families. It
would mean an average yearly increase
of $584, or a 23-percent increase, for
5,100 elderly in Illinois. It would mean
an average increase of $569, or a 19-per-
cent increase for 1,100 disabled people.

Mr. Chairman, the poor in our Nation
do not need any more regulations in
their minimum rents. They need a liv-
able wage.

Mr. Chairman, | thank the gentle-
woman from New York for offering this
critical amendment, and | urge Mem-
bers to support it.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
BAKER], a member of the Subcommit-
tee on Housing and Community Oppor-
tunity.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for his
courtesy. | think this amendment real-
ly goes to the heart of the debate over
how public housing should be managed
in America. There is probably nothing
more volatile with working families in
America today than the thought that
someone would be in need and not have
a helping hand extended. Virtually
everybody | talk to says if they are suf-
fering, uneducated and want an edu-
cation, if they are homeless and want
to be safe in the evenings, we should do
those things. All we ask is that those
individuals extend the courtesy to us of
trying to improve their own situation.

But when you have people who live in
house trailers, working a construction
job, and moms at home trying to edu-
cate and care for those children, and
you told them well, 1 tell you what,
since you are having a bad month, | am
the trailer park operator, 1 am just
going to not worry about rent this
month even though you are paying $25,
where is the equity in that family who
works to pay taxes from daylight until
dark, who cares for the kids, who pays
for the expenses at the grocery stores,
who pays the rent on the house trailer,
to say to them we are going to tax you
at higher and higher rates and put
money in government programs so
there will be individuals who cannot
read, but will not go to school; people
without work, who will not get job
skills?

This is a revolution. It is a dramatic
change in the philosophy of how we are
going to try to help people. We are sim-
ply going to say you try, we will try. If
you make the effort, we will give you
the resources. But no longer are we
going to say we are going to tax work-
ing families in America and provide
free housing for individuals, with free
utilities, with access to food programs,
when you will not insist that your chil-
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dren remain in school, when dad will
not go to a drug rehab program, and
mom not get out and try to get her
own job to help.

In many cases, a small helping hand
is not giving more money; it is giving
opportunity, the opportunity for that
individual to regain their own dignity
and honor, the decency of work, the
ability to get an education, and to
walk in the front door and say to his
children, here are your tennis shoes, I
worked for them, | earned them, and |
want to give them to you to provide for
a better America. It is regrettable, it is
despicable that we have generations of
families who have grown up on pro-
grams of social dependency, and the
only model they have is that dad no
longer lives at home, mom goes to the
mailbox and gets a check, and they live
in public housing where they literally
board themselves in behind the door at
night because they are afraid of some-
one breaking in during the evening and
stealing what little they have.

We have to find a way to give dignity
decency, and safety back to these indi-
viduals. And the safeguard for those
who are worried that 83 cents a day, $25
a month, is too much a commitment to
ask from someone who has got a shel-
ter for their family? The housing au-
thority may, upon a demonstration of
hardship, grant a waiver to that family
and not require them to pay that oner-
ous 83 cents a day rent, for whatever
period of time the housing authority
determines is necessary. But nowhere
should we say that anyone is entitled
to free housing forever. Make some
demonstration that you want to im-
prove your personal circumstance and
we will be there to help you. We will
make sure that the drug dealers are
out of your housing authority. We will
make sure that your kids have a safe
school to go to. We will make sure
there is a job training program avail-
able to you, so you can get that job.
But America is saying to us, stop
throwing money away at faster and
faster rates because we are not helping,
we are in fact making it worse.

Ms. VELAQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume. | just would like to say that
what is despicable is a single mother
with one child in Louisiana, who gets a
$130 check from AFDC, is thrown out
into the street, and the gentleman can-
not understand what $25 represents for
her and her child.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | appreciate the gentle-
woman Yyielding me time. | stand in
strong support of her amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | think it has been in-
teresting to listen to some of the plan-
tation owner mentality we are hearing
from the other side of the aisle. The
notion that these individuals are some-
how desiring to stay in the cir-
cumstances that they are in by their
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own choice represents a complete mis-
understanding of who qualifies for min-
imum rents. We already have, by virtue
of the fact that we have the Brooke
amendment, which no longer exists, de-
leted. What happens is all of those in-
centives that the Republicans so very
much want to whip the poor into shape
are now in place in the housing bill.

What this says is that if you have
high medical expenses, if you happen to
have a sick child, if you happen to have
some extraordinary circumstances
where you do not have the funds to be
able to even pay a minimum rent, the
30 percent is not good enough. We are
going to come back in and we are going
to hammer not the very poor, but the
very, very poor.

That is what the heart of this amend-
ment does. This amendment tries to
say that there is a group of very, very
poor people. 1 understand that maybe
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
BAKER] does not know very many of
them, but the truth of the matter is
that there are others in this Chamber,
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
VELAQUEZ] among them, that work
with these individuals each and every
day, and she deserves and they deserve
a right to get the housing that they
need. ;

Ms. VELAQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. OWENS].

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | do not
know whether the gentleman here
comes from a farm State or not, but
the people in my district want to know
how you have a situation where farm-
ers’ home loan mortgages are forgiven.
Over a 5-year period, the Department
of Agriculture forgave $11 billion; $11
billion were forgiven in farmers’ home
loan mortgages. They want to know
how our Government does such things,
and then worries about people who do
not have $25.

I met a lady just last Monday, | have
known her for a long time, | did not
know she was in such hard times, 85
years old she is. She has always been a
tenacious entrepreneur all her life. She
has never worked for anybody else. She
does not have Social Security. She
once owned a home, she lost it. She
once had two children, they are dead
now. Eighty-five years old. She has no
income. Zero income.

When we say 30 percent of your in-
come, the Brooke amendment we
fought for, 30 percent, 30 percent of
nothing is nothing, of course. But most
of us, nobody in this Congress pays 30
percent of their income for rent. No-
body pays 30 percent of their income
for rent. That is enough of a standard
that is imposed on the poor that no-
body else has to live up to.

Certainly anybody who has come to
the point where they absolutely have
no income, and there are many people
who, for very good reasons, they are
not drunkards or dope addicts, there is
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nothing wrong with them, they are
hard-working Americans, at the ends of
their lives, down and out, they need
some help.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to the
United States Housing Act (H.R. 2406). This
bill would, in effect, lead to the dismantling of
the Federal Government's role in providing
safe, decent, and affordable housing to its citi-
zens. H.R. 2406 does a good job of corroding
what the Republican leadership in the other
chamber has termed, “one of the last bastions
of socialism”—public housing. Agriculture,
which funnels billions of dollars to agri-
business, is neve seen as socialism; but now
public housing is bastardized as the last bas-
tion of socialism. Using such euphemisms as
local flexibility, income diversity, and resident
security, H.R. 2406 would shamefully take
from our poorer and more vulnerable citizens
the basic right to sleep comfortably at night. |
support many of the amendments offered
today, including the Velaguez amendment.

My Republican colleagues need to be re-
minded that U.S. public housing policy is em-
barrassingly inequitable. Despite the low-in-
come housing needs of this country, only 20
percent of housing outlays is allocated for pro-
viding housing assistance and subsidies to
families in need. The other 80 percent is tax
expenditures enjoyed by wealthier families
who are able to deduct mortgage interest,
property taxes, capital gains, and other inves-
tor homeowner perks from their tax liabilities.
The result of this unjust, inequitable housing
policy: Over 70 percent of the families who
qualify for low-income housing assistance, are
not receiving it. This means that the richest
Nation in the world has allowed, and will con-
tinue to allow, more than 20 million families to
simply deal with substandard housing condi-
tions with serious building code violations such
as dangerous electrical wiring and inadequate
plumbing; exorbitant rents; and even home-
lessness.

H.R. 2406 reflects a blatant disregard for
those Americans who truly need assistance.
Using income diversity as a goal, the man-
ager’'s amendment would reserve only 30 per-
cent of public housing units for those earning
30 percent or less of the median income in an
area. Under current law, 85 percent of public
housing units must be provided to low-income
families. In most communities, 30 percent of
the area’s median income is roughly equiva-
lent to the poverty line. However, the Repub-
lican solution to diversify the public-housing
population is too extreme. To reserve such a
small percentage of public housing to our
poorest families, when they need it the most,
is unforgivable. Again, the affront to the less-
fortunate is evident in this Congress.

H.R. 2406 would further eliminate the caps
on rent paid by seniors and working families.
The Brooke amendment, which sets a maxi-
mum percentage that tenants could be
charged for rent, 30 percent of adjusted gross
income, would be abolished. The manager’'s
amendment would maintain the 30 percent
cap only for current elderly and disabled ten-
ants, and current residents earning 30 percent
or less of an area’s median income. It is clear-
ly insufficient. Any elderly or disabled person
who is lucky enough to secure public housing
after enactment of this bill, would be forced to
sacrifice food, medicine, and other necessities
for rent.

Furthermore, H.R. 2406 would allow hous-
ing authorities to set minimum rents at $25 to
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$50 a month, without any exception for hard-
ship cases. To individuals who make more
than $100,000 per year, a minimum rent of
$25 to $50 may seem reasonable. Such rea-
soning illustrates how far removed from reality
supporters of this bill really are from the peo-
ple they represent. For the State of New York,
a $50 minimum rent would affect 900 house-
holds, and a $25 minimum rent would affect
1,828 households. For homeless families uti-
lizing special rent assistance, but who have no
income, this minimum rent would be a hard-
ship. For large families receiving AFDC in low-
benefit States, this minimum rent would be a
hardship. For families, elderly and disabled
households awaiting determination of eligibility
for public benefits, this minimum would be a
hardship. Yes, many of the people that we
represent have little to no income at all; and
this Congress should be compassionate
enough to grant these families some leeway.

Support the Valazquez amendment to set a
minimum rent of $0 to $25; and to allow for a
waiver in cases of extreme hardship.

And in an interesting twist, H.R. 2406 would
mandate that all able-bodied, non elderly indi-
viduals work in some capacity for the local
housing authority. In a despicable regard for
the value of the work that such persons may
perform, H.R. 2406 would exempt these work-
ers’ wages from the Davis-Bacon prevailing-
wage requirement. The assurance that a job is
a real job that pays a living wage and provides
certain benefits is on the attack, again. | ask
my colleagues to stand up to this typical Re-
publican contempt for the American work
ethic.

Last year, some Republicans promised to
mount an aggressive campaign to eliminate
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment [HUD]. Recognizing that such action
would be politically damaging, this year, the
Republicans have weakened the agency’s re-
sponsibilities, and eliminated numerous federal
controls. Thus, they have defeated the eco-
nomic, social, and historical purpose of the
Federal Government'’s direct role in developing
affordable housing. Yes, HUD will still be
around, but 60 years of it's work will have
been ignored. H.R. 2406 has little to do with
ensuring housing for the low income. | chal-
lenge my colleagues to vote against this ap-
parent disdain for nonwealthy Americans; and
support the Valazquez amendment.

Ms. VALAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Florida [Ms. BROWN].

(Ms. BROWN of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of the Valazquez
amendment, which sets a minimum
rent of up to $25, and allows for a waiv-
er to be granted in cases of extreme
hardship.

In Florida, a $50 minimum rent will
affect 2.100 households. This would
mean an average annual rent increase
of $340. That may not seem like a lot of
money to some of my wealthy col-
leagues in Congress, but for some of
our Nation’s public housing residents,
that could mean the difference between
buying a child a warm winter coat, or
buying that same child the correct-size
shoes. This truly is a matter of having
food on the table, clothes on their
backs, and a roof over their heads.
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Public housing in our Nation is the
last resort for many of our citizens. It
is the final safety net before low-in-
come folks end up homeless and on the
street. If we can make some respon-
sible and appropriate changes in the
current law to improve public housing,
by all means, let’s do it.

Many of the people who reside in pub-
lic housing are low-income veterans.
Forty-one percent of residents in pub-
lic and assisted housing are seniors or
are disabled. The remainder are fami-
lies with children.

This Congress should be doing every-
thing it can to provide safe, affordable,
units for our Nation’s low-income citi-
zens. That’'s the kind thing to do.
That’s the compassionate thing to do.
That’s the right thing to do. Support
the amendment.

Ms. VALAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
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.
Chairman, | want to thank the gentle-
woman from New York for her wisdom.

Mr. Chairman, | heard my colleague
on the other side of the aisle say this is
a revolution. It is a revolution, and the
only wounded and dying are poor peo-
ple. It is well known and the Texas
Low Income Housing Coalition and the
Border Low-Income Housing Coalition
has sent me some very interesting
facts. Nationwide public housing resi-
dents have extremely low incomes,
averaging only 17 percent of the me-
dian. The rest are zero. We recognize
that it is important to have affordable
housing, to have mixed housing units
where there are affordable housing
units living among those very poor. If
you do not take this amendment that
the gentlewoman has offered, in Texas
alone you will be affecting 18,200 house-
holds. | did not say people, | said 18,200
households. To the least of our broth-
ers and sisters, can we not say if you
have zero income, if you worked all
your life, if all has come down crashing
on you, you have the opportunity to
have housing?

What is the look on our faces when
we see homeless persons? We ask the
question, “What have they done
wrong? Why don’t they get a job?”” We
do not know their circumstances. And
the reason we have homeless persons is
because there are 15,000 of them wait-
ing on lists in Texas and other places
around the country to get into public
housing. There is a need to ensure that
the poorest among us can pay a mini-
mal amount, have a clean house, a
clean place to live, and, yes, they will
keep it up. | support the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of this
amendment.

Affordable housing fills a void in our society
for our less fortunate citizens who would not
have homes without subsidies. H.R. 2406 is
seriously lacking as it is currently written. It
kills off the Brooke amendment which insured
the affordability of public housing.
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In my State of Texas, as the bill is currently
written, if a minimum rent of $50 was charged
it would affect 18,200 households, who would
be hit by an average annual rent increase of
$267—this is a lot for very poor people. A
minimum rent of $25 would affect 15,749
households, for those using certificates,
vouchers, and project-based section 8 hous-
ing, and is far more terrible.

The elitist of this body would say that $25
or $50 is not very much to ask for a place to
live, but those of us who know the plight of the
poor in our States, cities, and districts know
better.

TEXAS Low INCOME HOUSING COALI-
TION AND BORDER LoOw INCOME
HOUSING COALITION

Austin and Laredo, TX, May 6, 1996.
Hon. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE LEE: Your vote this
Wednesday on the ““U.S. Housing Act of 1995’
will set a new course for federal public hous-
ing in this country. We seek your support for
preservation of the Brooke Amendment and
the enactment of strong low income targets
when this bill moves to the floor of the
House. We ask that you vote against the pro-
visions of H.R. 2406 which repeal the Brooke
Amendment.

H.R. 2406 repeals the Brooke Amendment
for all residents of public housing and recipi-
ents of Section 8 tenant based rental assist-
ance. This repeal is a dramatic departure
from 25 years of housing policy during which
time a tenant’s rent contribution has been
linked to the tenant’s income. Since 1981
public housing and rental assistance pro-
grams have set tenant rent at 30% of the
resident’s adjusted gross income. The House
bill repeals this important protection and
puts in its place language which will permit
public housing management agencies to set
rents as they deem it appropriate.

Nationwide public housing residents have
extremely low incomes averaging only 17%
of the median income of the area where they
live. Contrary to what proponents of repeal
might suggest, the Brooke Amendment did
not cause poverty in public housing. Our or-
ganizations strongly oppose the repeal of the
Brooke Amendment and the eradication of
meaningful income targets because of the
harm this would do to low income Texans.

Changes in the occupancy of public hous-
ing occurred long before the enactment of
the Brooke Amendment in 1970. Social
changes in the 1950s and 1960s caused major
alterations in the prevalence of very poor
families living in public housing. This was
compounded by the tendency of localities to
situate projects in poorer, isolated or other-
wise undesirable areas. The people left be-
hind in the public housing projects after the
demographic shifts of the post-war era were
largely the long term poor. A federal cap on
rents at 30% of income is just as important
today, to ensure that no family is too poor to
live in public housing. There is no market
rate housing available to families with such
low incomes.

H.R. 2406 would also allocate only 25% of
new admissions to families with incomes
below 30% of median. The majority of avail-
able units could go to families earning up to
80% of the area median. We also oppose this
provision. All of the Section 8 rental assist-
ance subsidy could be targeted to families up
to 80% of the area median. According to
HUD’s list of median incomes for 1996, 80% of
the median for a family of four in Dallas,
Houston and San Antonio is $38,650, $36,800
and $28,800 respectively. The government
does not need to provide public housing to
families with incomes this high. That job
should be left to the private market.
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The resolution of these two fundamental
issues will determine who these units will
serve for the foreseeable future. Your sup-
port for a 30% cap on rents and appropriate
income targeting will be crucial to preserv-
ing these subsidized housing opportunities
for the Texas families that so urgently need
them.

