June 27, 2012

STOP STUDENT LOAN INTEREST
RATES FROM DOUBLING

(Ms. WILSON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Madam
Speaker, today I rise to draw attention
to the fact that there are only 4 days
left until Federal student loan interest
rates double. On July 1, the interest
rate for 7 million students could rise to
6.8 percent. Failure to act and to act
now would add $6.3 billion to students’
debt burdens in 1 year alone.

Frankly, Madam Speaker, this rise in
rates would happen at a time when our
young people can least afford it. Our
young people who are recent college
graduates have the highest unemploy-
ment rate of any age group in the Na-
tion, and more of them are graduating
with debt than ever before. In fact,
two-thirds of the class of 2010 grad-
uated with student loan debt.

Madam Speaker, this is a real prob-
lem. It should be solved now, and it
shouldn’t be solved on the backs of the
working class and the poor. I urge my
colleagues to join me and do the right
thing. Let’s stop the interest rates
from doubling before it’s too late.
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PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS’ BENE-
FITS IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF
2012

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McCLINTOCK). Pursuant to clause 8 of
rule XX, the unfinished business is the
question on suspending the rules and
passing the bill (H.R. 4018) to improve
the Public Safety Officers’ Benefits
Program, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2013

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5972
and that I may include tabular mate-
rial on the same.

H4079

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 697 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5972.

Will the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) kindly take the
chair.

O 1228

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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
5972) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Transportation, and
Housing and Urban Development, and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2013, and for other
purposes, with Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (Act-
ing Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday,
June 26, 2012, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BROUN) had been disposed of, and the
bill had been read through page 74, line
6.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I sub-
mit the following for the RECORD.
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bil1l vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Office of the Secretary
Salaries and EXPeNSES. .. ..o iv i ian i 102,481 110,450 108,277 +5,796 V -2,173
Immediate Office of the Secretary ................ N {2,818) .- {2,835} {+17} {+2,835)
Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary......... . (984) --- {992) {+8) (+992)
Office of the General Counsel.................v.. {19.515) CETS {19,615} {+100) {+19,615)
0ffice of the Under Secretary of Transportat1on
FOr POTICY. . it i i i e e e {10,107) .- {11,248} (+1,141) {+11,248)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Budget
AnNd Programs......oov s v oranenissenonrssasans {10,538} --- {12,825) {+2,287) {+12,825)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Governmental
13 ik - 3 1 - S {2,500} —e. {2,801) {(+101} {+2,601)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Administration.................... e {25,469) --- {27,095) (+1.626) (+27,095)
0ffice of Public Affairs................civiivvens {2,020} --- (2,034) (+14) (+2,034)
0ffice of the Executive Secretariat.............. . {1,595} --- (1,701) {+106) (+1,701)
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business )
UtiT4zat30n. . cv i i i s o {1,369} --- {1,539) {+170) (+1.539)
0ffice of Intelligence, Security, and Emergency
RESPONSE. . vt vi s e e et aeanns e (10.778) --- {10,875} {+97) {+10,875)
0ffice of the Chief Information Officer......... Ve {14,988} --- {15,117} (+129) {(+15,117)
Research and Development..............c.oovvivee e .- 13,670 .- .- -13,670
National Infrastructure Investments................. e 500,000 500,000 --- -500,000 -500,000
Livable Communities Initiative............ e . - 5,000 --- - -5,000
Financial Management Capital...... PR 4,990 10,000 10,000 +5,010 .-
Cyber Security Initiatives.............c.ccoviiennsn o 10,000 6,000 6,000 -4,000 we-
Qffice of Civil Rights..........oovviiii i, NN 9,384 8,773 8,773 +389 .-
Transportation Planning, Research and Development 9,000 10,000 8,000 -1,000 -2,000
Working Capital Fund.........c.ooiiiiniiininiinonnnnn {172,000} --- (174,128} {+2,128) (+174,128)
#Minority Business Resource Center Program ........... e 922 1,285 1,285 +363 .-
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)................ o (18,387) (21,955) (21,955) (+3,588) )
Minority Business OQutreach.....................cvven 3,068 3,234 3,234 +166 .-
Payments to Air Carriers {Airport & Airway Trust Fund) 143,000 114,000 114,000 -29,000 -
Rescission of excess compensation for general
aviation operations.........covviiiviveiinirinnianran -3,254 --- -~ +3,254 ---
Total, Office of the Secretary.............. e 778,591 783,412 260,569 -519,022 -522,843
Federal Aviation Administration
OPEratiONS. ... .ot i e i o 9,653,395 9,718,000 9,718,000 +64,605 “--
Air traffic organization.............ccienivninns (7,442,738) --- (7,513,850) {+71,112)  {+7,513,850)
Aviation safety... ... ... oo it .. {1,252,991) .- (1,258,000} (+2,008)  (+1,255,000)
Commercial space transportation.................. . {16,271} --- {16,700} (+429) (+18,700)
Finance and management........ ey . {582,117} .- {873,591} {-8,528) {+573.581}
Human resources programs. ... veevnraninoonsy (98,858} --- --- {-98,858} ---
Staff offices.........oociviiiiivinnnnnnren R {200,286) n-- (298,795} {+98,509) (+298,795)
NEXEBOM. .. oot it i i i e i e (60,134) .- (60,064) (-70) (+60,064)
Facilities and Equipment (Airport & Airway Trust Fund) 2,730,731 2,850,000 2,749,596 +18,865 -100,404
Research, Engineering, and Development {Airport &
Adrway Trust Fund. .. ... ..o v iniiininrnnnnsnnes NN 167,556 180,000 175,000 +7 444 -5,000
RESCISSION. ..., it ii i ieeeii e P -- -26,184 -26,184 -26,184 .-
Subtotal..............unn P e 167,556 153,816 148,816 -18,740 -5,000
Grants-in-Aid for Airports {(Airport and Airway Trust
Fund) {Liquidation of contract authorization}........ {3,435,000} (3,400,000) (3,400,000) (-35,000) wes
{Limitation on obligations)....................e . {3,350,000) (3,350,000} (3,350,000) --- ---
Administration. ... ..ot it ieraeiiiaanssnns {101,000} {103,000} {105,000} (+4,000) (+2,000)
Airport Cooperative Research Program............. ' (15,000) {15,000} {15,000) - .-
Airport technology research..... e (29,250) (29,300) (29,300) (+50} .-
Small community air service development program... (6,000} - .-~ (-6,000) .-

