
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7745September 19, 2000
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no

further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LIN-
DER). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LEACH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5193, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and
that I may include extraneous material
on H.R. 5193.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
f

HOMEOWNERS FINANCING
PROTECTION ACT

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3834) to amend the rural housing
loan guarantee program under section
502(h) of the Housing Act of 1949 to pro-
vide loan guarantees for loans made to
refinance existing mortgage loans
guaranteed under such section, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3834

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Homeowners
Financing Protection Act’’.
SEC. 2. GUARANTEES FOR REFINANCING LOANS.

Section 502(h) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1472(h)) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(13) GUARANTEES FOR REFINANCING
LOANS.—Upon the request of the borrower,
the Secretary shall, to the extent provided in
appropriation Acts, guarantee a loan that is
made to refinance an existing loan that is
made under this section or guaranteed under
this subsection, and that the Secretary de-
termines complies with the following re-
quirements:

‘‘(A) INTEREST RATE.—The refinancing loan
shall have a rate of interest that is fixed
over the term of the loan and does not ex-
ceed the interest rate of the loan being refi-
nanced.

‘‘(B) SECURITY.—The refinancing loan shall
be secured by the same single-family resi-
dence as was the loan being refinanced,
which shall be owned by the borrower and
occupied by the borrower as the principal
residence of the borrower.

‘‘(C) AMOUNT.—The principal obligation
under the refinancing loan shall not exceed
an amount equal to the sum of the balance of
the loan being refinanced and such closing
costs as may be authorized by the Secretary,
which shall include a discount not exceeding

2 basis points and an origination fee not ex-
ceeding such amount as the Secretary shall
prescribe.
The provisions of the last sentence of para-
graph (1) and paragraphs (2), (5), (6)(A), (7),
and (9) shall apply to loans guaranteed under
this subsection, and no other provisions of
paragraphs (1) through (12) shall apply to
such loans.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH).

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3834, the Home-
owners Financing Protection Act,
would allow borrowers under the Rural
Housing Service (RHS) single-family
program to refinance their mortgages
to take advantage of lower interest
rates with new RHS-guaranteed loans.

Under the current law, RHS bor-
rowers, under the direct or guarantee
program, are precluded from refi-
nancing their existing loan with a new
RHS-guarantee loan. This anomaly af-
fects low- and very-low-income fami-
lies who originally qualified for RHS
direct mortgage loans.

While the direct loans were meant to
provide temporary credit in some cir-
cumstances, borrowers were unable to
successfully apply for mortgage credit
without a government guarantee even
though their financial condition had
modestly improved.

H.R. 3834 would remove the statutory
prohibition from refinancing direct sin-
gle-family housing loans using the
guaranteed program. According to the
General Accounting Office, as of May
31, 2000, approximately 9,100 RHS loans
exist with an interest rate of 13 percent
or higher; 65,000 loans exist with an in-
terest rate of at least 91⁄2 percent. It is
clear that these borrowers would ben-
efit from refinancing using the guaran-
teed program by lower interest rates
and, therefore, lower monthly pay-
ments.

At the same time, the Federal Gov-
ernment would maximize its resources
by providing a more cost-efficient
mechanism to ensure homeownership
for those sectors of our community
that are unable to obtain private-sec-
tor financing and insurance.

In conclusion, I would like to thank
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO),
who is chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER), the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAFALCE), and particularly the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) for their work in this area.

CBO has advised the committee that
the bill is budget neutral.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following letter from the
Housing Assistance Council:

HOUSING ASSISTANCE COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, August 18, 2000.

Representative RICK LAZIO,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing and Com-

munity Opportunity, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

Attn: Joe Ventrone & Clinton Jones
Re: Title V Rural Housing

DEAR CHAIRMAN LAZIO: The Housing Assist-
ance Council (HAC) writes you to support a
proposal by Rep. Robert E. Andrews to
amend Section 502(g) to permit refinancing
of certain Rural Housing Service (RHS) di-
rect loans with guarantees under Section
502(h) in Title V in the Housing Act of 1949.
Currently, there is no refinancing authority
for the 502 loan guarantees. Rep. Andrews’
request is supported by a General Account-
ing Office report, ‘‘Shift to Guaranteed Pro-
gram Can Benefit Borrowers and Reduce
Government Exposure’’ (GAO/RCED/ALMD–
95/63). We are informed that a change could
possibly be moved on the suspension cal-
endar.