Sincerely,
JOHN HENNEBERGER,
Chair, Texas Low In-
come Housing Coali-
tion.
RAFAEL TORRES,
Convenor, Border Low
Income Housing Co-
alition.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, the poor across this
country have already been asked to
pay an extraordinarily high price. Es-
sential programs like Medicare, Medic-
aid, and Workforce have all been put on
the chopping block. At a time when so-
ciety’s most vulnerable are seeing a re-
duction in their benefits, an increasing
amount of rent to pay is cruel, heart-
less and shameful.

If we do not adopt the Velazquez
amendment, thousands of our Nation’s
poorest families will no longer be able
to afford public housing. For the most
part, they will be mothers and chil-
dren, women and children, that will be
thrown into the streets with no place
to go.

We here in Congress should not be
creating this underclass. It is a shame
that what we are doing here today is
creating an underclass of poor people
that cannot afford even to live in pub-
lic housing. If we do not want the poor-
est of the poor to live in public hous-
ing, just say it. Stop playing games,
and let us end this charade.

0O 1430

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself the remainder of
my time.

Mr. Chairman, | will tell my col-
leagues what is cruel, what is heart-
less, and what is shameful. It is defend-
ing the status quo. It is continuing to
condemn Americans throughout the
country, especially in our inner-cities,
to continue life in poverty, despair, and
disillusion.

We are trying to transform our soci-
ety, Mr. Chairman. We are trying to do
that in a compassionate way. We un-
derstand this will not happen over-
night. We understand this bill will not
change the problems that have made
these challenges so complex and some-
times overwhelming with the strike of
a pen. But it begins the process of
progress, of returning local control, of
encouraging work and providing work
incentives, of providing for mixed-in-
come populations in public and assisted
housing so that the working poor will
no longer be taxed, will no longer be
punished, and they will be permitted to
stay in public housing.
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Mr. Chairman, we here are saying
that it is not the Secretary of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment sitting in his office in Wash-
ington who will decide what an exemp-
tion will be, although we provide for an
exemption, Mr. Chairman. We say that
every family should pay at least a min-
imum rent of $25 to $50, and that is the
current law. There is already a mini-
mum rent in place through the appro-
priations process. What we are adding
to that, Mr. Chairman, is an escape
valve, a hardship exemption so that
those Americans who cannot even
make the rent of $25 for their family’s
apartment will be able to appeal to
their local community and be able to
receive an exemption, an exception, so
that rent can be lowered or completely
waived.

We know that there are some Ameri-
cans out there that will not be able to
make the minimum rent. That is why
we have the hardship exemption that
was worked out with the administra-
tion. But we are going well beyond
that. We are trying to eliminate the
concept of having the minimum rent,
and having the minimum rent is as
basic as eliminating the work disincen-
tives in the Brooke amendment. | urge
a ‘“‘no”’ vote.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
ments offered by the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote, and
pending that | make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ments offered by the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ] will
be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Are there further amendments to
title 11?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
1.

The text of title Il is as follows:
TITLE 111—CHOICE-BASED RENTAL HOUS-

ING AND HOMEOWNERSHIP ASSISTANCE

FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

Subtitle A—Allocation
SEC. 301. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE HOUSING AS-
SISTANCE AMOUNTS.

To the extent that amounts to carry out this
title are made available, the Secretary may enter
into contracts with local housing and manage-
ment authorities for each fiscal year to provide
housing assistance under this title.

SEC. 302. CONTRACTS WITH LHMA'S.

(a) CONDITION OF ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary
may provide amounts under this title to a local
housing and management authority for a fiscal
year only if the Secretary has entered into a
contract under this section with the local hous-
ing and management authority, under which
the Secretary shall provide such authority with
amounts (in the amount of the allocation for the
authority determined pursuant to section 304)
for housing assistance under this title for low-
income families.

(b) USE FOR HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—A contract
under this section shall require a local housing
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and management authority to use amounts pro-
vided under this title to provide housing assist-
ance in any manner authorized under this title.

(c) ANNUAL OBLIGATION OF AUTHORITY.—A
contract under this title shall provide amounts
for housing assistance for 1 fiscal year covered
by the contract.

(d) ENFORCEMENT OF HOUSING QUALITY RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Each contract under this section
shall require the local housing and management
authority administering assistance provided
under the contract—

(1) to ensure compliance, under each housing
assistance payments contract entered into pur-
suant to the contract under this section, with
the provisions of the housing assistance pay-
ments contract included pursuant to section
351(c)(4); and

(2) to establish procedures for assisted families
to notify the authority of any noncompliance
with such provisions.

SEC. 303. ELIGIBILITY OF LHMA'S FOR ASSIST-
ANCE AMOUNTS.

The Secretary may provide amounts available
for housing assistance under this title to a local
housing and management authority only if—

(1) the authority has submitted a local hous-
ing management plan to the Secretary for such
fiscal year and applied to the Secretary for such
assistance;

(2) the plan has been determined to comply
with the requirements under section 107 and the
Secretary has not notified the authority that the
plan fails to comply with such requirements;

(3) the authority is accredited under section
433 by the Housing Foundation and Accredita-
tion Board;

(5) no member of the board of directors or
other governing body of the authority, or the ex-
ecutive director, has been convicted of a felony;
and

(6) the authority has not been disqualified for
assistance pursuant to subtitle B of title 1V.
SEC. 304. ALLOCATION OF AMOUNTS.

(a) FORMULA ALLOCATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—When amounts for assistance
under this title are first made available for res-
ervation, after reserving amounts in accordance
with subsection (c) and section 109, the Sec-
retary shall allocate such amounts, only among
local housing and management authorities meet-
ing the requirements under this title to receive
such assistance, on the basis of a formula that
is established in accordance with paragraph (2)
and based upon appropriate criteria to reflect
the needs of different States, areas, and commu-
nities, using the most recent data available from
the Bureau of the Census of the Department of
Commerce and the comprehensive housing af-
fordability strategy under section 105 of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act (or any consolidated plan incorporating
such strategy) for the applicable jurisdiction.
The Secretary may establish a minimum alloca-
tion amount, in which case only the local hous-
ing and management authorities that, pursuant
to the formula, are provided an amount equal to
or greater than the minimum allocation amount,
shall receive an allocation.

(2) REGULATIONS.—The formula under this
subsection shall be established by regulation is-
sued by the Secretary. Notwithstanding sections
563(a) and 565(a) of title 5, United States Code,
any proposed regulation containing such for-
mula shall be issued pursuant to a negotiated
rulemaking procedure under subchapter of
chapter 5 of such title and the Secretary shall
establish a negotiated rulemaking committee for
development of any such proposed regulations.

(b) ALLOCATION CONSIDERATIONS.—

(1) LIMITATION ON REALLOCATION FOR AN-
OTHER STATE.—Any amounts allocated for a
State or areas or communities within a State
that are not likely to be used within the fiscal
year for which the amounts are provided shall
not be reallocated for use in another State, un-
less the Secretary determines that other areas or
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communities within the same State (that are eli-
gible for amounts under this title) cannot use
the amounts within the same fiscal year.

(2) EFFECT OF RECEIPT OF TENANT-BASED AS-
SISTANCE FOR DISABLED FAMILIES.—The Sec-
retary may not consider the receipt by a local
housing and management authority of assist-
ance under section 811(b)(1) of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act, or
the amount received, in approving amounts
under this title for the authority or in determin-
ing the amount of such assistance to be provided
to the authority.

(3) EXEMPTION FROM FORMULA ALLOCATION.—
The formula allocation requirements of sub-
section (a) shall not apply to any assistance
under this title that is approved in appropria-
tion Acts for uses that the Secretary determines
are incapable of geographic allocation, includ-
ing amendments of existing housing assistance
payments contracts, renewal of such contracts,
assistance to families that would otherwise lose
assistance due to the decision of the project
owner to prepay the project mortgage or not to
renew the housing assistance payments con-
tract, assistance to prevent displacement or to
provide replacement housing in connection with
the demolition or disposition of public and In-
dian housing, assistance for relocation from
public housing, assistance in connection with
protection of crime witnesses, assistance for con-
version from leased housing contracts under sec-
tion 23 of the United States Housing Act of 1937
(as in effect before the enactment of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974), and
assistance in support of the property disposition
and loan management functions of the Sec-
retary.

(c) SET-ASIDE FOR INDIAN HOUSING ASSIST-
ANCE.—The Secretary shall allocate, in a man-
ner determined by the Secretary, a portion of
the amounts made available in each fiscal year
for assistance under this title for assistance for
Indian housing authorities.

(d) RECAPTURE OF AMOUNTS.—

(1) AUTHORITY.—In each fiscal year, from any
budget authority made available for assistance
under this title or section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect before the en-
actment of this Act) that is obligated to a local
housing and management authority but remains
unobligated by the authority upon the expira-
tion of the 8-month period beginning upon the
initial availability of such amounts for obliga-
tion by the authority, the Secretary may
deobligate an amount, as determined by the Sec-
retary, not exceeding 50 percent of such unobli-
gated amount.

(2) USe.—The Secretary may reallocate and
transfer any amounts deobligated under para-
graph (1) only to local housing and management
authorities in areas that the Secretary deter-
mines have received less funding than other
areas, based on the relative needs of all areas.
SEC. 305. ADMINISTRATIVE FEES.

(a) FEE FOR ONGOING COSTS OF ADMINISTRA-
TION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall establish
fees for the costs of administering the choice-
based housing assistance program under this
title.

(2) FISCAL YEAR 1996.—

(A) CALCULATION.—For fiscal year 1996, the
fee for each month for which a dwelling unit is
covered by a contract for assistance under this
title shall be—

(i) in the case of a local housing and manage-
ment authority that, on an annual basis, is ad-
ministering a program for not more than 600
dwelling units, 6.5 percent of the base amount;
and

(ii) in the case of an authority that, on an an-
nual basis, is administering a program for more
than 600 dwelling units—

(1) for the first 600 units, 6.5 percent of the
base amount; and

(I1) for any additional dwelling units under
the program, 6.0 percent of the base amount.
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(B) BASE AMOUNT.—For purposes of this para-
graph, the base amount shall be the higher of—

(i) the fair market rental established under
section 8(c) of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (as in effect immediately before the date of
the enactment of this Act) for fiscal year 1993
for a 2-bedroom existing rental dwelling unit in
the market area of the authority, and

(ii) the amount that is the lesser of (1) such
fair market rental for fiscal year 1994 or (II)
103.5 percent of the amount determined under
clause (i),

adjusted based on changes in wage data or
other objectively measurable data that reflect
the costs of administering the program, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. The Secretary may re-
quire that the base amount be not less than a
minimum amount and not more than a maxi-
mum amount.

(3) SUBSEQUENT FISCAL YEARS.—For subse-
quent fiscal years, the Secretary shall publish a
notice in the Federal Register, for each geo-
graphic area, establishing the amount of the fee
that would apply for local housing and manage-
ment authorities administering the program,
based on changes in wage data or other objec-
tively measurable data that reflect the costs of
administering the program, as determined by the
Secretary.

(4) INCREASE.—The Secretary may increase the
fee if necessary to reflect the higher costs of ad-
ministering small programs and programs oper-
ating over large geographic areas.

(b) FEE FOR PRELIMINARY EXPENSES.—The
Secretary shall also establish reasonable fees (as
determined by the Secretary) for—

(1) the costs of preliminary expenses, in the
amount of $500, for a local housing and man-
agement authority, but only in the first year
that the authority administers a choice-based
housing assistance program under this title, and
only if, immediately before the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the authority was not ad-
ministering a tenant-based rental assistance
program under the United States Housing Act of
1937 (as in effect immediately before such date
of enactment), in connection with its initial in-
crement of assistance received;

(2) the costs incurred in assisting families who
experience difficulty (as determined by the Sec-
retary) in obtaining appropriate housing under
the programs; and

(3) extraordinary costs approved by the Sec-
retary.

(c) TRANSFER OF FEES IN CASES OF CONCUR-
RENT GEOGRAPHICAL JURISDICTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—INn each fiscal year, if any
local housing and management authority pro-
vides tenant-based rental assistance under sec-
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937
or housing assistance under this title on behalf
of a family who uses such assistance for a
dwelling unit that is located within the jurisdic-
tion of such authority but is also within the ju-
risdiction of another local housing and manage-
ment authority, the Secretary shall require the
authority issuing such assistance to transfer the
amount provided under paragraph (2) to the
closest eligible authority that is approved to ad-
minister the program and is not designated as a
troubled authority under section 431(a)(2)(D).

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE FEE.—The amount pro-
vided under this paragraph is, with respect to
each such family described in subsection (a)—

(A) in the case of assistance under section 8 of
the United States Housing Act of 1937, the
amount received under section 8(q) of such Act
that is attributable to the administrative fee
under such section for such family for the por-
tion of the fiscal year during which such family
resides in the dwelling unit described in para-
graph (1); and

(B) in the case of housing assistance under
this title, an amount of the grant amounts re-
ceived under this title that is equal to the ad-
ministrative fee for a family established under
section 305 for such fiscal year, as adjusted
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based on the portion of the fiscal year during
which such family resides in the dwelling unit
described in paragraph (1).

SEC. 306. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
appropriated for providing local housing and
management authorities with housing assistance
under this title, $1,861,668,000 for each of fiscal
years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000.

(b) ASSISTANCE FOR DISABLED FAMILIES.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated, for
choice-based housing assistance under this title
to be used in accordance with paragraph (2),
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, and such sums as
may be necessary for each subsequent fiscal
year.

(2) USe.—The Secretary shall provide amounts
made available under paragraph (1) to local
housing and management authorities only for
use to provide housing assistance under this
title for nonelderly disabled families (including
such families relocating pursuant to designation
of a public housing development under section
227 and other nonelderly disabled families who
have applied to the authority for housing assist-
ance under this title).

(3) ALLOCATION OF AMOUNTS.—The Secretary
shall allocate and provide amounts made avail-
able under paragraph (1) to local housing and
management authorities as the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate based on the relative levels of
need among the authorities for assistance for
families described in paragraph (1).

SEC. 307. CONVERSION OF SECTION 8 ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—ANy amounts made avail-
able to a local housing and management author-
ity under a contract for annual contributions
for assistance under section 8 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect before
the enactment of this Act) that have not been
obligated for such assistance by such authority
before such enactment shall be used to provide
assistance under this title, except to the extent
the Secretary determines such use is inconsistent
with existing commitments.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to any amounts made available under a
contract for housing constructed or substan-
tially rehabilitated pursuant to section 8(b)(2) of
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as in ef-
fect before October 1, 1983.

Subtitle B—Choice-Based Housing Assistance
for Eligible Families
SEC. 321. ELIGIBLE FAMILIES AND PREFERENCES
FOR ASSISTANCE.

(a) Low-INCOME REQUIREMENT.—Housing as-
sistance under this title may be provided only
on behalf of a family that—

(1) at the time that such assistance is initially
provided on behalf of the family, is determined
by the local housing and management authority
to be a low-income family; or

(2) qualifies to receive such assistance under
any other provision of Federal law.

(b) REVIEWS OF FAMILY INCOMES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Reviews of family incomes
for purposes of this title shall be subject to the
provisions of section 904 of the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Amendments Act
of 1988 and shall be conducted upon the initial
provision of housing assistance for the family
and thereafter not less than annually.

(2) PROCEDURES.—Each local housing and
management authority administering housing
assistance under this title shall establish proce-
dures that are appropriate and necessary to en-
sure that income data provided to the authority
and owners by families applying for or receiving
housing assistance from the authority is com-
plete and accurate.

(c) PREFERENCES FOR ASSISTANCE.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH.—AnNny local
housing and management authority that re-
ceives amounts under this title may establish a
system for making housing assistance available
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on behalf of eligible families that provides pref-
erence for such assistance to eligible families
having certain characteristics.

(2) CoNTENT.—Each system of preferences es-
tablished pursuant to this subsection shall be
based upon local housing needs and priorities,
as determined by the local housing and manage-
ment authority using generally accepted data
sources, including any information obtained
pursuant to an opportunity for public comment
as provided under section 107(e) or under the re-
quirements applicable to comprehensive housing
affordability strategy for the relevant jurisdic-
tion.