Chapter 471 reform obligation limitation
reduction {(legislative proposal)................ - {-926,000) --- --- (+926,000)
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bi11 vs.

Enacted Request Bi1l Enacted Request

Aviation Insurance Revolving Fund (Sec. 117).......... .-- -1,000 .- .- +1,000

Total, Federal Aviation Administration.......... 12,551,682 12,720,816 12,816,412 +64,730 -104,404

Appropriations.........coi it {12,551,682) (12,747,000) (12,642,596) {+80,914) (-104,404)

RESCISSIONS. ... it iit i isinnrnannns --- {-26,184) {-26,184) {-26,184) ---

Limitations on obligations...................... (3,350,000) (2,424 ,000) {3,350,000) .- (+926,000)

Total budgetary resources..............ocivvunen (15,901,682) (15,144,816) (15,966,412) (+64,730) {+821,596)
Federal Highway Administration

Limitation on Administrative Expenses................. {412,000) {437,780) (392,855) {-19,145) {-44,925)
Federal-Aid Highways (Highway Trust Fund):

(Liquidation of contract authorization}............. {39,882,583) (42,569,000) (39,882,583} .-~ (-2,686,417)
(Limitation on obligations)...............cccivuun (39,143,583) (41,830,000) (39,143,583) --- {-2,686,417)
(Exempt contract authority)................cc. 0. (739,000) (739,000) (739,000) .- .--
Emergency Relief (disaster relief category)....... 1,662,000 .- .- -1,662,000 .o