HAC earlier responded favorably to the
GAO report in a letter to Associate Admin-
ister Czerwinski. We believe that the issue is
one that should be addressed by Congress
and can be done with very little budget im-
pact. The adversely affected families now
have higher incomes and can afford pay-
ments at current market rates, but are
trapped in a situation not foreseen when the
legislation was enacted, and which is beyond
their control. It is difficult to justify inter-
est payments to the government at rates up
to 13 percent when private market rates are
so much lower. The affected families had low
incomes when RHS helped them attain home
ownership. The very program which once
helped them now causes them to make exces-
sive mortgage payments.

It is our opinion that mitigating this prob-
lem is the right thing for the government to
do and that the issue is not partisan in na-
ture. We urge you to include a corrective
amendment in legislation you may be devel-
oping which includes, or can include, Title V
rural housing additions or changes.

Sincerely,
MOISES LOZA,
Executive Director.

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

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3834, the Homeowners Financing Pro-
tection Act, and I pay particular atten-
tion and give particular credit to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) for highlighting this difficulty
for the Congress and for initiating leg-
islative action on this bill.

The bill gives homeowners with ex-
isting Rural Housing Service guaran-
teed and direct single-family loans the
opportunity to refinance such loans
under the RHS guaranteed loan pro-
gram.

Permitting such loans would enable
homeowners with high interest-rate
mortgage loans, in some cases as high
as 13.5 percent, to lower mortgage rates
and therefore their monthly mortgage
payments by a substantial amount.

This is also good for the Federal Gov-
ernment since reduced mortgage pay-
ments reduce the default risk on such
loans, thereby reducing the risk of
foreclosure and payout by the Federal
Government.

The bill is drafted with a number of
protections for both the homeowner
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and for the Government. For example,
the amount of the refinanced loan can-
not be increased except by the cost
necessary for the refinancing. This
avoids over-leveraging the home. The
interest rate on the refinanced loan
cannot be higher than the mortgage
rate on the existing loan. And the bill
limits the Secretary’s authority to
guarantee refinanced loans to the ex-
tent provided in appropriation acts.

Finally, I would note that, with pas-
sage of this bill, it is not the intent in
the future that this new refinanced
loan authority crowd out the issuance
of new loan authority. The concern is
that, if interest rates were to fall dra-
matically, homeowners could rush to
utilize this new refinance authority,
eating into loan authority for new
guaranteed loans.

However, this concern can easily be
addressed in future appropriations bills
through different approaches, including
the simple act of providing a sufficient
dollar amount of loan authority.

In conclusion, I would again like to
commend the very fine work of the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS), and I urge adoption of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding me the time. I
rise in strong support of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, one of the hallmarks of
this Congress will be the bipartisan co-
operation and achievements of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Iowa (Chairman LEACH), the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), the
subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO),
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE).
They have left their mark on this Con-
gress in some significant and bipar-
tisan ways; and it is a pleasure to serve
with each of them. I thank them for
their cooperation and the cooperation
of the staff in bringing this bill to the
floor in the spirit in which the com-
mittee has proceeded throughout this
Congress.

To understand the importance of this
bill, we need to understand what it
would be like to be a family with an in-
come of $26,000 or $27,000 a year living
in a modest home in a rural area of the
United States struggling to pay the
bills, struggling to keep up, and con-
fronting a mortgage payment each
month that reflects a mortgage of 11 or
12 percent.

Many people in those circumstances
would take advantage of recent
changes in financial conditions and re-
finance their mortgage. They would go
out and get a loan and pay off their ex-
isting mortgage, and they would re-
place it with one that requires lower
monthly payments.

There are a lot of significant reasons
why the citizens that I talk about can-
not do that. First of all, they probably

have a very low income, as I said; and
secondly, they build up very little eq-
uity in their home, because the way
they build up equity is to either live in
a house that is appreciating regularly
in value or by making early payments
against their mortgage that would pay
down the principle more quickly than
they would interest.

Neither of those happy developments
is happening for many of the people
who we are talking about affected by
this bill.

Presently, the law does not permit
the United States Department of Agri-
culture to issue a loan guarantee or a
direct loan in order to facilitate the re-
financing of that mortgage loan. This
bill changes that. It says that the
United States Department of Agri-
culture can step in and, subject to its
guidelines and to the other conditions
set forth by the ranking member, can
issue a loan guarantee or, where appro-
priate, a direct loan.