(d) TREATMENT OF ASSISTED FAMILIES WHO
MoOVE OUT OF JURISDICTION OF LHMA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A local housing and man-
agement authority may, in the discretion of the
agency and notwithstanding any preferences
under subsection (c), provide housing assistance
for eligible families (or a certain number of such
families) who have moved into the jurisdiction
of the authority and on whose behalf such as-
sistance was being provided, at the time of such
move, by the authority for the jurisdiction from
which the family moved.

(2) ASSISTANCE UNDER 1937 ACT.—Notwith-
standing any provision of this title, a local
housing and management authority who, upon
the date of the enactment of this Act, is provid-
ing assistance under section 8 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 for a family pursuant
to subsection (r) of such section shall continue
to provide such assistance (or housing assist-
ance under this title) in accordance with such
section until the local housing and management
authority for the jurisdiction to which the fam-
ily moved provides housing assistance on behalf
of the family pursuant to paragraph (1) of this
subsection or otherwise or the authority termi-
nates such assistance for other reasons.

(e) TREATMENT OF FAMILIES ON WAITING LIST
WHO MOVE OUT OF JURISDICTION OF LHMA.—

(1) MOVE TO JURISDICTION WITH OPEN WAITING
LIST.—Except as provided in paragraph (2), if
an eligible family (A) applies for choice-based
housing assistance while residing within the ju-
risdiction of a local housing and management
authority, (B) moves outside of the jurisdiction
of the authority before such assistance is pro-
vided on behalf of the family, and (C) applies
for housing assistance from the local housing
and management authority for the jurisdiction
to which the family moves, such authority shall
consider the application to have been made
upon the date that the family applied for assist-
ance with the authority in whose jurisdiction
the family previously resided.

(2) MOVE TO JURISDICTION WITH CLOSED WAIT-
ING LIST.—If the local housing and management
authority for the jurisdiction to which an eligi-
ble family described in paragraph (1) moves is
not generally accepting applications for housing
assistance, such jurisdiction shall accept the ap-
plication of such family but shall treat the ap-
plication as having been made on the date on
which it is actually made. Notwithstanding the
preceding sentence, a local housing and man-
agement authority may (at the discretion of the
authority) provide that any application by an
eligible family whose move to the jurisdiction
not accepting applications for assistance was
made because of a verifiable employment oppor-
tunity shall be subject to the provisions of para-
graph (1).

(f) AUTHORITY TO DENY ASSISTANCE TO CER-
TAIN FAMILIES WHO MOoVE.—A local housing
and management authority may establish cri-
teria for denying housing assistance, and pursu-
ant to such criteria may deny such assistance,
to an eligible family who has moved from the ju-
risdiction of another authority, who received
housing assistance from the authority for such
other jurisdiction, and whose assistance was
terminated by such other authority for reasons
other than income ineligibility or the change of
residence.

(g) LOSs OF ASSISTANCE UPON TERMINATION
OF TENANCY.—A local housing and management
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authority may, to the extent such policies are
described in the local housing management plan
of the authority and included in the lease for a
dwelling unit, establish policies providing that
an assisted family whose tenancy is terminated
for serious violations of the terms or conditions
of the lease shall—

(1) lose any right to continued housing assist-
ance; and

(2) immediately become ineligible for housing
assistance under this title for a period not ex-
ceeding 3 years from the date of the termination
of the housing assistance.

(h) CONFIDENTIALITY FOR VICTIMS OF DOMES-
TIC VIOLENCE.—A local housing and manage-
ment authority shall be subject to the restric-
tions regarding release of information relating
to the identity and new residence of any family
receiving housing assistance who was a victim
of domestic violence that are applicable to shel-
ters pursuant to the Family Violence Prevention
and Services Act. The authority shall work with
the United States Postal Service to establish pro-
cedures consistent with the confidentiality pro-
visions in the Violence Against Women Act of
1994.

SEC. 322. RESIDENT CONTRIBUTION.

(@) IN GENERAL.—AnN assisted family shall
contribute on a monthly basis for the rental of
an assisted dwelling unit an amount that the
local housing and management authority deter-
mines is appropriate with respect to the family.
The amount of the minimum monthly rental
contribution—

(1) shall be based upon factors including the
adjusted income of the family and any other
factors that the authority considers appropriate;

(2) shall be not less than $25;

(3) shall include any portion of the cost of
utilities for the dwelling unit for which the resi-
dent is responsible; and

(4) may be increased annually by the author-
ity, except that no such annual increase may
exceed 10 percent of the amount of the minimum
monthly contribution in effect for the preceding
year.

In any case in which the monthly rent charged
for a dwelling unit pursuant to the housing as-
sistance payments contract exceeds the payment
standard (established under section 353) for the
dwelling unit, the assisted family residing in the
unit shall contribute (in addition to the amount
of the monthly rent contribution otherwise de-
termined under this subsection for such family)
such entire excess rental amount.

(b) RENTAL CONTRIBUTION FOR ELDERLY AND
DISABLED  FAMILIES.—In  establishing the
amount of monthly rental contributions under
this section for disabled families and elderly
families residing in assisted dwelling units, a
local housing and management authority shall
waive the applicability of any provision of sub-
section (a) that may be necessary to establish
such contributions that are reasonable based on
the adjusted incomes of such families.

(c) TREATMENT OF CHANGES IN RENTAL CON-
TRIBUTION.—

(1) NOTIFICATION OF CHANGES.—A local hous-
ing and management authority shall promptly
notify the owner of an assisted dwelling unit of
any change in the resident contribution by the
assisted family residing in the unit that takes
effect immediately or at a later date.

(2) COLLECTION OF RETROACTIVE CHANGES.—In
the case of any change in the rental contribu-
tion of an assisted family that affects rental
payments previously made, the local housing
and management authority shall collect any ad-
ditional amounts required to be paid by the fam-
ily under such change directly from the family
and shall refund any excess rental contribution
paid by the family directly to the family.

(d) PHASE-IN OF RENT CONTRIBUTION
CREASES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), for any family that is receiving ten-
ant-based rental assistance under section 8 of

IN-
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the United States Housing Act of 1937 upon the
initial applicability of the provisions of this title
to such family, if the monthly contribution for
rental of an assisted dwelling unit to be paid by
the family upon such initial applicability is
greater than the amount paid by the family
under the provisions of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 immediately before such applica-
bility, any such resulting increase in rent con-
tribution shall be—

(A) phased in equally over a period of not less
than 3 years, if such increase is 30 percent or
more of such contribution before initial applica-
bility; and

(B) limited to not more than 10 percent per
year if such increase is more than 10 percent but
less than 30 percent of such contribution before
initial applicability.

(2) EXCEPTION.—The minimum rent contribu-
tion requirement under subsection (a)(2) shall
apply to each family described in paragraph (1)
of this subsection, notwithstanding such para-
graph.

SEC. 323. RENTAL INDICATORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish and issue rental indicators under this sec-
tion periodically, but not less than annually, for
existing rental dwelling units that are eligible
dwelling units. The Secretary shall establish
and issue the rental indicators by housing mar-
ket area (as the Secretary shall establish) for
various sizes and types of dwelling units.

(b) AMOUNT.—For a market area, the rental
indicator established under subsection (a) for a
dwelling unit of a particular size and type in
the market area shall be a dollar amount that
reflects the rental amount for a standard qual-
ity rental unit of such size and type in the mar-
ket area that is an eligible dwelling unit.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Secretary shall
cause the proposed rental indicators established
under subsection (a) for each market area to be
published in the Federal Register with reason-
able time for public comment, and such rental
indicators shall become effective upon the date
of publication in final form in the Federal Reg-
ister.

(d) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—Each rental indi-
cator in effect under this section shall be ad-
justed to be effective on October 1 of each year
to reflect changes, based on the most recent
available data trended so that the indicators
will be current for the year to which they apply,
in rents for existing rental dwelling units of var-
ious sizes and types in the market area suitable
for occupancy by families assisted under this
title.

SEC. 324. LEASE TERMS.

Rental assistance may be provided for an eli-
gible dwelling unit only if the assisted family
and the owner of the dwelling unit enter into a
lease for the unit that—

(1) provides for a single lease term of 12
months and continued tenancy after such term
under a periodic tenancy on a month-to-month
basis;

(2) contains terms and conditions specifying
that termination of tenancy during the term of
a lease shall be subject to the provisions set
forth in section 325; and

(3) is set forth in the standard form, which is
used in the local housing market area by the
owner and applies generally to any other ten-
ants in the property who are not assisted fami-
lies, together with any addendum necessary to
include the many terms required under this sec-
tion.

A lease may include any addenda appropriate
to set forth the provisions under section 325.
SEC. 325. TERMINATION OF TENANCY.

(a) GENERAL GROUNDS FOR TERMINATION OF
TENANCY.—Each housing assistance payments
contract under section 351 shall provide that the
owner of any assisted dwelling unit assisted
under the contract may, before expiration of a
lease for a unit, terminate the tenancy of any
tenant of the unit, but only for—
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(1) violation of the terms and conditions of the
lease, violation of applicable Federal, State, or
local law, or other good cause; or

(2) any activity, engaged in by the tenant,
any member of the tenant’s household, or any
guest or other person under the tenant’s control,
that—

(A) threatens the health or safety of, or right
to peaceful enjoyment of the premises by, other
tenants or employees of the owner or manager of
the housing;

(B) threatens the health or safety of, or right
to peaceful enjoyment of their residences by,
persons residing in the immediate vicinity of the
premises; or

(C) is criminal activity (including drug-related
criminal activity).

(b) MANNER OF TERMINATION.—Each housing
assistance payments contract shall provide that
the owner shall conduct the termination of ten-
ancy of any tenant of an assisted dwelling unit
under the contract in accordance with applica-
ble State or local laws, including providing any
notice of termination required under such laws.
SEC. 326. ELIGIBLE OWNERS.

(a) OWNERSHIP ENTITY.—Rental assistance
under this title may be provided for any eligible
dwelling unit for which the owner is any public
agency, private person or entity (including a co-
operative), nonprofit organization, agency of
the Federal Government, or local housing and
management authority.

(b) INELIGIBLE OWNERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subsection
(a), a local housing and management authority
may not enter into a housing assistance pay-
ments contract (or renew an existing contract)
covering a dwelling unit that is owned by an
owner who is debarred, suspended, or subject to
limited denial of participation under part 24 of
title 24, Code of Federal Regulations.

(2) PROHIBITION OF SALE TO RELATED PAR-
TIES.—The Secretary shall establish guidelines
to prevent housing assistance payments for a
dwelling unit that is owned by any spouse,
child, or other party who allows an owner de-
scribed in paragraph (1) to maintain control of
the unit.

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This subsection
may not be construed to prohibit, or authorize
the termination or suspension, of payment of
housing assistance under a housing assistance
payments contract in effect at the time such de-
barment, suspension, or limited denial of par-
ticipation takes effect.

SEC. 327. SELECTION OF DWELLING UNITS.

(a) FAMILY CHOICE.—The determination of the
dwelling unit in which an assisted family re-
sides and for which housing assistance is pro-
vided under this title shall be made solely by the
assisted family, subject to the provisions of this
title.

(b) DEED RESTRICTIONS.—Housing assistance
may not be used in any manner that abrogates
any local deed restriction that applies to any
housing consisting of 1 to 4 dwelling units.
Nothing in this section may be construed to af-
fect the provisions or applicability of the Fair
Housing Act.

SEC. 328. ELIGIBLE DWELLING UNITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—A dwelling unit shall be an
eligible dwelling unit for purposes of this title
only if the local housing and management au-
thority to provide housing assistance for the
dwelling unit determines that the dwelling
unit—

(1) is an existing dwelling unit that is not lo-
cated within a nursing home or the grounds of
any penal, reformatory, medical, mental, or
similar public or private institution; and

(2) complies—

(A) with applicable State or local laws, regu-
lations, standards, or codes regarding habit-
ability of residential dwellings that—

(i) are in effect for the jurisdiction in which
the dwelling unit is located;

(ii) provide protection to residents of the
dwellings that is equal to or greater than the
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protection provided under the housing quality
standards established under subsection (b); and

(iii) that do not severely restrict housing
choice; or

(B) in the case of a dwelling unit located in a

jurisdiction which does not have in effect laws,
regulations, standards, or codes described in
subparagraph (A), with the housing quality
standards established under subsection (b).
Each local housing and management authority
providing housing assistance shall identify, in
the local housing management plan for the au-
thority, whether the authority is utilizing the
standard under subparagraph (A) or (B) of
paragraph (2) and, if the authority utilizes the
standard under subparagraph (A), shall certify
in such plan that the applicable State or local
laws, regulations, standards, or codes comply
with the requirements under such subpara-
graph.

(b) DETERMINATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A local housing and man-
agement authority shall make the determina-
tions required under subsection (a) pursuant to
an inspection of the dwelling unit conducted be-
fore any assistance payment is made for the
unit.

(2) FAILURE TO INSPECT.—Notwithstanding
subsection (@), if the inspection and the deter-
minations referred to in paragraph (1) are not
made before the expiration of the 7-day period
beginning upon a request by the resident or
landlord to the local housing and management
authority—

(A) the dwelling unit shall be considered to be
an eligible dwelling unit for purposes of this
title; and

(B) the assisted family may occupy the dwell-
ing unit, and assistance payments for the unit
may be made before necessary repairs are com-
pleted, it the owner agrees to make such repairs
within 15 days.

(c) FEDERAL HOUSING QUALITY STANDARDS.—
The Secretary shall establish housing quality
standards under this subsection that ensure
that assisted dwelling units are safe, clean, and
healthy. Such standards shall include require-
ments relating to habitability, including mainte-
nance, health and sanitation factors, condition,
and construction of dwellings, and shall, to the
greatest extent practicable, be consistent with
the standards established under section 232(b).
The Secretary shall differentiate between major
and minor violations of such standards.

(d) ANNUAL INSPECTIONS.—Each local housing
and management authority providing housing
assistance shall make an annual inspection of
each assisted dwelling unit during the term of
the housing assistance payments contracts for
the unit to determine whether the unit is main-
tained in accordance with the requirements
under subsection (a)(2). The authority shall
submit the results of such inspections to the Sec-
retary and the Inspector General for the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development and
such results shall be available to the Housing
Foundation and Accreditation Board estab-
lished under title 1V and any auditor conduct-
ing an audit under section 432.

(e) INSPECTION GUIDELINES.—The Secretary
shall establish procedural guidelines and per-
formance standards to facilitate inspections of
dwelling units and conform such inspections
with practices utilized in the private housing
market. Such guidelines and standards shall
take into consideration variations in local laws
and practices of local housing and management
authorities and shall provide flexibility to au-
thorities appropriate to facilitate efficient provi-
sion of assistance under this title.

(f) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This section may
not be construed to prevent the provision of
housing assistance in connection with support-
ive services for elderly or disabled families.

SEC. 329. HOMEOWNERSHIP OPTION.

(@) IN GENERAL.—A local housing and man-

agement authority providing housing assistance
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under this title may provide homeownership as-
sistance to assist eligible families to purchase a
dwelling unit (including purchase under lease-
purchase homeownership plans).

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—A local housing and
management authority providing homeowner-
ship assistance under this section shall, as a
condition of an eligible family receiving such as-
sistance, require the family to—

(1) demonstrate that the family has income
from employment or other sources (other than
public assistance), as determined in accordance
with requirements established by the authority;
and

(2) meet any other initial or continuing re-
quirements established by the local housing and
management authority.

(c) DOWNPAYMENT REQUIREMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A local housing and man-
agement authority may establish minimum
downpayment requirements, if appropriate, in
connection with loans made for the purchase of
dwelling units for which homeownership assist-
ance is provided under this section. If the au-
thority establishes a minimum downpayment re-
quirement, except as provided in paragraph (2)
the authority shall permit the family to use
grant amounts, gifts from relatives, contribu-
tions from private sources, and similar amounts
as downpayment amounts in such purchase.

(2) DIRECT FAMILY CONTRIBUTION.—INn pur-
chasing housing pursuant to this section subject
to a downpayment requirement, each family
shall contribute an amount of the downpay-
ment, from resources of the family other than
grants, gifts, contributions, or other similar
amounts referred to in paragraph (1), that is not
less than 1 percent of the purchase price.