Total, Federal Highway Administration........... 1,862,000 --- - -1,662,000 ---
Disaster relief category.................... {1,862,000) --- --- {-1,662,000) .-
Limitations on obligations...................... {39,143,583) (41,830,000) (39,143,583) -~ {-2,686,417)
Exempt contract authority................... ... (739,000) (739,000} {739,000} “-- .-
Total budgetary resources..........ccvvvveeyvonn (41,544,583) (42,569,000) (39,882,583) (-1.662,000) (-2,686,417)
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
Motor Carrier Safety Operations and Programs (Highway

Trust Fund){Liquidation of contract authorization).. (247,724) {250,000) (244,144} {-3,580) {-5,856)

{Limitation on obligations)................... ..., {247,724) {250,000} (244 ,144) {-3,580) (-5,856)
Motor Carrier Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund)

(Liquidation of contract authorization)............. (307,000) (330,000) (307,000) .- (-23,000)
{Limitation on obligations)....................... {307,000) {330,000) (307,000) - (-23,000)

CVISN contract authority {(Sec. 131)}................. 1,000 --- --- -1,000 -

Rescission of contract authority.................... -1,000 ; .- _. +1,000 -

Total, Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration...... ... i i i i ... --- —-- .- ...
Limitations on obligations...................... (554,724) (580,000) (551,144) (-3,580) (-28,856)
Total budgetary resources................h.vvvs (554,724) {580,000) {551, 144) {-3,580) {-28,856)
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Operations and Research (general fund)................ 140,146 .- 152,000 +11,854 +152,000
Vehicle Safety............... e s --- 188,000 --- --- -188,000
Operations and Research (Highway Trust Fund)

{Liquidation of contract authorization)............. (109,500) (150,000) {122,360) (+12,860) {-27,640)
{Limitation on obligations)....................... (109,500) --- {122,360) (+12,860) (+122,360)
Highway Safety Research and Development

{Limitation on obligations)..................... .- {150,000} --- .- {-150,000)
Subtotal. ... .. e e 249,646 338,000 274,360 +24 714 -63,640
Highway Traffic Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund)

(Liquidation of contract authorization)............. (550,328) {643,000) (501,828) (-48,500) (-141,172)

(Limitation on obligations)....................... (550,328) {643,000) (501,828) (-48,500) (-141,172)
Highway safety programs (23 USC 402)............ {235,000) {317,500) {235,000) --- {-82,500)
Occupant protection incentive grants{23 USC 405) {25,000) (40,000) {25,000) .- (-15,000)
Safety belt performance grants (23 USC 406)..... {48,500) e .- (-48,500) .-
Distracted driving prevention.................. .- {50,000} --- --- (-50,000)
State traffic safety information system

improvement (23 USC 408).............cvvuervnn, (34,500) (34,500) (34,500) .- ..
Impaired driving countermeasures (23 USC 410)... (139,000) (139,000) (139,000) --- ---

Grant administration.......... P I (25,328) (18,000) (25,328) .- (+7,328)
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{Amounts in thousands)

High visibility enforcement.....................
Child safety and booster seat grants............
Motorcyclist safety..............cvvviiviiininn

Total, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration.......... ... i,

Limitations on obligations................. ... ..
Total budgetary resources...........c.....coevvvun
Federal Railroad Administration

Safety and Operations.........covi it viiinaninenan
Offsetting fee collections (legislative proposal).

Direct appropriation.............. ... .ot

Raiiroad Research and Development.............. AN
System Preservation....... ... vt iinersreenaen
Network Development ... ... ... st inrnnennrseons

National Railroad Passenger Corporation:
Operating Grants to the National Rallroad
Passenger Corporation.............c.ovevns e
Capital and Debt Service Grants to the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation..................

Subtotal. .. ... e

Next Gen High Speed Rail Service (resgission).........
Northeast Corridor Improvement Program (rescission)...

Total, Federal Railroad Administration..........
Federal Transit Administration
Administrative EXpenses............cieviivininsnsnanss

Formula and Bus Grents (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit
Account (Ligquidation of contract authorization).....
(Limitation on obligations)..............vvvnn .
Rescission of prior year contract authority.......
Research and Technology Deployment................ Ve

Transit Formula Grants {(Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit

Account (Ligquidation of contract authorization).....
(Limitation on obliigations).......................