What does that mean to the family
that I talked about at the outset of my
remarks? Well, it may mean up to
about $100 a month in lower mortgage
payments, $100 a month more for
health care or for education or to meet
the other demands of the household.
This is a sensible, bipartisan approach
to a problem that is affecting a lot of
people.

As we heard previously, there are
65,000 borrowers across the country
who are paying interest rates in excess
of 91⁄2 percent, and there are 9,100 of
those borrowers paying interest rates
in excess of 13 percent. This is a modest
measure that will help those families
in a significant way.

I would like to express my apprecia-
tion to the staff on both the majority
and minority side for their coopera-
tion, to the United States Department
of Agriculture for their steadfast sup-
port of this, to Geoff Plague of my of-
fice for his outstanding work.

Let me again say to the gentleman
from Iowa (Chairman LEACH) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) and the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), and, in his ab-
sence, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAZIO), and also the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) that I
appreciate their cooperation.

I urge the adoption of the bill.
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), who has spent
so much of his time in this Congress on
the housing issues.

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Chair-
man LEACH) for yielding me this time
and for his kind remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express
my strong support for the Homeowners
Financing Protection Act which is
being considered under suspension of
the rules.

First this Member would like to
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.

LEACH), the distinguished chairman of
the House Committee on Banking and
Financial Services, and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAZIO), the distin-
guished chairman of the House Sub-
committee on Housing and Community
Opportunity, for their collective role in
bringing this legislation to the floor
today.

In addition, I would like to thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE), the ranking minority member
of the House Committee on Banking
and Financial Services, and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), the ranking minority member
of the House Subcommittee on Housing
and Community Opportunity, for their
efforts on this measure.

b 1045

Furthermore, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS) deserves
particular attention, commendation
and congratulations for introducing
this important legislation. It is impor-
tant to American homeowners of mod-
est or average income. The gentleman
from New Jersey has just given us,
very specifically, some of the reasons
why it is important to the homeowners
and how it affects their pocketbook.

Among other important provisions,
this legislation amends section 502(h)
of the Housing Act of 1949 to allow bor-
rowers of the Rural Housing Service
single-family loans to refinance either
an existing section 502 direct or guar-
anteed loan to a new section 502 guar-
anteed loan, provided the interest rate
is at least equal or lower than the cur-
rent interest rate being refinanced and
the same house is used as security.

This Member supports the legislation
because it facilitates the use of the
RHS section 502 single family loan
guarantee program. In fact, this loan
program, which was first authorized
with this Member’s initiative, with the
strong support of now the chairman of
the Banking Committee, the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LEACH), some years ago and with the
support of the distinguished gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE), has
been very effective in nonmetropolitan
communities by guaranteeing loans
made by approved lenders to low-mod-
erate to moderate-income households.
The program provides a guarantee for
30-year fixed rate mortgages for the
purchase of an existing home or con-
struction of a new home. It has been
very good news for the taxpayer. Fur-
ther the program operates with a min-
imum of red tape. The examples from
my home State of Nebraska, where the
program was slow to start, are illus-
trative of how popular and how impor-
tant it is for low-moderate and mod-
erate-income Americans.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, for the afore-
mentioned reasons and many others,
this Member would encourage support
for H.R. 3834 which is being considered
today.
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Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the

gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER). I would again stress what an ex-
traordinary role he has played in this
House on housing matters.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LIN-
DER). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LEACH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3834, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 3834, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
f

CHANDLER PUMPING PLANT
WATER EXCHANGE FEASIBILITY
STUDY

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3986) to provide for a study of the
engineering feasibility of a water ex-
change in lieu of electrification of the
Chandler Pumping Plant at Prosser Di-
version Dam, Washington, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3986

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CHANDLER PUMPING PLANT AND

POWERPLANT OPERATIONS AT
PROSSER DIVERSION DAM, WASH-
INGTON.