(d) INELIGIBILITY UNDER OTHER PROGRAMS.—
A family may not receive homeownership assist-
ance pursuant to this section during any period
when assistance is being provided for the family
under other Federal homeownership assistance
programs, as determined by the Secretary, in-
cluding assistance under the HOME Investment
Partnerships Act, the Homeownership and Op-
portunity Through HOPE Act, title Il of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1987, and section 502 of the Housing Act of 1949.

Subtitle C—Payment of Housing Assistance on
Behalf of Assisted Families
SEC. 351. HOUSING ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS CON-
TRACTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local housing and
management authority that receives amounts
under a contract under section 302 may enter
into housing assistance payments contracts with
owners of existing dwelling units to make hous-
ing assistance payments to such owners in ac-
cordance with this title.

(b) LHMA ACTING As OWNER.—A local hous-
ing and management authority may enter into a
housing assistance payments contract to make
housing assistance payments under this title to
itself (or any agency or instrumentality thereof)
as the owner of dwelling units, and the author-
ity shall be subject to the same requirements
that are applicable to other owners, except that
the determinations under section 328(a) and
354(b) shall be made by a competent party not
affiliated with the authority or the owner, and
the authority shall be responsible for any ex-
penses of such determinations.

(c) PRovisIONs.—Each housing assistance
payments contract shall—

(1) have a term of not more than 12 months;

(2) require that the assisted dwelling unit may
be rented only pursuant to a lease that complies
with the requirements of section 324;

(3) comply with the requirements of section
325 (relating to termination of tenancy);

(4) require the owner to maintain the dwelling
unit in accordance with the applicable stand-
ards under section 328(a)(2); and

(5) provide that the screening and selection of
eligible families for assisted dwelling units shall
be the function of the owner.
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SEC. 352. AMOUNT OF MONTHLY ASSISTANCE
PAYMENT.

The amount of the monthly assistance pay-
ment for housing assistance under this title on
behalf of an assisted family shall be as follows:

(1) UNITS HAVING GROSS RENT LESS THAN PAY-
MENT STANDARD.—InN the case of a 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 assisted
dwelling unit is located, the amount by which
the gross rent for the dwelling unit exceeds the
amount of the resident contribution determined
in accordance with section 322.

(2) UNITS HAVING GROSS RENT EXCEEDING PAY-
MENT STANDARD.—InN the case of a dwelling unit
bearing a gross rent that exceeds the payment
standard established under section 353 for a
dwelling unit of the applicable size and located
in the market area in which such assisted dwell-
ing unit is located, the amount by which such
payment standard exceeds the amount of the
resident contribution determined in accordance
with section 322.

SEC. 353. PAYMENT STANDARDS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Each local housing and
management authority providing housing assist-
ance under this title shall establish payment
standards under this section for various areas,
and sizes and types of dwelling units, for use in
determining the amount of monthly housing as-
sistance payment to be provided on behalf of as-
sisted families.

(b) USE OF RENTAL INDICATORS.—The pay-
ment standard for each size and type of housing
for each market area shall be an amount that is
not less than 80 percent, and not greater than
120 percent, of the rental indicator established
under section 323 for such size and type for such
area.

(c) ReVIEwW.—If the Secretary determines, at
any time, that a significant percentage of the
assisted families who are assisted by a large
local housing and management authority and
are occupying dwelling units of a particular size
are paying more than 30 percent of their ad-
justed incomes for rent, the Secretary shall re-
view the payment standard established by the
authority for such size dwellings. If, pursuant
to the review, the Secretary determines that
such payment standard is not appropriate to
serve the needs of the low-income population of
the jurisdiction served by the authority (taking
into consideration rental costs in the area), as
identified in the approved community improve-
ment plan of the authority, the Secretary may
require the local housing and management au-
thority to modify the payment standard. For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘‘large
local housing and management authority”
means a local housing and management author-
ity that provides housing assistance on behalf of
1250 or more assisted families.

SEC. 354. REASONABLE RENTS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The rent charged for a
dwelling unit for which rental assistance is pro-
vided under this title shall be established pursu-
ant to negotiation and agreement between the
assisted family and the owner of the dwelling
unit.

(b) REASONABLENESS.—

(1) DETERMINATION.—A local housing and
management authority providing rental assist-
ance under this title for a dwelling unit shall,
before commencing assistance payments for a
unit, determine whether the rent charged for the
unit exceeds the rents charged for comparable
units in the applicable private unassisted mar-
ket.

(2) UNREASONABLE RENTS.—If the authority
determines that the rent charged for a dwelling
unit exceeds such comparable rents, the author-
ity shall—

(A) inform the assisted family renting the unit
that such rent exceeds the rents for comparable
unassisted units in the market; and
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(B) refuse to provide housing assistance pay-
ments for such unit.

SEC. 355. PROHIBITION OF ASSISTANCE FOR VA-
CANT RENTAL UNITS.

If an assisted family vacates a dwelling unit
for which rental assistance is provided under a
housing assistance payments contract before the
expiration of the term of the lease for the unit,
rental assistance pursuant to such contract may
not be provided for the unit after the month
during which the unit was vacated.

Subtitle D—General and Miscellaneous
Provisions
SEC. 371. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title:

(1) ASSISTED DWELLING UNIT.—The term ‘‘as-
sisted dwelling unit”” means a dwelling unit in
which an assisted family resides and for which
housing assistance payments are made under
this title.

(2) ASSISTED FAMILY.—The term ‘‘assisted
family’”” means an eligible family on whose be-
half housing assistance payments are made
under this title or who has been selected and ap-
proved for housing assistance.

(3) CHOICE-BASED.—The term ‘‘choice-based”
means, with respect to housing assistance, that
the assistance is not attached to a dwelling unit
but can be used for any eligible dwelling unit se-
lected by the eligible family.

(4) ELIGIBLE DWELLING UNIT.—The term “‘eligi-
ble dwelling unit” means a dwelling unit that
complies with the requirements under section 328
for consideration as an eligible dwelling unit.

(5) ELIGIBLE FAMILY.—The term “‘eligible fam-
ily”” means a family that meets the requirements
under section 321(a) for assistance under this
title.

(6) HOMEOWNERSHIP ASSISTANCE.—The term
‘““homeownership assistance’”” means housing as-
sistance provided under section 329 for the own-
ership of a dwelling unit.

(7) HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘“‘housing
assistance’” means assistance provided under
this title on behalf of low-income families for the
rental or ownership of an eligible dwelling unit.

(8) HOUSING ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS CON-
TRACT.—The term ‘‘housing assistance payments
contract”” means a contract under section 351
between a local housing and management au-
thority (or the Secretary) and an owner to make
housing assistance payments under this title to
the owner on behalf of an assisted family.

(9) LOCAL HOUSING AND MANAGEMENT AUTHOR-
ITY.—The terms “‘local housing and manage-
ment authority’” and ‘‘authority’” have the
meaning given such terms in section 103, except
that the terms include—

(A) a consortia of local housing and manage-
ment authorities that the Secretary determines
has the capacity and capability to administer a
program for housing assistance under this title
in an efficient manner;

(B) any other entity that, upon the date of
the enactment of this Act, was administering
any program for tenant-based rental assistance
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (as in effect before the enactment of
this Act), pursuant to a contract with the Sec-
retary or a public housing agency; and

(C) with respect to any area in which no local
housing and management authority has been
organized or where the Secretary determines
that a local housing and management authority
is unwilling or unable to implement this title, or
is not performing effectively—

(i) the Secretary or another entity that by
contract agrees to receive assistance amounts
under this title and enter into housing assist-
ance payments contracts with owners and per-
form the other functions of local housing and
management authority under this title; or

(ii) notwithstanding any provision of State or
local law, a local housing and management au-
thority for another area that contracts with the
Secretary to administer a program for housing
assistance under this title, without regard to
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any otherwise applicable limitations on its area
of operation.

(10) OWNER.—The term ‘‘owner’ means the
person or entity having the legal right to lease
or sublease dwelling units. Such term includes
any principals, general partners, primary share-
holders, and other similar participants in any
entity owning a multifamily housing project, as
well as the entity itself.

(11) RENT.—The terms “‘rent” and ‘‘rental’’
include, with respect to members of a coopera-
tive, the charges under the occupancy agree-
ments between such members and the coopera-
tive.

(12) RENTAL ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘‘rental
assistance’”” means housing assistance provided
under this title for the rental of a dwelling unit.
SEC. 372. RENTAL ASSISTANCE FRAUD RECOVER-

IES.
(@) AUTHORITY TO RETAIN RECOVERED
AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall permit local

housing and management authorities admin-
istering housing assistance under this title to re-
tain, out of amounts obtained by the authorities
from tenants that are due as a result of fraud
and abuse, an amount (determined in accord-
ance with regulations issued by the Secretary)
equal to the greater of—

(1) 50 percent of the amount actually col-
lected; or

(2) the actual, reasonable, and necessary ex-
penses related to the collection, including costs
of investigation, legal fees, and collection agen-
cy fees.

(b) Use.—Amounts retained by an authority
shall be made available for use in support of the
affected program or project, in accordance with
regulations issued by the Secretary. If the Sec-
retary is the principal party initiating or sus-
taining an action to recover amounts from fami-
lies or owners, the provisions of this section
shall not apply.

(c) RECOVERY.—Amounts may be recovered
under this section—

(1) by an authority through a lawsuit (includ-
ing settlement of the lawsuit) brought by the au-
thority or through court-ordered restitution pur-
suant to a criminal proceeding resulting from an
authority’s investigation where the authority
seeks prosecution of a family or where an au-
thority seeks prosecution of an owner;

(2) through administrative repayment agree-
ments with a family or owner entered into as a
result of an administrative grievance procedure
conducted by an impartial decisionmaker in ac-
cordance with section 110; or

(3) through an agreement between the parties.
SEC. 373. STUDY REGARDING GEOGRAPHIC CON-

CENTRATION OF ASSISTED FAMI-
LIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
a study of the geographic areas in the State of
Illinois served by the Housing Authority of Cook
County and the Chicago Housing Authority and
submit to the Congress a report and a specific
proposal, which addresses and resolves the is-
sues of—

(1) the adverse impact on local communities
due to geographic concentration of assisted
households under the tenant-based housing pro-
grams under section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect immediately be-
fore the enactment of this Act) and under this
title; and

(2) facilitating the deconcentration of such as-
sisted households by providing broader housing
choices to such households.

The study shall be completed, and the report
shall be submitted, not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) CONCENTRATION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘concentration’” means, with re-
spect to any area within a census tract, that—

(1) 15 percent or more of the households resid-
ing within such area have incomes which do not
exceed the poverty level; or

(2) 15 percent or more of the total affordable
housing stock located within such area is as-
sisted housing.
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title 111?

AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 47 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
Page 145, line 23, strike ‘6.5 percent’” and in-
sert ‘‘7.65 percent’’.

Page 146, lines 4 and 5, strike “‘6.5 percent”
and insert “‘7.65 percent’’.

Page 146, line 7, strike ‘6.0 percent” and
insert “‘7.0 percent’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of May 8, 1996,
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] will be recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his amendment, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAzio] will be recognized for 5 minutes
in opposition to the amendment.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by
thanking the Republican leadership
here, because my understanding is that
they will be accepting this amendment.
In truth, this is a tripartisan amend-
ment. It has support from the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou-
KEMA] and other Republicans, as well
as many Democrats.

Mr. Chairman, many Members of
Congress have criticized public housing
and believe that Americans should be
able to decide for themselves how best
to spend their housing allowance.
These critics should be supporters of
the Section 8 program, but this laud-
able program is not reaching everyone
that is eligible for assistance.

About 1.5 million people receive sec-
tion 8 assistance, but close to that
same amount are on the waiting list.
In my home State of Vermont, the
waiting list is over 3 years long. In
some areas, applicants wait for more
than 10 years.

Unfortunately, this bill contains a
provision that would make these wait-
ing periods even longer. | am talking
about the major cuts in fees for admin-
istering the Section 8 program. If the
bill had been in place for fiscal year
1996, housing authorities would have
received, on average, 23 percent less to
administer the tenant-based Section 8
program. Nationally, according to
HUD, we are talking about a $182 mil-
lion cut in section 8 administration.

In California alone, that cut amounts
to almost $30 million; in New York,
over $21 million; and in New Jersey,
over $7 million. In my small State of
Vermont, we would lose $318,000.

Mr. Chairman, the simple fact of the
matter is that this cut goes far too
deep. If we believe in section 8 housing,
then we must allocate enough money
for the program to be administered ef-
fectively. Otherwise, we are Killing
this program through a backdoor
method and | do not think that that is
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what the majority of Members want to
do.

There is widespread support for sec-
tion 8, and | do not believe that anyone
really wants to hurt it. This bill pro-
vides for a two-tier formula where pub-
lic housing authorities get a fee based
on 6.5 percent of fair market value for
the first 600 units and 6 percent of fair
market value for the rest.

Mr. Chairman, this is a huge cut
from the fiscal year 1995 and fiscal year
1996, when fees were based on 8.2 per-
cent of fair market value. HUD esti-
mates that over 90 percent of the agen-
cies that administer Section 8 housing
will lose more than 15 percent of their
administrative funds. On average, it
will be an estimated 23-percent cut per
agency.

Mr. Chairman, I am offering a com-
promise amendment that puts the fee
level about halfway in between where
the funds are today and where they
would be under the provisions of the
bill. The two-tiered formula would re-
main, but the 6 percent number would
be raised to 7 percent and the 6.5 per-
cent number would be raised to 7.65. It
is a compromise between the 8.2 per-
cent formula used today and the 6 and
6.5 percent levels recommended in the
bill.

Mr. Chairman, | should point out
that that is the formula recommended
by HUD and HUD supports this amend-
ment. The National Association of
Housing and Redevelopment Officials
are also strong supporters of this
amendment.

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, many of us
had believed that this amendment was
going to be accepted as part of the
manager’s amendment and we were
surprised that it was not. If it is adopt-
ed, fees would still be cut an estimated
10.5 percent. That is a big cut. That is
a major cut. But it would not devastate
the administration of the program as
the proposed cuts do. This is a com-
promise position, and my hope is that
it would be supported by all Members.

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by
stating that every State in the country
is severely affected by the provisions
stated in this bill. It provides for an es-
timated 23 percent cut in Section 8 ad-
ministrative fees. That is much too
high.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to please support the compromise posi-
tion and vote ‘“‘yes.”

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

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, | want to
commend Chairman LAzio for his hard work
on this thoughtful and forward thinking pro-
posal to reform our public housing system,
and ask the chairman to consider accepting
the amendment offered by Congressman
SANDERS.

H.R. 2406 significantly reforms the public
housing programs and requires our public
housing authorities to take on significant new
responsibilities. At a time when we are making
such monumental changes in the public hous-
ing assistance program, we should be careful
not to reduce the fees to a level that could se-
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riously undermined the ability of the authorities
to do their job in an efficient and effective
manner.

As the bill currently stands, my State would
be forced to absorb a 23-percent reduction in
administrative fees, and your own State New
York will take a 24-percent reduction. Every-
one that administers section 8 would be hurt—
over 90 percent of the 2,300 agencies admin-
istering section 8 programs would lose more
than 15 percent of their fees.

While | strongly support spending reductions
and want to reach the goal of a balanced
budget, | am concerned about the impact of
such a large reduction on the agencies that
administer section 8 tenant-based rental hous-
ing assistance programs.

The Sanders amendment would still require
a reduction in spending. However, while the
current proposal included in H.R. 2406 would
require an overall reduction of 23.6 percent in
fiscal year 1996; the Sanders amendment
would require only a 10.5-percent reduction in
administrative fees. This puts the fee level
about halfway between where the funds are
today and where they would be under the pro-
visions of the bill. The two-tiered formula
would remain, but instead of 6.5 percent for
the first 600 units, and 6 percent for additional
units, the fee would be 7.65 percent and 7
percent respectfully.

This amendment deserves the support of
the chairman, and | urge your support.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | urge
the passage of this amendment, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title 111?

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 16 offered by Mr. KENNEDY
of Massachusetts: Page 150, strike line 3 and
all that follows through line 25, insert the
following:

(b) ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated, for
choice-based housing assistance under this
title—

(A) to be used in accordance with para-
graph (2)(A), $50,000,000 for fiscal year 1997,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
subsequent fiscal year; and

(B) to be used in accordance with para-
graph (2)(B), $195,000,000 for fiscal year 1997,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
subsequent fiscal year.