Transit Expansion and Livable Communities (liquidation

of contract authorization)...................... ...,
(Yimitation on obligations).............cc0vviur s
Capital Investment Grants..............cvivvvunn.s, '

Operations and Safety.............oiuiiiiiiincanenonans
Administrative programs...........vovvinrviicnivan
Rail transit safety programs...............cc.vvns

Research and University Research Centers..............

Bus and Rail State of Good Repair (liquidation of
contract authorization)......... .. oiriiiairinninay

{Timitation on obligations)............ ... ...vnt.
Capital Investment Grants. . ..... ... .. v ivrnrencnss .
RESCISSTON. .. v i i i i et e .
Subtotal, ... e e

FY 2012
Enacted

(29,000)
(7,000)
(7,000)

FY 2013
Request

(29,000)
(7.000)
(7,000)

Bill vs.
Enacted

Bil13 vs.
Request

(-8,000)
(+7,000)

140,146

(659,828)

188,000

{793,000}

162,000
(624,188)

+11,854

(35,640}

-36.000

(-168,812)

(799,974)

178,506

(981,000)

196,000
-40,000

(776,188)

184,000

(-23,786)

(-204,812)

-12,000
+40,000

178,596

35,000

466,000

952,000

156,000

35,500
1,546,000
1,000,000

184,000

35,500

350,000
1,452,000

-116,000
+500,000

+28,000

-1,546,000
-1,000,000

+350,000
+1,452,000

1,802,000

-1,973
-4,419

+384,000

-1,873
-4.41¢

+1,802,000

1,631,596

98,713

(9,400,000)
(8,360,565)

44,000

1,855,000
-568,500

2,731,108

-72,496

120,957

(9,500,000}
(4,759,372)

{1.500,000)
(212,185)
2,235,486

166,000

(128,700}
(36,300)

(1,500,000)
{3,207,000)

-11,429

2,015,108

100,000

(9,400,000}
(8,360,565)
-72,496

44,000

1,816,993
-11,426

+383,512

+1,287

~72,496

-138,007
+47,071

-716,000

+100,000

{+9.,400,000)
(+8,360,565)

-120,957

{-9,500,000)
(-4,759,372)

(-1,500,000)
(-212,185)
2,235,486

-166,000
(-129,700)
(-36,300)

+44,000
{-1,500,000)
(-3,207,000)

+1,816,993

1,896,500

-11,429

1,805,564

+80,936

+1,816,993
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APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012
Enacted

FY 2013
Request

Bi11 vs.

Enacted

H4083

Washington Metropotlitan Area Transit Authority
Capital and Preventive Maintenance..................
ROSCISSTON, ..\ vttt i it s e ey

University Transportation Research (rescission).......
Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants (rescission)....
Research, Training and Human Resources (rescission)...
Interstate Transfer Grants (rescission)...............
Urban discretionary accounts (rescission).............

Total, Federal Transit Administration...........
Appropriations. .. ... .ottt
RESCISBIONS. .. it it r i caes

Limitations on obligations................... Ve
Total budgetary resources.................oviiis
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation

Operations and Maintenance (Harbor Maintenance
Trust FURd) . ..ot i i i e ey

Maritime Administration

Maritime Security Program.................ccovunn, Ve
Operations and Training............... PR

RESCTISBION. ... i vt in v et
Ship Disposal...........ccovvnivnnn, e
Assistance to Small Shipyards.................. ..o us

Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program Account:
Administrative expenses.............. ... . i
RESCISSTON. vttt i

Subtotal. ... .. e
Total, Haritime Administration................

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration

Operational Expenses:
General Fund...................v0s PN
Pipeline Safety Fund....... e ne e,
Pipeline Safety information grants to communities.

Subtotal...... e e e e e e
Hazardous Materials Safety........................ ...,
Pipeline Safety:

Pipeline Safety Fund............... .. .. i
011 Spill Liability Trust Fund.............. .. ...
Pipeline Safety Design Review Fund (leg. proposal)

Subtotal. . ... .. e e

Subtotal, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration.......................