Section 1208 of Public Law 103–434 (108 Stat.
4562) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting

‘‘OR WATER EXCHANGE’’ after ‘‘ELECTRIFICA-
TION’’;

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and
(3) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), respec-
tively, and indenting appropriately;

(C) by striking ‘‘In order to’’ and inserting the
following:

‘‘(1) ELECTRIFICATION.—In order to’’; and
(D) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) WATER EXCHANGE ALTERNATIVE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—As an alternative to the

measures authorized under paragraph (1) for
electrification, the Secretary is authorized to use
not more than $4,000,000 of sums appropriated
under paragraph (1) to study the engineering
feasibility of exchanging water from the Colum-
bia River for water historically diverted from the
Yakima River.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary, in coordination
with the Kennewick Irrigation District and in

consultation with the Bonneville Power Admin-
istration, shall—

‘‘(i) prepare a report that describes project
benefits and contains feasibility level designs
and cost estimates;

‘‘(ii) secure the critical right-of-way areas for
the pipeline alignment;

‘‘(iii) prepare an environmental assessment;
and

‘‘(iv) conduct such other studies or investiga-
tions as are necessary to develop a water ex-
change.’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or water

exchange’’ after ‘‘electrification’’; and
(B) in the second sentence of paragraph

(2)(A), by inserting ‘‘or the equivalent of the
rate’’ before the period;

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘electrifica-
tion,’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘elec-
trification or water exchange’’; and

(4) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘of the two’’
and inserting ‘‘thereof’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3986.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Idaho?

There was no objection.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3986 authorizes a

study of the feasibility of exchanging
water diverted from the Yakima River
for use by two irrigation districts for
water from the Columbia River. The
study would be conducted as part of
the Yakima River Basin Water En-
hancement Project. The legislation
will promote salmon recovery in the
Yakima River without reducing the
amount of water available to
irrigators.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS).

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 3986. I thank the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, as Members know, the
preservation of salmon in the Pacific
Northwest is one of my top priorities
in this Congress. I am convinced that
we can save this national treasure
while also preserving the jobs and qual-
ity of life of Pacific Northwest resi-
dents. My legislation is just one exam-
ple of the benefits that could be at-
tained for salmon by interested parties
working together at the local level.

Very simply, Mr. Speaker, my legis-
lation authorizes a study of the feasi-
bility of exchanging water diverted

from the Yakima River for use by the
Kennewick and Columbia Irrigation
Districts for water from the Columbia
River. The study would be conducted as
part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s
Yakima River Basin Water Enhance-
ment Project, a series of projects au-
thorized by Congress to improve water
quality and quantity in the Yakima
River. These two systems currently
take their water from the lower
Yakima River where flows have al-
ready been decreased because of
upriver diversions. By taking water
from the much larger volume of the Co-
lumbia River, the impact on threat-
ened and endangered species would be
significantly reduced.

Specifically, this project provides the
opportunity to increase Yakima River
flows at Prosser Dam during critical
low flow periods by up to 750 cubic feet
per second. This approach will provide
over twice as much flow augmentation
as the previously approved electrifica-
tion project and could completely
eliminate the Yakima River diversion
for the Kennewick Irrigation District.
A new pump station and pressure pipe-
line from the Columbia River will be
the cornerstone of a more salmon-
friendly Kennewick Irrigation District.

This project is a winner for both fish
and water users. It balances the need
to improve habitat for threatened spe-
cies while protecting water rights. Pre-
liminary results from a lower reach
habitat study indicate that these in-
creased flows would greatly help salm-
on and bull trout. In addition, this pro-
posal would provide substantial water
quality improvements in the Yakima
River.

It is important to note that a change
in the diversion for the Kennewick Irri-
gation District from the Yakima River
to the Columbia River will completely
change the current operational philos-
ophy for the district. It will evolve
from a relatively simple gravity sys-
tem to one of significant complexity
involving a major pump station and
pressure pipeline to the major feeder
canals. This remodeling will have a sig-
nificant impact on the existing system
and its users during construction,
start-up and transition. That is why it
is essential for the Kennewick Irriga-
tion District to be in a position to de-
velop these facilities in the way that
best fits its current and future oper-
ational goals and causes the least dis-
ruption to district water users. That is
why this legislation requires the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to give the
Kennewick Irrigation District substan-
tial control over the planning and de-
sign work in this study with the Bu-
reau having the final approval. This ap-
proach will ensure continued involve-
ment and support which is vital to the
success of this project.

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that this
bill has been going through the process
on both the Republican and Democrat
side. When you talk about water issues
in the Pacific Northwest, you tend to
polarize people in different approaches.
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