(2) Use.—

(A) NONELDERLY DISABLED FAMILIES.—The
Secretary shall provide amounts made avail-
able under paragraph (1)(A) to local housing
and management authorities only for use to
provide housing assistance under this title
for nonelderly disabled families (including
such families relocating pursuant to designa-
tion of a public housing development under
section 227 and other nonelderly disabled
families who have applied to the authority
for housing assistance under this title).
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(B) WELFARE AND HOMELESS FAMILIES.—The
Secretary shall provide amounts made avail-
able under paragraph (1)(B) to local housing
and management authorities only for use to
provide housing assistance under this title
for, as determined by the Secretary, the fol-
lowing families:

(i) Families participating in programs that
link housing assistance to State and local
welfare reform strategies for the purposes of
assisting families making the transition
from welfare to work and empowering fami-
lies to choose housing in locations that offer
the best access to jobs, education, training,
and other services needed to achieve long-
term self-sufficiency.

(ii) Homeless families with children.

(iii) Other eligible families.

(3) ALLOCATION OF AMOUNTS.—The Sec-
retary shall allocate and provide amounts
made available under paragraph (1) to local
housing and management authorities as the
Secretary determines appropriate based on
the relative levels of need among the au-
thorities for assistance for families described
in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (2)
and such other relevant factors as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of Wednesday,
May 8, 1996, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] and a Member
opposed will each control 5 minutes.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment deals
with what | think is a critical short-
age, and | am sure the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAzIO], my friend and
chairman of the committee, will agree
that there is an unprecedented aspect
of this bill which we have not discussed
as yet, and that is that this is the first
time in some 15 years that we have ze-
roed out or limited the number of new
vouchers that will be provided for by
our Government to the people in great-
est need.

Mr. Chairman, we have had so much
debate over the course of the last sev-
eral years about how we are going to
help people transition from welfare to
work. The truth of the matter is if we
are really interested in getting people
out of welfare and into work, we have
to recognize that we are going to need
to deal with some short-term housing
needs.

This amendment would provide for
those short-term housing needs by vir-
tue of a $195 million allocation for wel-
fare and homeless families where they
are involved solely in programs linking
work and welfare, and/or other home-
less families with children that would
qualify.

This tries to deal with the fact that
if we simply level off the number of
Section 8 vouchers that we are provid-
ing, and do not take into account the
fact that there are now many more
people that are going to need those
vouchers, particularly if they are in a
transition from welfare to work, that
we give rhetoric to the whole idea of
the transition but we do not put the
dollars that are necessary to fulfill the
hopes and dreams of people that actu-
ally want to get off of the welfare sys-
tem and get back into full-fledged
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American society in the sense of being
able to participate and being able to go
out and make some money and have a
self-sustaining home and family life.

So, Mr. Chairman, | would hope that
we could have an agreement. | fully
recognize that trying to get an addi-
tional authorization of appropriations
of $50 million for locating the elderly
and the nonelderly and tenants dis-
located because of project changes that
we have talked about that might occur
as a result of the over 30,000 units that
are going to be destroyed because of
the flexibilities that we are building
into this bill, it would be very difficult
to actually obtain given the make up
of the House of Representatives and
the fact that we have seen the housing
budget of the country cut by 25 per-
cent.

So, trying to actually get more
money in this bill is probably a very
difficult thing. If we offered an amend-
ment and called for a vote, the truth of
the matter is we would probably lose
it. But | would like to enter into a dia-
log with my good friend and chairman,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAz10], with the hopes that he would
commit himself in the conference that
will be generated between this body
and the other body to make certain
that we try to leverage as many new
Section 8 vouchers as we possibly can.

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, as the gentleman has suggested,
we have actually in our bill allowed for
the issuance or the authorization for
the issuance of new vouchers over and
above those that currently exist and
those that get turned in. We authorize
the issuance of further vouchers.

Mr. Chairman, as we go through the
conference process, | would assure the
gentleman that | will continue to sup-
port strongly the authority for new in-
cremental vouchers, and | will also
support that through the budget proc-
ess wherever possible.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, | ap-
preciate the gentleman’s offer. | point
out that we are holding out the prom-
ise of being able to transition from wel-
fare to work. If all we do is give the
promise without the necessary dollars
to actually allow people to get out of
public housing and get back on track,
then it is a false hope and we end up
destroying lives rather than helping to
improve them.

So, Mr. Chairman, | look forward to
working with the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title 111?

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |1
ask unanimous consent that it now be
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in order to consider amendment No. 32,
without prejudice to other amend-
ments in title I11.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio:

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 32 offered by Mr. TRAFI-
CANT: At the end of title V of the bill, insert
the following new section:

SEC. 504. USE OF AMERICAN PRODUCTS.

(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-
MENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of the
Congress that, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act
should be American made.

(b) NoTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
unanimous-consent agreement of May
8, 1996, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT] will be recognized for 5
minutes, and a Member in opposition
will be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

This is a straightforward amend-
ment, buy American amendment. If we
are going to get people off welfare and
into work, there is only one way to do
it. That is to create a few jobs. If the
products are made in America by
American workers who get a paycheck,
who pay taxes, that is a pretty good
way and a pretty good start to doing it.
This is not a fancy amendment, but in
our housing programs they buy sinks,
they buy toilets. They buy plumbing
materials. They buy electrical sup-
plies. There is an awful lot of procure-
ment.

And for the Members of the House to
understand something, it came to my
attention just this week, that certain
legislative offices here at the Capitol
got brand new televisions that were
made in Malaysia. The question | have
is, how many people in Malaysia pay
taxes to Uncle Sam?

I am for all of this internationalism.
I am hoping that we will pass H.R. 447,
the 1-800 buy America program that
whenever any citizen is going to make
a purchase over $250, they could call
that buy American number and say,
what product is made in America.
Hopefully there will be some products
made in America. There will be some
jobs. | appreciate the fact no one ob-
jected to this being taken out of order.
I would ask that it be included in the
bill and saved in the conference.

| yield to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAZzI0], a good friend doing a
good job on this tough bill.
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Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, beam me up, Scottie. We would
not have an American housing bill
without a buy American amendment
by my friend, the gentleman from
Ohio. | want to say that | am happy to
support the gentleman’s amendment,
urge its adoption, thank the gentleman
for coming to the floor, continuing to
remind us of the buy American pat-
tern.

I hope Americans that are watching
this continue to stay focused on buying
American goods wherever possible and
that we encourage that in our public
and assisted housing as well.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there a Member
seeking time in opposition to the
amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title 111?

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. FILNER

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. FILNER:

Page 170, after line 3, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 330. ASSISTANCE FOR RENTAL OF MANU-
FACTURED HOMES.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this title may
be construed to prevent a local housing and
management authority from providing hous-
ing assistance under this title on behalf of a
low-income family for the rental of—

(1) a manufactured home that is the prin-
cipal residence of the family and the real
property on which the home is located; or

(2) the real property on which is located a
manufactured home, which is owned by the
family and is the principal residence of the
family.

(b) ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN FAMILIES OWN-
ING MANUFACTURED HOMES.—

(1) AuTHORITY.—Notwithstanding section
351 or any other provision of this title, a
local housing and management authority
that receives amounts under a contract
under section 302 may enter into a housing
assistance payment contract to make assist-
ance payments under this title to a family
that owns a manufactured home, but only as
provided in paragraph (2).

(2) LIMITATIONS.—In the case of a low-in-
come family that owns a manufactured
home, rents the real property on which it is
located, and to whom housing assistance
under this title has been made available for
the rental of such property, the local hous-
ing and management authority making such
assistance available shall enter into a con-
tract to make housing assistance payments
under this title directly to the family (rather
than to the owner of such real property) if—

(1) the owner of the real property refuses
to enter into a contract to receive housing
assistance payments pursuant to section
351(a);

(2) the family was residing in such manu-
factured home on such real property at the
time such housing assistance was initially
made available on behalf of the family;

(3) the family provides such assurances to
the agency, as the Secretary may require, to
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ensure that amounts from the housing as-
sistance payments are used for rental of the
real property; and

(4) the rental of the real property other-

wise complies with the requirements for as-
sistance under this title.
A contract pursuant to this subsection shall
be subject to the provisions of section 351
and any other provisions applicable to hous-
ing assistance payments contracts under this
title, except that the Secretary may provide
such exceptions as the Secretary considers
appropriate to facilitate the provision of as-
sistance under this subsection.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of Wednesday,
May 8, 1996, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FILNER] and a Member op-
posed will each control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. FILNER].

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

My amendment could be called the
mobile homeowners protection amend-
ment, because it calls for fairness and
equity for thousands of our citizens
who live in mobile homes. Currently,
as you know, housing assistance pay-
ments are made to landlords of rental
property, not to the tenants. And in
most cases, this makes sense. For ex-
ample, an apartment renter having re-
ceived a housing assistance payment
could move without using the money
for rent. But we have a very unique sit-
uation with residents of mobile homes.
Most own their own home and rent the
land on which it sits.

Contrary to the name, mobile home,
they are really not free to move quick-
ly. It is both laborious and expensive to
do so. For example, in San Diego Coun-
ty, where many of my constituents live
in mobile homes, it costs a minimum
of $10,000 to move a mobile home.

In fact, in San Diego County, they
can barely move at all because there
are very few empty spaces and they are
held captive to the whims of the park
owners from whom they rent a space to
park their homes.

Mr. Chairman, when park owners de-
cide they will not accept housing as-
sistance payments, the mobile home
residents are stuck because the law
says their participation is voluntary
and there is nothing that the depart-
ment of HUD can do to force owners to
accept payments for residents.

In fact, recently HUD told a couple of
my constituents who had section 8 eli-
gibility whose park owner would not
accept it, just move. Well, as | have
said before, they cannot move.

So my amendment will fix that. It is
a simple change in the law which will
allow housing assistance payments to
go to the tenants of mobile home
parks, the people who must rent their
land upon which to put their mobile
home. This amendment will not in-
crease costs. It will not force mobile
home park residents to accept new
residents because mobile home resi-
dents who qualify for rental assistance
do so because they have either grown
older or become disabled. They are al-
ready residents of these mobile home
parks by my amendment.
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This amendment will provide fairness
to our citizens who need housing as-
sistance and who live in mobile home
parks.

Mr. Chairman, that explains the
amendment. If there are any questions
or comments from the honorable chair-
man, | would be happy to answer them.

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

Mr. FILNER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | know the gentleman refers to
what is referred to as a mobile home,
but this amendment is far broader than
just mobile home. In fact, manufac-
tured homes these days, a combination
of prefabricated homes in a number of
different styles, are increasingly at-
tractive, and | know the gentleman
from Indiana, my friend, Mr. ROEMER,
would be quick to suggest to me that
manufactured homes are not just mo-
bile homes as well as other Members. |
think this is a good amendment. | ap-
preciate the gentleman’s cooperation,
working with both me personally and
our staff. 1 am happy to accept and
support this amendment.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman. | appreciate the correct
terminology here and certainly that is
what my amendment uses.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
seek time in opposition to the amend-
ment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. FILNER].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title 111?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
V.

The text of title 1V is as follows:
TITLE IV—ACCREDITATION AND OVER-

SIGHT OF LOCAL HOUSING AND MAN-

AGEMENT AUTHORITIES

Subtitle A—Housing Foundation and
Accreditation Board
SEC. 401. ESTABLISHMENT.

There is established an independent agency in
the executive branch of the Government to be
known as the Housing Foundation and Accredi-
tation Board (in this title referred to as the
“Board”’).

SEC. 402. MEMBERSHIP.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall be com-
posed of 12 members appointed by the President
not later than 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, as follows:

(1) 4 members shall be appointed from among
10 individuals recommended by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development.

(2) 4 members shall be appointed from among
10 individuals recommended by the Chairman
and Ranking Minority Member of the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the
Senate.

(3) 4 members appointed from among 10 indi-
viduals recommended by the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services of the House of
Representatives.

(b) QUALIFICATIONS.—

(1) REQUIRED REPRESENTATION.—The Board
shall at all times have the following members:

(A) 2 members who are residents of public
housing or dwelling units assisted under title 111
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of this Act or the provisions of section 8 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect
before the enactment of this Act).

(B) 2 members who are executive directors of
local housing and management authorities.

(C) 1 member who is a member of the Institute
of Real Estate Managers.

(D) 1 member who is the owner of a multifam-
ily housing project assisted under a program ad-
ministered by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development.

(2) REQUIRED EXPERIENCE.—The Board shall
at all times have as members individuals with
the following experience:

(A) At least 1 individual who has extensive ex-
perience in the residential real estate finance
business.

(B) At least 1 individual who has extensive ex-
perience in operating a nonprofit organization
that provides affordable housing.

(C) At least 1 individual who has extensive ex-
perience in construction of multifamily housing.

(D) At least 1 individual who has extensive
experience in the management of a community
development corporation.

A single member of the board with the appro-
priate experience may satisfy the requirements
of more than 1 subparagraph of this paragraph.
A single member of the board with the appro-
priate qualifications and experience may satisfy
the requirements of a subparagraph of para-
graph (1) and a subparagraph of this para-
graph.

(c) PoLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than 6
members of the Board may be of the same politi-
cal party.

(d) TERMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each member of the Board
shall be appointed for a term of 4 years, except
as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3).

(2) TERMS OF INITIAL APPOINTEES.—As des-
ignated by the President at the time of appoint-
ment, of the members first appointed—

(A) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 1 year;

(B) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 2 years;

(C) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 3 years;
and

(D) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 4 years;

(3) VACANCIES.—ANy member appointed to fill
a vacancy occurring before the expiration of the
term for which the member’s predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed only for the remain-
der of that term. A member may serve after the
expiration of that member’s term until a succes-
sor has taken office. A vacancy in the Board
shall be filled in the manner in which the origi-
nal appointment was made.

(e) CHAIRPERSON.—The Board shall elect a
chairperson from among members of the Board.

(f) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the Board shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business.

(9) VOTING.—Each member of the Board shall
be entitled to 1 vote, which shall be equal to the
vote of every other member of the Board.

(h) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL PAY.—Mem-
bers of the Board shall serve without compensa-
tion, but shall be reimbursed for travel, subsist-
ence, and other necessary expenses incurred in
the performance of their duties as members of
the Board.

SEC. 403. FUNCTIONS.

The purpose of this subtitle is to establish the
Board as a nonpolitical entity to carry out the
following functions:

(1) EVALUATION OF DEEP SUBSIDY PROGRAMS.—
Measuring the performance and efficiency of all
““‘deep subsidy’’ programs for housing assistance
administered by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, including the public hous-
ing program under title Il and the programs for
tenant- and project-based rental assistance
under title 111 and section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect before the en-
actment of this Act).

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF LHMA PERFORMANCE
BENCHMARKS.—Establishing  standards and
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guidelines under section 431 for use by the Sec-
retary in measuring the performance and effi-
ciency of local housing and management au-
thorities and other owners and providers of fed-
erally assisted housing in carrying out oper-
ational and financial functions.

(3) ACCREDITATION OF LHMA’S.—Establishing
a procedure under section 431(b) for accrediting
local housing and management authorities to re-
ceive block grants under title | for the oper-
ation, maintenance, and production of public
housing, ensuring that financial and perform-
ance audits under such section are conducted
annually for each local housing and manage-
ment authority, and reviewing such audits for
purposes of accreditation.

(4) CLASSIFICATION OF LHMA’s.—Classifying
local housing and management authorities,
under to section 434, according to the perform-
ance categories under section 431(a)(2).

SEC. 404. INITIAL ESTABLISHMENT OF STAND-
ARDS AND PROCEDURES FOR LHMA
COMPLIANCE.

(a) DEADLINE.—Not later than the expiration
of the 12-month period beginning upon the com-
pletion of the appointment, under section 402, of
the initial members of the Board, the Board
shall organize its structure and operations, es-
tablish the standards, guidelines, and proce-
dures under sections 431, and establish any fees
under section 406. Before issuing such stand-
ards, guidelines, and procedures in final form,
the Board shall submit a copy to the Congress.

(b) PRIORITY OF INITIAL EVALUATIONS.—After
organization of the Board and establishment of
standards, guidelines, and procedures under
sections 431, the Board shall commence evalua-
tions under section 433(b) for the purpose of ac-
crediting local housing and management au-
thorities and shall give priority to conducting
evaluations of local housing and management
authorities that are designated as troubled pub-
lic housing agencies under section 6(j) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect
before the date of the enactment of this Act)
pursuant to section 431(d).

SEC. 405. POWERS.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Board may, for the pur-
pose of carrying out this subtitle, hold such
hearings and sit and act at such times and
places as the Board determines appropriate.

(b) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—The Board may
adopt such rules and regulations as may be nec-
essary to establish its procedures and to govern
the manner of its operations, organization, and
personnel.