Pipeline safety user fees............ oo iivirnannrnean
Special permit and approval fees (199 prcposa?) ......
Pipeline Safety Design Review fee {(leg. proposal).....

150,000

135,000
-523

150,000

134,477

-293
-14,662
-248
-2,662
-578

149,477

-283
-14,662
-248
-2,662
-578

-293
-14,662
-248
-2,662
-578

2,189,213
(2,247,713}
{-58,500)

(8,360,565}

2,554,552
(2,657,443)
(-30,395)

(8,178,557)

2,008,102

(2,110,993)

- {-30,395)

(8,360,565}

-181,111

{-136,720)

(+28,105)

-548,450

{-546,450)

(+182,008)

{10,549,778)

32,259

174,000
156,258
-980
5,500
9,880

3,740
-35,000

(10,733,109)

33,000

184,000
146,298

10,000

(10,368,667)

33,000

184,000
145,753

4,000

(-181,111)

+741

+10,000
-10,505
+980
-1,.500
-9,980

+10
+35,000

(-364,442)

-545

-6,000

313,488

344,048

337,503

+1,670

{+500)

+1,883

(+500)

42,338

90,679
18,573

21,047
50,673
150,500

21,510
4,000

90,678
18,573
2,000

+1,983
-8,127
-59,821

-2,937
-2,000

172,950

-91,318

247,730

-1561,138
-12,000
-4,000

176,828
-81,318

-2,000

+3,878

-2,000

-70,902

+58,821
+12,000
+2,000
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bi1l vs.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request
Emergency Preparedness Grants:
Limitation on emergency preparedness fund..... SR (28,318) (28,318) (28,318) .o .-
(Emergency preparedness fund)................, (188) (188) (188) - .-
Total, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration...................... N 81,832 80,591 83,510 +1,878 +2,919
Research and Innovative Technology Administration
Research and Development.............. PR 15,981 —- 13,500 -2,481 +13,500
Office of Inspector General
Salaries and Expenses................... ey 79,624 84,499 84,499 +4 ,875 -
Surface Transportation Board
Salaries and EXpenses. . ........c. v viiiiiviin i 28,310 31,250 31,250 +1,940 e
Offsetting collections............ ..o vnininy AN -1,250 -1,250 -1,250 --- v
Total, Surface Transportation Board........... 28,060 30,000 30,000 +1,940 .-
Total, title I, Department of Transportation.. 19,505,282 19,550,026 17,634,203 -1,871,079 -1,915,823
Appropriations. ......ccoii i i (17,942,016) (19,685,493) (17,768,670) (-172,346) (-1,915,823)
RESCISSIONS. . ..ot in i (-97,734) (-62,971) (-62,971) (+34,763) ---
Disaster relief category.................. (1,662,000) --- --- (-1,662,000) ..
Rescissions of contract authority......... {-1,000) {(-72,496) (-72,4986) {-71,496) -
Limitations on obligations.................... (52,068,700} (53,805,557) (52,029,480) {-39,220} (-1.776,077)
Total budgetary resources................couus (71,573,982) (73,355,583} (69,663,683} (-1,910,299) {-3,691,900)
TITLE II - DEPARTMENT OF HQUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Management and Administration
Administration, Operations and Management............. 537,789 532,546 518,068 - -19,721 -14,478
Program Office Salaries and Expenses:
Public and Indian Housing...... e e 200,000 211,634 206,500 +6,500 -5,134
Community Planning and Development.............. . 100,000 103,882 103,500 +3,500 -382
HOUSTING. ..ottt i e it i sn s e e aas 391,500 398,832 396,500 +5,000 -2,332
Policy Development and Research................... 22,211 21,394 22,3286 +115 +932
Fair Housing and Equal Opportumity................ 72,800 74,296 72,904 +304 -1,392
Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control... 7,400 6,816 6,816 -584 .-
Subtotal.............c.oiiiiiii e 793,711 816,854 808,546 +14,835 -8,308
Total, Management and Administration.......... 1,331,500 1,349,400 1,326,614 -4,886 ~22,786
Public and Indian Housing
Tenant-based Rental Assistance:
Renewals.................. PR 17,242,351 17,237,948 17,237,948 -4,403 ..
Tenant protection vouchers..............cvivivinvies 75,000 75,000 75,000 .- “es
Administrative fees......... e e 1,350,000 1,575,000 1,575,000 +225,000 .-
Family self-sufficiency coordinators.............. 60,000 -- 60,000 .- +60,000
Veterans affairs supportive housing............... 75,000 75,000 75,000 .- .-
Sec. 811 mainstream voucher renewals.............. 112,018 111,335 111,335 -683 ..
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- {-25,000) --- s {+25,000)