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—

(1) INFORMATION.—The Board may secure di-
rectly from any department or agency of the
Federal Government such information as the
Board may require for carrying out its func-
tions, including local housing management
plans submitted to the Secretary by local hous-
ing and management authorities under title II.
Upon request of the Board, any such depart-
ment or agency shall furnish such information.
The Board may acquire information directly
from local housing and management authorities
to the same extent the Secretary may acquire
such information.

(2) GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION.—The
Administrator of General Services shall provide
to the Board, on a reimbursable basis, such ad-
ministrative support services as the Board may
request.

(3) DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT.—Upon the request of the chair-
person of the Board, the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development shall, to the extent pos-
sible and subject to the discretion of the Sec-
retary, detail any of the personnel of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development,
on a nonreimbursable basis, to assist the Board
in carrying out its functions under this subtitle.

(d) MaiLs.—The Board may use the United
States mails in the same manner and under the
same conditions as other Federal agencies.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(e) CONTRACTING.—The Board may, to such
extent and in such amounts as are provided in
appropriation Acts, enter into contracts with
private firms, institutions, and individuals for
the purpose of conducting research or surveys
necessary to enable the Board to discharge its
functions under this subtitle.

(f) STAFF.—

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Board shall
appoint an executive director of the Board, who
shall be compensated at a rate fixed by the
Board, but which shall not exceed the rate es-
tablished for level V of the Executive Schedule
under title 5, United States Code.

(2) OTHER PERSONNEL.—IN addition to the ex-
ecutive director, the Board may appoint and fix
the compensation of such personnel as the
Board considers necessary, in accordance with
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments to the competitive serv-
ice, and the provisions of chapter 51 and sub-
chapter 111 of chapter 53 of such title, relating
to classification and General Schedule pay
rates. Such personnel may include personnel for
assessment teams under section 431(b).

SEC. 406. FEES.

(a) ACCREDITATION FEES.—The Board may es-
tablish and charge fees for the accreditation of
local housing and management authorities as
the Board considers necessary to cover the costs
of the operations of the Board relating to estab-
lishing standards, guidelines, and procedures
for evaluating the performance of local housing
and management authorities and performing
comprehensive reviews relating to the accredita-
tion of such authorities.

(b) FuND.—AnNYy fees collected under this sec-
tion shall be deposited in an operations fund for
the Board, which is hereby established in the
Treasury of the United States. Amounts in such
fund shall be available, to the extent provided
in appropriation Acts, for the expenses of the
Board in carrying out its functions under this
subtitle.

SEC. 407. REPORTS.

The Board shall submit a report to the Con-
gress annually describing, for the year for
which the report is made—

(1) any modifications made by the Board to
the standards, guidelines, and procedures issued
under section 431 by the Board;

(2) the results of the assessments, reviews, and
evaluations conducted by the Board under sub-
title B;

(3) the types and extent of assistance, infor-
mation, and products provided by the Board;
and

(4) any other activities of the Board.

Subtitle B—Accreditation and Oversight
Standards and Procedures
SEC. 431. ESTABLISHMENT OF PERFORMANCE
BENCHMARKS AND ACCREDITATION
PROCEDURES.

(a) PERFORMANCE BENCHMARKS.—

(1) PERFORMANCE AREAS.—The Housing Foun-
dation and Accreditation Board established
under section 401 (in this subtitle referred to as
the ‘‘Board’) shall establish standards and
guidelines, for use under section 434, to measure
the performance of local housing and manage-
ment authorities in all aspects relating to—

(A) operational and financial functions;

(B) providing, maintaining, and assisting low-
income housing—

(i) that is safe, clean, and healthy, as required
under sections 232 and 328;

(ii) in a manner consistent with the com-
prehensive housing affordability strategy under
section 105 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act, if appropriate;

(iii) that is occupied by eligible families; and

(iv) that is affordable to eligible families;

(C) producing low-income housing and execut-
ing capital projects, if applicable;

(D) administering the provision of housing as-
sistance under title I11;

(E) accomplishing the goals and plans set
forth in the local housing management plan for
the authority;
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(F) promoting responsibility and self-suffi-
ciency among residents of public housing devel-
opments of the authority and assisted families
under title 111; and

(G) complying with the other requirements of
the authority under block grant contracts under
title 11, grant agreements under title 111, and the
provisions of this Act.

(2) PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES.—In establish-
ing standards and guidelines under this section,
the Board shall define various levels of perform-
ance, which shall include the following levels:

(A) EXCEPTIONALLY WELL-MANAGED.—A mini-
mum acceptable level of performance in the
areas specified in paragraph (1) for classifica-
tion of a local housing and management author-
ity as exceptionally well-managed, which shall
indicate that the authority functions exception-
ally.

(B) WELL-MANAGED.—A minimum acceptable
level of performance in the areas specified in
paragraph (1) for classification of a local hous-
ing and management authority as well-man-
aged, which shall indicate that the authority
functions satisfactorily.

(C) AT RISK OF BECOMING TROUBLED.—A mini-
mum acceptable level of performance in the
areas specified in paragraph (1) for classifica-
tion of a local housing and management author-
ity as at risk of becoming troubled, which shall
indicate that there are elements in the oper-
ations, management, or functioning of the au-
thority that must be addressed before they result
in serious and complicated deficiencies.

(D) TROUBLED.—A minimum level of perform-
ance in the areas specified in paragraph (1) for
classification of a local housing and manage-
ment authority as a troubled authority, which
shall indicate that the authority functions un-
satisfactorily with respect to certain areas under
paragraph (1), but such deficiencies are not ir-
reparable.

(E) DYSFUNCTIONAL.—A maximum level of per-
formance in the areas specified in paragraph (1)
for classification of a local housing and man-
agement authority as dysfunctional, which
shall indicate that the authority suffers such
deficiencies that the authority should not be al-
lowed to continue to manage low-income hous-
ing or administer housing assistance.

(3) ACCREDITATION STANDARD.—IN establish-
ing standards and guidelines under this section,
the Board shall establish a minimum acceptable
level of performance for accrediting a local
housing and management authority for pur-
poses of authorizing the authority to enter into
a new block grant contract under title Il or a
new grant agreement under title 111.

(b) ACCREDITATION PROCEDURE.—The Accredi-
tation Board shall establish procedures for—

(1) reviewing the performance of a local hous-
ing and management authority over the term of
the expiring accreditation, which review shall be
conducted during the 12-month period that ends
upon the conclusion of the term of the expiring
accreditation;

(2) evaluating the capability of a local hous-
ing and management authority that proposes to
enter into an initial block grant contract under
title 11 or an initial grant agreement under title
111; and

(3) determining whether the authority com-
plies with the standards and guidelines for ac-
creditation established under subsection (a)(3).

The procedures for a review or evaluation under
this subsection shall provide for the review or
evaluation to be conducted by an assessment
team established by the Board, which shall re-
view annual financial and performance audits
conducted under section 432 and obtain such in-
formation as the Board may require.

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL PROB-
LEMS.—The standards and guidelines under
subsection (a) and the procedure under sub-
section (b) shall be established in a manner de-
signed to identify potential problems in the op-
erations, management, functioning of local
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housing and management authorities at a time
before such problems result in serious and com-
plicated deficiencies.

(d) INTERIM APPLICABILITY OF PHMAP.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sub-
title, during the period that begins on the date
of the enactment of this Act and ends upon the
date of the effectiveness of final regulations es-
tablishing the standards, guidelines, and proce-
dures required under this section and section
432, the Secretary shall assess the management
performance of local housing and management
authorities in the same manner provided for
public housing agencies pursuant to section 6(j)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in
effect immediately before the enactment of this
Act) and may take actions with respect to local
housing and management authorities that are
authorized under such section with respect to
public housing agencies.

SEC. 432. ANNUAL FINANCIAL AND PERFORM-
ANCE AUDIT.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall re-
quire each local housing and management au-
thority that receives grant amounts under this
Act in a fiscal year to have a financial and per-
formance audit of the authority conducted for
the fiscal year and to submit the results of the
audit to the Secretary and the Board. Not later
than 60 days before submitting a financial and
performance audit to the Secretary and the
Board, the local housing and management au-
thority shall submit the audit to any local elect-
ed official or officials responsible for appointing
the members of the board of directors (or other
similar governing body) of the local housing and
management authority for review and comment.
Any such comments shall be submitted, together
with the audit, to the Secretary and the Board
and the Secretary and the Board shall consider
such comments in reviewing the audit.

(b) PROCEDURES.— The requirements for fi-
nancial and performance audits shall—

(1) provide for the audit to be conducted by an
independent auditor selected by the authority;

(2) authorize the auditor to obtain informa-
tion from a local housing and management au-
thority, to access any books, documents, papers,
and records of an authority that are pertinent
to this Act and assistance received pursuant to
this Act, and to review any reports of an au-
thority to the Secretary; and

(3) be designed to identify potential problems
in the operations, management, functioning of a
local housing and management authority at a
time before such problems result in serious and
complicated deficiencies.

(c) PURPOSE.—Audits under this section shall
be designed to—

(1) evaluate the financial performance and
soundness and management performance of the
local housing and management authority board
of directors (or other similar governing body)
and the authority management officials and
staff;

(2) assess the compliance of an authority with
all aspects of the standards and guidelines es-
tablished under section 431(a)(1); and

(3) provide information to the Secretary and
the Board regarding the financial performance
and management of the authority and to deter-
mine whether a review under section 225(d) or
353(c) is required.

(d) SINGLE AuDIT ACT COMPLIANCE.—AN audit
under this section shall be made in a manner so
that the audit complies with the requirements
for audits under chapter 75 of title 31, United
States Code.

(e) WITHHOLDING OF AMOUNTS FOR COSTS OF
AUDIT.—If the Secretary determines that a local
housing and management authority has failed
to take the actions required to submit an audit
under this section for a fiscal year, the Sec-
retary may—

(1) arrange for, and pay the costs of, the
audit; and

(2) withhold, from the total allocation for any
fiscal year otherwise payable to the authority
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under this Act, amounts sufficient to pay for the
reasonable costs of conducting an acceptable
audit, including, if appropriate, the reasonable
costs of accounting services necessary to place
the authority’s books and records in condition
that permits an audit.

SEC. 433. ACCREDITATION.

(a) REVIEW UPON EXPIRATION OF PREVIOUS
ACCREDITATION.—The Accreditation Board shall
perform a comprehensive review of the perform-
ance of a local housing and management au-
thority, in accordance with the procedures es-
tablished under section 431(b), before the expira-
tion of the term for which a previous accredita-
tion was granted under this subtitle.

(b) INITIAL EVALUATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Before entering into an ini-
tial block grant contract under title 11 or an ini-
tial contract pursuant to section 302 for assist-
ance under title 111 with any local housing and
management authority, the Board shall conduct
a comprehensive evaluation of the capabilities
of the local housing and management authority.

(2) EXCePTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to an initial block grant contract or grant
agreement entered into during the period begin-
ning upon the date of the enactment of this Act
and ending upon the date of the effectiveness of
final regulations establishing the standards,
guidelines, and procedures required under sec-
tion 431 with any public housing agency that re-
ceived amounts under the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 during fiscal year 1995.

(c) DETERMINATION AND REPORT.—Pursuant
to a review or evaluation under this section, the
Board shall determine whether the authority
meets the requirements for accreditation under
section 431(a)(3), shall accredit the authority if
it meets such requirements, and shall submit a
report on the results of the review or evaluation
and such determination to the Secretary and the
authority.

(d) ACCREDITATION.—AN accreditation under
this section shall expire at the end the term es-
tablished by the Board in granting the accredi-
tation, which may not exceed 5 years. The
Board may qualify an accreditation placing
conditions on the accreditation based on the fu-
ture performance of the authority.

SEC. 434. CLASSIFICATION BY PERFORMANCE
CATEGORY.

Upon completing the accreditation process
under section 433 with respect to a local housing
and management authority, the Housing Fi-
nance and Accreditation Board shall designate
the authority according to the performance cat-
egories under section 431(a)(2). In determining
the classification of an authority, the Board
shall consider the most recent financial and per-
formance audit under section 432 of the author-
ity and accreditation reports under section
433(c) for the authority.

SEC. 435. PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS FOR AU-
THORITIES AT RISK OF BECOMING
TROUBLED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon designation of a local
housing and management authority as at risk of
becoming troubled under section 431(a)(2)(C),
the Secretary shall seek to enter into an agree-
ment with the authority providing for improve-
ment of the elements of the authority that have
been identified. An agreement under this section
shall contain such terms and conditions as the
Secretary determines are appropriate for ad-
dressing the elements identified, which may in-
clude an on-site, independent assessment of the
management of the authority.

(b) POWERS OF SECRETARY.—If the Secretary
determines that such action is necessary to pre-
vent the local housing and management author-
ity from becoming a troubled authority, the Sec-
retary may—

(1) solicit competitive proposals from other
local housing and management authorities and
private housing management agents (which may
be selected by existing tenants through adminis-
trative procedures established by the Secretary),
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to prepare for any case in which such agents
may be needed for managing all, or part, of the
housing administered by the authority; or

(2) solicit competitive proposals from other
local housing and management authorities and
private entities with experience in construction
management, to prepare for any case in which
such authorities or firms may be needed to over-
see implementation of assistance made available
for capital improvement for public housing of
the authority.

SEC. 436. PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS AND
CDBG SANCTIONS FOR TROUBLED
LHMA'S.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon designation of a local
housing and management authority as a trou-
bled authority under section 431(a)(2)(D), the
Secretary shall seek to enter into an agreement
with the authority providing for improving the
management performance of the authority.

(b) CONTENTS.—AN agreement under this sec-
tion between the Secretary and a local housing
and management authority shall set forth—

(1) targets for improving performance, as
measured by the guidelines and standards estab-
lished under section 431(a)(1) and other require-
ments within a specified period of time, which
shall include targets to be met upon the expira-
tion of the 12-month period beginning upon en-
tering into the agreement;

(2) strategies for meeting such targets;

(3) sanctions for failure to implement such
strategies; and

(4) to the extent the Secretary deems appro-
priate, a plan for enhancing resident involve-
ment in the management of the local housing
and management authority.

(c) LOCAL ASSISTANCE IN IMPLEMENTATION.—
The Secretary and the local housing and man-
agement authority shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, seek the assistance of local public
and private entities in carrying out an agree-
ment under this section.

(d) DEFAULT UNDER PERFORMANCE AGREE-
MENT.—Upon the expiration of the 12-month pe-
riod beginning upon entering into an agreement
under this section with a local housing and
management authority, the Secretary shall re-
view the performance of the authority in rela-
tion to the performance targets and strategies
under the agreement. If the Secretary deter-
mines that the authority has failed to comply
with the performance targets established for the
expiration of such period, the Secretary shall
take the action authorized under section
437(b)(2).

(e) CDBG SANCTION AGAINST LOCAL GOVERN-
MENT CONTRIBUTING TO TROUBLED STATUS OF
LHMA.—If the Secretary determines that the
actions or inaction of any unit of general local
government within which any portion of the ju-
risdiction of a local housing and management
authority is located has substantially contrib-
uted to the conditions resulting in the authority
being designated under section 431(a)(2)(D) as a
troubled authority, the Secretary may redirect
or withhold, from such unit of general local gov-
ernment any amounts allocated for such unit
under section 106 of such Act.

SEC. 437. OPTION TO DEMAND CONVEYANCE OF
TITLE TO OR POSSESSION OF PUB-
LIC HOUSING.

(a) AUTHORITY FOR CONVEYANCE.—A contract
under section 201 for block grants under title 11
(including contracts which amend or supersede
contracts previously made (including contracts
for contributions)) may provide that upon the
occurrence of a substantial default with respect
to the covenants or conditions to which the
local housing and management authority is sub-
ject (as such substantial default shall be defined
in such contract) or upon designation of the au-
thority as dysfunctional pursuant to section
431(a)(2)(E), the local housing and management
authority shall be obligated, at the option of the
Secretary, to—
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(1) convey title in any case where, in the de-
termination of the Secretary (which determina-
tion shall be final and conclusive), such convey-
ance of title is necessary to achieve the purposes
of this Act; or

(2) deliver to the Secretary possession of the
development, as then constituted, to which such
contract relates.