Subtotal (available this fiscal year)......... 18,914,369 19,074,283 19,134,283 +219,914 +60,000
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Bi11 vs.

Enacted
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Bill vs.
Request

Advance appropriations..............c0vvuun e
Less appropriations from pr'ior year advances. .....

Total, Tenant-based Rental Assistance
appropriated in this bill............. ... ..

Public Housing Capital Fund.................c..., e
Transformation initiative (transfer out)........ e
Public Housing Operating Fund..................... ...
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........
Choice neighborhoods. . .......... i iiiiii e ineas
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........
Family Self-Sufficiency.............. ..o i,
Native American Housing Block Grants.............. N
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........
Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant...................
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account....
{Limitation on guaranteed loans)................,..
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........
Native Hawaiian Loan Guarantes Fund Program Account...
{Limitation on guarenteed Toans)..................
Housing Certificate Fund {rescission).................

Total, Public and Indian Housing..............
Community Planning and Development

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS...........
Transformation initiastive (transfer out)...... e

Community Development Fund.............ovivninnvrnenn
Indian COBG. .. vuv ittt i i st
Sustainable housing and communities ...............
Capacity building........... e e e
Disaster relief........ ... .. ity

{Disaster relief category) ..... e Ve

Subtotal.. ... ... .. i
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........
Community Development Loan Guarantees (Section 108):
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)..................
Credit subsidy,..........co i
HOME Investment Partnerships Program.......... e
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........
Self-help and Assisted Homeownership Opportunity
Program....... ey P
Homeless Assistance Grants.............ovovvvniinannn
Transformation initiative (transfer out)........ '
Total, Community Planning and Development.....,.
Housing Programs
Project-based Rental Assistance:
RENOWATS . . o i e
Contract administrators.............covvevviivann
Subtotal (available this fiscal year)..... ‘e
Transformation initiative (transfer out)..........

Advance appropriations. ......... i iiciinnnaes .
Less appropriations from prior year advances......

Total, Project-based rental assistance
appropriated in this bill.................. '

4,000,000
-4,000,000

4,000,000
-4,000,000

4,000,000
-4,000,000

18,914,368

1,875,000

3,961,850

120,000

650,000

13,000
6,000

(360,000)
386

(41,504)
-200,000

19,074,283

2,070,000
{-10,350)
4,524,000
(-22,620)
150,000
{-750)
60,000
650,000
(-3,250)
13,000
(-65)
7,000
{900,000)
(-35)
1,000
{107,000)

19,134,283

1,985,000

4,524,000
650,000
6,000

+219,914

+110,000

+562,150

»120,000
-13,000
(-360,000)
-388
{-41,504)
+200,000

+60,000

-85,000
{+10,350)
(+22,620)
~150,000

(+750)

-60,000

(+3,250)

-13,000

(+65)
«1,000
(-900,000)
(+35)
-1,000
{-107,000)

25,340,605

332,000

2,948,000
60,000

300,000
100,000

26,549,283

330,000
{-1,650)

2,948,080
60,000
100,000
35,000

26,299,283

330,000

3,404,000

+958,678

-2,000

+455,910
-60,000

~300,000
-100,000

-250,000

{+1,850)

+455,910
-60,000
-100,000
-35,000

3,408,080

(240,000)
§,952

1,000,000

53,500
1,901,190

3,143,080

{-15,715)

(500,000)

1,000,000
(-5.000)

2,231,000
{-11,155)

3,404,000

6,000

1,200,000

60,000
2,000,000

(-240,000)
+48

+200,000

+6,500
+98,810

+260,910
(+18.715)
(-500,000)