(b) OBLIGATION TO RECONVEY.—AnNy block
grant contract under title Il containing the pro-
visions authorized in subsection (a) shall also
provide that the Secretary shall be obligated to
reconvey or redeliver possession of the develop-
ment, as constituted at the time of reconveyance
or redelivery, to such local housing and man-
agement authority or to its successor (if such
local housing and management authority or a
successor exists) upon such terms as shall be
prescribed in such contract, and as soon as
practicable after—

(1) the Secretary is satisfied that all defaults
with respect to the development have been
cured, and that the development will, in order to
fulfill the purposes of this Act, thereafter be op-
erated in accordance with the terms of such con-
tract; or

(2) the termination of the obligation to make
annual block grants to the authority, unless
there are any obligations or covenants of the
authority to the Secretary which are then in de-
fault.

Any prior conveyances and reconveyances or
deliveries and redeliveries of possession shall not
exhaust the right to require a conveyance or de-
livery of possession of the development to the
Secretary pursuant to subsection (a) upon the
subsequent occurrence of a substantial default.

(c) CONTINUED GRANTS FOR REPAYMENT OF
BONDS AND NOTES UNDER 1937 ACT.—If—

(1) a contract for block grants under title Il
for an authority includes provisions that ex-
pressly state that the provisions are included
pursuant to this subsection, and

(2) the portion of the block grant payable for
debt service requirements pursuant to the con-
tract has been pledged by the local housing and
management authority as security for the pay-
ment of the principal and interest on any of its
obligations, then—

(A) the Secretary shall (notwithstanding any
other provisions of this Act), continue to make
the block grant payments for the authority so
long as any of such obligations remain out-
standing; and

(B) the Secretary may covenant in such a con-
tract that in any event such block grant
amounts shall in each year be at least equal to
an amount which, together with such income or
other funds as are actually available from the
development for the purpose at the time such
block grant payments are made, will suffice for
the payment of all installments of principal and
interest on the obligations for which the
amounts provided for in the contract shall have
been pledged as security that fall due within the
next succeeding 12 months.

In no case shall such block grant amounts be in
excess of the maximum sum specified in the con-
tract involved, nor for longer than the remain-
der of the maximum period fixed by the con-
tract.

SEC. 438. REMOVAL OF INEFFECTIVE LHMA'S.

(a) CONDITIONS OF REMOVAL.—The actions
specified in subsection (b) may be taken only
upon—

(1) the occurrence of events or conditions that
constitute a substantial default by a local hous-
ing and management authority with respect to
(A) the covenants or conditions to which the
local housing and management authority is sub-
ject, or (B) an agreement entered into under sec-
tion 435;

(2) designation of the authority as dysfunc-
tional pursuant to section 431(a)(2)(E);

(3) in the case only of action under subsection
(b)(1), failure of a local housing and manage-
ment authority to obtain reaccreditation upon
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the expiration of the term of a previous accredi-
tation granted under this subtitle; or

(4) submission to the Secretary of a petition by
the residents of the public housing owned or op-
erated by a local housing and management au-
thority that is designated as troubled or dys-
functional pursuant to section 431(a)(2).

(b) REMOVAL AcTIONS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law or of any block grant
contract under title 11 or any grant agreement
under title 111, in accordance with subsection
(a), the Secretary may—

(1) solicit competitive proposals from other
local housing and management authorities and
private housing management agents (which, in
the discretion of the Secretary, may be selected
by existing public housing residents through ad-
ministrative procedures established by the Sec-
retary) and, if appropriate, provide for such
agents to manage all, or part, of the housing ad-
ministered by the local housing and manage-
ment authority or all or part of the other func-
tions of the authority;

(2) take possession of the local housing and
management authority, including any develop-
ments or functions of the authority under any
section of this Act;

(3) solicit competitive proposals from other
local housing and management authorities and
private entities with experience in construction
management and, if appropriate, provide for
such authorities or firms to oversee implementa-
tion of assistance made available for capital im-
provements for public housing;

(4) require the authority to make other ar-
rangements acceptable to the Secretary and in
the best interests of the public housing residents
and assisted families under title 111 for manag-
ing all, or part of, the public housing adminis-
tered by the authority or the functions of the
authority; or

(5) if the Secretary determines that reasonable
opportunities for remedy using the actions
under paragraphs (1) through (4) have failed or
are not available, petition for the appointment
of a receiver for the local housing and manage-
ment authority to any district court of the Unit-
ed States or to any court of the State in which
any portion of the jurisdiction of the local hous-
ing and management authority is located, that
is authorized to appoint a receiver for the pur-
poses and having the powers prescribed in this
section.

(c) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary
may make available to receivers and other enti-
ties selected or appointed pursuant to this sec-
tion such assistance as is fair and reasonable to
remedy the substantial deterioration of living
conditions in individual public housing develop-
ments or other related emergencies that endan-
ger the health, safety and welfare of public
housing residents or assisted families under title
1.

(d) POWERS OF SECRETARY.—If the Secretary
takes possession of an authority, or any devel-
opments or functions of an authority, pursuant
to subsection (b)(2), the Secretary—

(1) may abrogate contracts that substantially
impede correction of the substantial default or
improvement of the classification;

(2) may demolish and dispose of assets of the
authority in accordance with subtitle E;

(3) where determined appropriate by the Sec-
retary, may require the establishment of one or
more new local housing and management au-
thorities;

(4) may consolidate the authority into other
well-managed local housing and management
authorities with the consent of such well-man-
aged authorities;

(5) shall not be subject to any State or local
laws that, in the determination of the receiver,
substantially impede correction of the substan-
tial default or improvement of the classification;
and

(6) shall have such additional authority as a
district court of the United States has the au-
thority to confer under like circumstances upon
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a receiver to achieve the purposes of the receiv-
ership.

The Secretary may appoint, on a competitive or
noncompetitive basis, an individual or entity as
an administrative receiver to assume the Sec-
retary’s responsibility under this paragraph for
the administration of a local housing and man-
agement authority. The Secretary may delegate
to the administrative receiver any or all of the
powers of the Secretary under this subsection.
Regardless of any delegation under this sub-
section, an administrative receiver may not re-
quire the establishment of one or more new local
housing and management authorities pursuant
to paragraph (3) unless the Secretary first ap-
proves such establishment. For purposes of this
subsection, the term *‘local housing and man-
agement authority’ includes any developments
or functions of a local housing and management
authority under any section of this title.

(e) RECEIVERSHIP.—

(1) REQUIRED APPOINTMENT.—IN any proceed-
ing under subsection (b)(5), upon a determina-
tion that a substantial default has occurred,
and without regard to the availability of alter-
native remedies, the court shall appoint a re-
ceiver to conduct the affairs of the local housing
and management authority in a manner consist-
ent with this Act and in accordance with such
further terms and conditions as the court may
provide. The receiver appointed may be another
local housing and management authority, a pri-
vate management corporation, the Secretary, or
any other appropriate entity. The court shall
have power to grant appropriate temporary or
preliminary relief pending final disposition of
the petition by the Secretary.

(2) POWERS OF RECEIVER.—If a receiver is ap-
pointed for a local housing and management
authority pursuant to subsection (b)(5), in addi-
tion to the powers accorded by the court ap-
pointing the receiver, the receiver—

(A) may abrogate contracts that substantially
impede correction of the substantial default or
improvement of the classification;

(B) may demolish and dispose of assets of the
authority in accordance with subtitle E;

(C) where determined appropriate by the Sec-
retary, may require the establishment of one or
more new local housing and management au-
thorities, to the extent permitted by State and
local law; and

(D except as provided in subparagraph (C),
shall not be subject to any State or local laws
that, in the determination of the receiver, sub-
stantially impede correction of the substantial
default or improvement of the classification.

For purposes of this paragraph, the term “‘local
housing and management authority’ includes
any developments or functions of a local hous-
ing and management authority under any sec-
tion of this title.

(3) TERMINATION.—The appointment of a re-
ceiver pursuant to this subsection may be termi-
nated, upon the petition of any party, when the
court determines that all defaults have been
cured or the local housing and management au-
thority will be able to make the same amount of
progress in correcting the management of the
housing as the receiver.

(f) LiaBILITY.—If the Secretary takes posses-
sion of an authority pursuant to subsection
(b)(2) or a receiver is appointed pursuant to sub-
section (b)(5) for a local housing and manage-
ment authority, the Secretary or the receiver
shall be deemed to be acting in the capacity of
the local housing and management authority
(and not in the official capacity as Secretary or
other official) and any liability incurred shall
be a liability of the local housing and manage-
ment authority.

SEC. 439. MANDATORY TAKEOVER OF CHRON-
ICALLY TROUBLED PHA'S.

(a) REMOVAL OF AGENCY.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this Act, not later than
the expiration of the 180-day period beginning
on the date of the enactment of this Act, the
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Secretary shall take one of the following actions
with respect to each chronically troubled public
housing agency:

(1) CONTRACTING FOR MANAGEMENT.—Solicit
competitive proposals for the management of the
agency pursuant to section 437(b)(1) and replace
the management of the agency pursuant to se-
lection of such a proposal.

(2) TAKEOVER.—Take possession of the agency
pursuant to section 437(b)(2) of such Act.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘“‘chronically troubled public housing
agency’ means a public housing agency that, as
of the date of the enactment of this Act, is des-
ignated under section 6(j)(2) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect imme-
diately before the enactment of this Act) as a
troubled public housing agency and has been so
designated continuously for the 3-year period
ending upon such date of enactment; except
that such term does not include any agency that
owns or operates less than 1250 public housing
dwelling units and that the Secretary deter-
mines can, with a reasonable amount of effort,
make such improvements or remedies as may be
necessary to remove its designation as troubled
within 12 months.

SEC. 440. TREATMENT OF TROUBLED PHA'S.

(a) EFFECT OF TROUBLED STATUS ON CHAS.—
The comprehensive housing affordability strat-
egy (or any consolidated plan incorporating
such strategy) for the first year beginning after
the date of the enactment of this Act for the
State or unit of general local government in
which any troubled public housing agency is lo-
cated shall not be considered to comply with the
requirements under section 105 of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act un-
less such plan includes a description of the man-
ner in which the State or unit will assist such
troubled agency in improving its operations to
remove such designation.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term “‘troubled public housing agency”
means a public housing agency that—

(1) upon the date of the enactment of this Act,
is designated under section 6(j)(2) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect imme-
diately before the enactment of this Act) as a
troubled public housing agency; and

(2) is not a chronically troubled public hous-
ing agency, as such term is defined in section
438(b) of this Act.

SEC. 441. MAINTENANCE OF AND ACCESS TO
RECORDS.

(a) KEEPING OF RECORDS.—Each local housing
and management authority shall keep such
records as may be reasonably necessary to dis-
close the amount and the disposition by the au-
thority of the proceeds of assistance received
pursuant to this Act and to ensure compliance
with the requirements of this Act.

(b) Access TO DOCUMENTS.—The Secretary,
the Inspector General for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and the
Comptroller General of the United States shall
each have access for the purpose of audit and
examination to any books, documents, papers,
and records of a local housing and management
authority that are pertinent to this Act and as-
sistance received pursuant to this Act.

SEC. 442. ANNUAL REPORTS REGARDING TROU-
BLED LHMA'S.

The Secretary shall submit a report to the
Congress annually, as a part of the report of the
Secretary under section 8 of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development Act, that—

(1) identifies the local housing and manage-
ment authorities that are designated as troubled
or dysfunctional under section 431(a)(2) and the
reasons for such designation;

(2) identifies the local housing and manage-
ment authorities that have lost accreditation
pursuant to section 432; and

(3) describes any actions that have been taken
in accordance with sections 433, 434, 435, and
436.
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SEC. 443. APPLICABILITY TO RESIDENT MANAGE-
MENT CORPORATIONS.

The Secretary shall apply the provisions of
this subtitle to resident management corpora-
tions in the same manner as applied to local
housing and management authorities.

SEC. 444. INAPPLICABILITY TO INDIAN HOUSING.

The provisions of sections 431, 432, 433, 434,
435, 436, 438, and 442 shall not apply to public
housing developed or operated pursuant to a
contract between the Secretary and an Indian
housing authority.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title IV?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
V.

The text of title V is as follows:

TITLE V—REPEALS AND CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS
SEC. 501. REPEALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions of
law are hereby repealed:

(1) UNITED STATES HOUSING ACT OF 1937.—The
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437 et seq.).

(2) ASSISTED HOUSING ALLOCATION.—Section
213 of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 1439).

(3) PUBLIC HOUSING RENT WAIVERS FOR PO-
LICE.—Section 519 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 1437a-
1).

(4) OCCUPANCY PREFERENCES AND INCOME MIX
FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND SUBSTANTIAL REHA-
BILITATION PROJECTS.—Subsection (c) of section
545, and section 555, of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C.
1437f note).

(5) TREATMENT OF CERTIFICATE AND VOUCHER
HOLDERS.—Subsection (c) of section 183 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1987 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(6) RETROACTIVE PAYMENT FOR ANNUAL AD-
JUSTMENT FACTORS.—Section 801 of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development Re-
form Act of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(7) EXCESSIVE RENT BURDEN DATA.—Subsection
(b) of section 550 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f
note).

(8) SECTION 8 DISASTER RELIEF.—Sections 931
and 932 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af-
fordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 1437c note).

(9) MOVING TO OPPORTUNITY FOR FAIR HOUS-
ING.—Section 152 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 1437f
note).

(10) REPORT REGARDING FAIR HOUSING OBJEC-
TIVES.—Section 153 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 1437f
note).

(11) SECTION 8 COMMUNITY INVESTMENT DEM-
ONSTRATION.—Section 6 of the HUD Demonstra-
tion Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(12) SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY OR HANDI-
CAPPED FAMILIES.—Section 209 of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 1438).

(13) ACCESS TO PHA BOOKS.—Section 816 of the
Housing Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 1435).

(14) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.—Subsections
(b)(1), (c), and (d) of section 326 of the Housing
and Community Development Amendments of
1981 (Public Law 97-35, 95 Stat. 406; 42 U.S.C.
1437f note).

(15) PAYMENT FOR DEVELOPMENT MANAGERS.—
Section 329A of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Amendments of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 1437j—
1).
(16) PURCHASE OF PHA OBLIGATIONS.—Section
329E of the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Amendments of 1981 (12 U.S.C. 2294a).

(17) PROCUREMENT OF INSURANCE BY PHA’S.—

(A) In the item relating to ‘“ADMINISTRATIVE
PROVISIONS’ under the heading ‘‘MANAGEMENT
AND ADMINISTRATION’ in title Il of the Depart-

May 9, 1996

ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1991, the penultimate un-
designated paragraph of such item (Public Law
101-507; 104 Stat. 1369).

(B) In the item relating to ‘‘ADMINISTRATIVE
PROVISIONS’ under the heading ‘“MANAGEMENT
AND ADMINISTRATION’" in title Il of the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1992, the 19th through 23d
undesignated paragraphs of such item (Public
Law 102-139; 105 Stat. 758).

(18) PUBLIC HOUSING CHILDHOOD DEVELOP-
MENT.—Section 222 of the Housing and Urban-
Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (12 U.S.C. 1701z-6
note).

(19) INDIAN HOUSING CHILDHOOD DEVELOP-
MENT.—Section 518 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (12 U.S.C.
1701z-6 note).

(20) PUBLIC HOUSING COMPREHENSIVE TRANSI-
TION DEMONSTRATION.—Section 126 of the Hous-
ing and Community Development Act of 1987 (42
U.S.C. 1437f note).

(21) PUBLIC HOUSING ONE-STOP PERINATAL
SERVICES DEMONSTRATION.—Section 521 of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act (42 U.S.C. 1437t note).

(22) PUBLIC HOUSING MINCS DEMONSTRATION.—
Section 522 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(23) PUBLIC HOUSING ENERGY EFFICIENCY DEM-
ONSTRATION.—Section 523 of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (42
U.S.C. 1437g note).

(24) OMAHA HOMEOWNERSHIP DEMONSTRA-
TION.—Section 132 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-
550; 106 stat. 3712).

(25) PUBLIC AND ASSISTED HOUSING YOUTH
SPORTS PROGRAMS.—Section 520 of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act (42
U.S.C. 11903a).

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION.—The repeals made by
subsection (a) shall not affect any legally bind-
ing obligations entered into before the date of
the enactment of this Act. Any funds or activi-
ties subject to a provision of law repealed by
subsection (a) shall continue to be governed by
the provision as in effect immediately before

such repeal.
SEC. 502. CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL PROVI-
SIONS.
(a) ALLOCATION OF ELDERLY HOUSING

AMOUNTS.—Section 202(l) of the Housing Act of
1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q(l)) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

““(4) CONSIDERATION IN ALLOCATING ASSIST-
ANCE.—Assistance under this section shall be al-
located in a manner that ensures that the
awards of the assistance are made for projects of
sufficient size to accommodate facilities for sup-
portive services appropriate to the needs of frail
elderly residents.”.

(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTED HOUSING.—

(1) GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, for purposes of determining eli-
gibility for admission to assisted housing, a per-
son shall not be considered to have a disability
or a handicap solely because of the prior or cur-
rent illegal use of a controlled substance (as de-
fined in section 102 of the Controlled Substances
Act) or solely by reason of the prior or current
use of alcohol.

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘‘assisted housing’” means
housing designed primarily for occupancy by el-
derly persons or persons with disabilities that is
assisted pursuant to this Act, the United States
Housing Act of 1937, section 221(d)(3) or 236 of
the National Housing Act, section 202 of the
Housing Act of 1959, section 101 of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1965, or section
811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford-
able Housing Act.

(3) CONTINUED OCCUPANCY.—This subsection
may not be construed to prohibit the continued
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occupancy of any person who is a resident in
assisted housing on the date of enactment of
this Act.

(c) AMENDMENT TO HOUSING AND URBAN-
RURAL RECOVERY ACT OF 1983.—Section
227(d)(2) of the Housing and Urban-Rural Re-
covery Act of 1983 (12 U.S.C. 1701r-1(d)(2)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1996, after ‘‘the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937,”".

(d) REVIEW OF DRUG ELIMINATION PROGRAM
CONTRACTS.—

(1) REQUIREMENT.—Notwithstanding the re-
peal under section 501(a)(26), the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development shall inves-
tigate all security contracts awarded by grant-
ees under the Public and Assisted Housing Drug
Elimination Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 11901 et seq.)
that are public housing agencies that own or
operate more than 4,500 public housing dwelling
units—

(A) to determine whether the contractors
under such contracts have complied with all
laws and regulations regarding prohibition of
discrimination in hiring practices;

(B) to determine whether such contracts were
awarded in accordance with the applicable laws
and regulations regarding the award of such
contracts;

(C) to determine how many such contracts
were awarded under emergency contracting pro-
cedures;

(D) to evaluate the effectiveness of the con-
tracts; and

(E) to provide a full accounting of all ex-
penses under the contracts.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall complete the investigation required under
paragraph (1) and submit a report to the Con-
gress regarding the findings under the investiga-
tion. With respect to each such contract, the re-
port shall (A) state whether the contract was
made and is operating, or was not made or is
not operating, in full compliance with applica-
ble laws and regulations, and (B) for each con-
tract that the Secretary determines is in such
compliance in a personal certification of such
compliance by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development.

(3) AcCTIONS.—For each contract that is de-
scribed in the report under paragraph (2) as not
made or not operating in full compliance with
applicable laws and regulation, the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development shall promptly
take any actions available under law or regula-
tion that are necessary—

(A) to bring such contract into compliance; or

(B) to terminate the contract.

(e) REFERENCES.—Except as provided in sec-
tion 271 and 501(b), any reference in any other
Federal law, Executive order, rule, regulation,
or delegation of authority, or any document of
or pertaining to—

(1) public housing or housing assisted under
the United States Housing Act of 1937 is deemed
to refer to public housing assisted under title 11
of this Act;

(2) to assistance under section 8 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 is deemed to refer to
assistance under title 111 of this Act; and

(3) to assistance under the United States
Housing Act of 1937 is deemed to refer to assist-
ance under this Act.

SEC. 503. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC AND AS-
SISTED HOUSING DRUG ELIMI-
NATION ACT OF 1990.

(@) SHORT TITLE, PURPOSES, AND AUTHORITY
TO MAKE GRANTS.—Chapter 2 of subtitle C of
title V of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. 11901 et seq.) is amended by striking the
chapter heading and all that follows through
section 5123 and inserting the following:
“CHAPTER 2—COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS

AGAINST CRIME
“SEC. 5121. SHORT TITLE.

““This chapter may be cited as the ‘Community

Partnerships Against Crime Act of 1996’.
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“SEC. 5122. PURPOSES.

““The purposes of this chapter are to—

““(1) improve the quality of life for the vast
majority of law-abiding public housing residents
by reducing the levels of fear, violence, and
crime in their communities;

““(2) broaden the scope of the Public and As-
sisted Housing Drug Elimination Act of 1990 to
apply to all types of crime, and not simply crime
that is drug-related; and

““(3) reduce crime and disorder in and around
public housing through the expansion of com-
munity-oriented policing activities and problem
solving.

“SEC. 5123. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.

“The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment may make grants in accordance with the
provisions of this chapter for use in eliminating
crime in and around public housing and other
federally assisted low-income housing projects to
(1) local housing and management authorities,
and (2) private, for-profit and nonprofit owners
of federally assisted low-income housing.”’.

(b) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 5124(a) of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11903(a)) is
amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by
inserting ‘‘and around’’ after “‘used in’’;

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: *“, including fencing,
lighting, locking, and surveillance systems’’;

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking subpara-
graph (A) and inserting the following new sub-
paragraph:

““(A) to investigate crime; and’’;

(D) in paragraph (6)—

(i) by striking ““in and around public or other
federally assisted low-income housing projects’’;
and

(ii) by striking “‘and’’ after the semicolon; and

(E) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting
the following new paragraphs:

“(7) providing funding to nonprofit public
housing resident management corporations and
resident councils to develop security and crime
prevention programs involving site residents;

““(8) the employment or utilization of one or
more individuals, including law enforcement of-
ficers, made available by contract or other coop-
erative arrangement with State or local law en-
forcement agencies, to engage in community-
and problem-oriented policing involving inter-
action with members of the community in
proactive crime control and prevention activi-
ties;

““(9) programs and activities for or involving
youth, including training, education, recreation
and sports, career planning, and entrepreneur-
ship and employment activities and after school
and cultural programs; and

*“(10) service programs for residents that ad-
dress the contributing factors of crime, includ-
ing programs for job training, education, drug
and alcohol treatment, and other appropriate
social services.”.

(2) OTHER LHMA-OWNED HOUSING.—Section
5124(b) of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. 11903(b)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking ‘‘drug-related crime in housing
owned by public housing agencies’” and insert-
ing ““crime in and around housing owned by
local housing and management authorities’;
and

(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraphs (1) through (7)”
and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (1) through (10)"’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by striking “‘public housing agency’ and
inserting ‘“‘local housing and management au-
thority’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘drug-related”” and inserting
“criminal’’.

(c) GRANT PROCEDURES.—Section 5125 of the
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11904) is
amended to read as follows:
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“SEC. 5125. GRANT PROCEDURES.

‘(@) LHMA’S WITH 250 OR MORE UNITS.—

““(1) GRANTS.—In each fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall make a grant under this chapter
from any amounts available under section
5131(b)(1) for the fiscal year to each of the fol-
lowing local housing and management authori-
ties:

“(A) NEw APPLICANTS.—Each local housing
and management authority that owns or oper-
ates 250 or more public housing dwelling units
and has—

““(i) submitted an application to the Secretary
for a grant for such fiscal year, which includes
a 5-year crime deterrence and reduction plan
under paragraph (2); and

““(ii) had such application and plan approved
by the Secretary.

“(B) RENEwALS.—Each local housing and
management authority that owns or operates
250 or more public housing dwelling units and
for which—

‘(i) a grant was made under this chapter for
the preceding Federal fiscal year;

“(ii) the term of the 5-year crime deterrence
and reduction plan applicable to such grant in-
cludes the fiscal year for which the grant under
this subsection is to be made; and

““(iii) the Secretary has determined, pursuant
to a performance review under paragraph (4),
that during the preceding fiscal year the agency
has substantially fulfilled the requirements
under subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph
4).

““(2) 5-YEAR CRIME DETERRENCE AND REDUC-
TION PLAN.—Each application for a grant under
this subsection shall contain a 5-year crime de-
terrence and reduction plan. The plan shall de-
scribe, for the local housing and management
authority submitting the plan—

““(A) the nature of the crime problem in public
housing owned or operated by the local housing
and management authority;

“(B) the building or buildings of the local
housing and management authority affected by
the crime problem;

““(C) the impact of the crime problem on resi-
dents of such building or buildings; and

‘(D) the actions to be taken during the term
of the plan to reduce and deter such crime,
which shall include actions involving residents,
law enforcement, and service providers.

The term of a plan shall be the period consisting
of 5 consecutive fiscal years, which begins with
the first fiscal year for which funding under
this chapter is provided to carry out the plan.

““(3) AMOUNT.—In any fiscal year, the amount
of the grant for a local housing and manage-
ment authority receiving a grant pursuant to
paragraph (1) shall be the amount that bears
the same ratio to the total amount made avail-
able under section 5131(b)(1) as the total number
of public dwelling units owned or operated by
such authority bears to the total number of
dwelling units owned or operated by all local
housing and management authorities that own
or operate 250 or more public housing dwelling
units that are approved for such fiscal year.

““(4) PERFORMANCE REVIEW.—For each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall conduct a performance
review of the activities carried out by each local
housing and management authority receiving a
grant pursuant to this subsection to determine
whether the agency—

““(A) has carried out such activities in a timely
manner and in accordance with its 5-year crime
deterrence and reduction plan; and

““(B) has a continuing capacity to carry out
such plan in a timely manner.

““(5) SUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish such deadlines and re-
quirements for submission of applications under
this subsection.

““(6) REVIEW AND DETERMINATION.—The Sec-
retary shall review each application submitted
under this subsection upon submission and shall
approve the application unless the application
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and the 5-year crime deterrence and reduction
plan are inconsistent with the purposes of this
chapter or any requirements established by the
Secretary or the information in the application
or plan is not substantially complete. Upon ap-
proving or determining not to approve an appli-
cation and plan submitted under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall notify the local
housing and management authority submitting
the application and plan of such approval or
disapproval.

“(7) DISAPPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—If the
Secretary notifies an authority that the applica-
tion and plan of the authority is not approved,
not later than the expiration of the 15-day pe-
riod beginning upon such notice of disapproval,
the Secretary shall also notify the authority, in
writing, of the reasons for the disapproval, the
actions that the authority could take to comply
with the criteria for approval, and the deadlines
for such actions.

*“(8) FAILURE TO APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE.—If
the Secretary fails to notify an authority of ap-
proval or disapproval of an application and
plan submitted under this subsection before the
expiration of the 60-day period beginning upon
the submission of the plan or fails to provide no-
tice under paragraph (7) within the 15-day pe-
riod under such paragraph to an authority
whose application has been disapproved, the ap-
plication and plan shall be considered to have
been approved for purposes of this section.

“(b) LHMA’S WITH FEWER THAN 250 UNITS
AND OWNERS OF FEDERALLY ASSISTED LOw-IN-
COME HOUSING.—

““(1) APPLICATIONS AND PLANS.—To be eligible
to receive a grant under this chapter, a local
housing and management authority that owns
or operates fewer than 250 public housing dwell-
ing units or an owner of federally assisted low-
income housing shall submit an application to
the Secretary at such time, in such manner, and
accompanied by such additional information as
the Secretary may require. The application shall
include a plan for addressing the problem of
crime in and around the housing for which the
application is submitted, describing in detail ac-
tivities to be conducted during the fiscal year
for which the grant is requested.

““(2) GRANTS FOR LHMA’S WITH FEWER THAN 250
UNITS.—In each fiscal year the Secretary may,
to the extent amounts are available under sec-
tion 5131(b)(2), make grants under this chapter
to local housing and management authorities
that own or operate fewer than 250 public hous-
ing dwelling units and have submitted applica-
tions under paragraph (1) that the Secretary
has approved pursuant to the criteria under
paragraph (4).

““(3) GRANTS FOR FEDERALLY ASSISTED LOW-IN-
COME HOUSING.—In each fiscal year the Sec-
retary may, to the extent amounts are available
under section 5131(b)(3), make grants under this
chapter to owners of federally assisted low-in-
come housing that have submitted applications
under paragraph (1) that the Secretary has ap-
proved pursuant to the criteria under para-
graphs (4) and (5).

““(4) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—The Secretary shall determine whether
to approve each application under this sub-
section on the basis of—

“(A) the extent of the crime problem in and
around the housing for which the application is
made;

“(B) the quality of the plan to address the
crime problem in the housing for which the ap-
plication is made;

““(C) the capability of the applicant to carry
out the plan; and

‘(D) the extent to which the tenants of the
housing, the local government, local community-
based nonprofit organizations, local tenant or-
ganizations representing residents of neighbor-
ing projects that are owned or assisted by the
Secretary, and the local community support and
participate in the design and implementation of
the activities proposed to be funded under the
application.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

In each fiscal year, the Secretary may give pref-
erence to applications under this subsection for
housing made by applicants who received a
grant for such housing for the preceding fiscal
year under this subsection or under the provi-
sions of this chapter as in effect immediately be-
fore the date of the enactment of the United
States Housing Act of 1996.

‘“(5) ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR FEDERALLY AS-
SISTED LOW-INCOME HOUSING.—In addition to
the selection criteria under paragraph (4), the
Secretary may establish other criteria for evalu-
ating applications submitted by owners of feder-
ally assisted low-income housing, except that
such additional criteria shall be designed only
to reflect—

““(A) relevant differences between the finan-
cial resources and other characteristics of local
housing and management authorities and own-
ers of federally assisted low-income housing; or

““(B) relevant differences between the problem
of crime in public housing administered by such
authorities and the problem of crime in federally
assisted low-income housing.”’.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—Section 5126 of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11905) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2);

(2) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘“‘section”’
before ““221(d)(4)"’;

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) (as
so amended) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respec-
tively; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(3) LOCAL HOUSING AND MANAGEMENT AU-
THORITY.—The term ‘local housing and manage-
ment authority’ has the meaning given the term
in title I of the United States Housing Act of
1996.”".

(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—Section 5127 of the
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11906) is
amended by striking ‘‘Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act’” and inserting
““United States Housing Act of 1996°".

(f) REPORTS.—Section 5128 of the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11907) is amended—

(1) by striking “‘drug-related crime in’” and in-
serting ‘‘crime in and around”’; and

(2) by striking ‘“‘described in section 5125(a)”
and inserting ‘‘for the grantee submitted under
subsection (a) or (b) of section 5125, as applica-
ble™.

(9) FUNDING AND PROGRAM SUNSET.—Chapter
2 of subtitle C of title V of the Anti-Drug Abuse
Act of 1988 is amended by striking section 5130
(42 U.S.C. 11909) and inserting the following
new sections:

“SEC. 5130. FUNDING.

‘““(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this chapter such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1996.

““(b) ALLOCATION.—Of any amounts available,
or that the Secretary is authorized to use, to
carry out this chapter in any fiscal year—

‘(1) 85 percent shall be available only for as-
sistance pursuant to section 5125(a) to local
housing and management authorities that own
or operate 250 or more public housing dwelling
units;

““(2) 10 percent shall be available only for as-
sistance pursuant to section 5125(b)(2) to local
housing and management authorities that own
or operate fewer than 250 public housing dwell-
ing units; and

““(3) 5 percent shall be available only for as-
sistance to federally assisted low-income hous-
ing pursuant to section 5125(b)(3).

“SEC. 5131. PROGRAM TERMINATION.

“The program under this chapter shall termi-
nate at the end of September 30, 1996. No grants
may be made under the program after such
date.”.

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The table of
contents in section 5001 of the Anti-Drug Abuse
Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-690; 102 Stat. 4295)
is amended—
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(1) by striking the item relating to the heading
for chapter 2 of subtitle C of title V and insert-
ing the following:

““CHAPTER 2—COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS
AGAINST CRIME™";

(2) by striking the item relating to section 5122
and inserting the following new item:
““‘Sec. 5122. Purposes.”’;

(3) by striking the item relating to section 5125
and inserting the following new item:
““‘Sec. 5125. Grant procedures.”’;
and

(4) by striking the item relating to section 5130
and inserting the following new items:
““Sec. 5130. Funding.

““‘Sec. 5131. Program termination.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title V?
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.
Mr. Chairman, let me just under-

stand. | know that there is a discussion

taking place on the other side of the

aisle at the moment over the Roemer
amendment. Do we have an agreement?

We have the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia [Ms. WATERS] here for her

amendment. That is amendment No. 42.

AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 42 offered by Ms. WATERS:
At the end of title V, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 504. LIMITATION ON EXTENT OF USE OF
LOAN GUARANTEES FOR HOUSING
PURPOSES.

Section 108 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1992 (4