+6,000

+200,000
{+5,000)

+60,000
-231,000
(+11,155)

6,700,732

9,050,672
289,000

6,704,090

8,440,400
260,000

7,000,000

8,440,400
260,000

+299,268

-610,272
29,000

+295,910

9,339,672

400,000
-400,000

8,700,400
{-18,000)

400,000
-400,000

8,700,400

400,000
~400,000

9,339,672

8,700,400

8,700,400

~639,272
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi11 vs. Bi11 vs.
Enacted Request Biil Enacted Request
Housing for the Elderly........ e 374,627 475,000 425,000 +50,373 -50,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- (-2,375) .- ... (+2,375)
Housing for Persons with Disabilities................. 165,000 150,000 166,000 .- +15,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .- {-750) --- .- {+750)
Housing Counseling Assistance......................... 45,000 55,000 45,000 .- -10,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... —-- {-278) --- L {+275)
Rental Housing Assistance.............ovvvvvivniinan 1,300 --- --- -1,300 ---
Rent Supplement (rescission)...........covvvrvniiiininy -231,600 --- .- +231,600 .
Manufactured Housing Fees Trust Fund.................. 6,500 8,000 4,000 -2,500 -4,000
Offsetting collections........ e -4,000 -4,000 -4,000 --- .-
Subtotal................. iy 2,500 4,000 .-- -2.500 -4,000
Total, Housing Programs...............cocucnrn 9,696,499 9,384,400 9,335,400 -361,009 -49,000
Appropriations. ... ... ..o ii i (9,932,009) (9,388,400) (9,339,400) (-592,699) (-49.000)
ReSCissions. . ......c. ity (-231,600) --- .- (+231,600) ---
Offsetting collections.................... (-4,000) (-4,000) (-4,000) .- ---
Federal Housing Administration
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program Account:
{Limitation on guaranteed Toans).................. (406,000,000} (400,000,000} (400,000,000) ... .-
(Limitation on direct loans).............. . oievn (50,000} (50,000) (50,000} “ew .-
Offsetting receipts........ .. .ot -4,427,000 -9,676,000 -9,676,000 -5,249,000 ---
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECM)(Sec. 210)..... ~286,000 -170,000 -170,000 +116,000 -e-
Additional offsetting receipts (Sec. 238)......... -§9,000 --- --- +59,000 .-
Administrative contract expenses............c.. .. 207,000 215,000 215,000 +8,000 .-
Transformation initiative {transfer out)....... v --- {-1,075) .- .- {+1,075)
Working capital fund {transfer out)............... (-71,500) {-71,500) (-71,500) - -
General and Special Risk Program Account: .
{(Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. (25,000,000) (25,000,000) (25,000,000) .-- .-
(Limitation on direct loans).......... P (20,000) (20,000) (20,000) .- .-
Offsetting receipts......... . v vinns -400,000 -588,000 -588,000 -188,000 a.
Total, Federal Housing Administration......... -4,965,000 -10,219,000 -10,219,000 -5,254,000 -
Government National Mortgage Association
Guarantees of Mortgage-backed Securities Loan
Guarantee Program Account:
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)................. . (500,000,000) (500,000,000) (500,000,000) .o LR
Administrative expenses (legislative proposal).... 19,500 21,000 20,500 +1,000 -500
Offsetting receipts {legislative proposal)........ -100,000 -100,000 -100,000 .- .-
Offsetting receipts.. ... . . ey -521,000 ~-647,000 -647,000 -126,000 .-
Offsetting receipts {Sec. 238} ........... ..o -5,000 .- --- +5,000 .-~
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECHM) (Sec. 210}.... -24,000 -23,000 -23,000 +1,000 .-
Total, Gov't National Mortgage Association.... -630,500 -749,000 -749,500 -119,000 -500
Policy Development and Research
Research and Technology. ... ...vvuiiniiiiinnnnnrsnrnns 46,000 52,000 52,000 +6,000 .-
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Fair Housing Activities........... ..o, . 70,847 68,000 68,000 -2,847 .-
Transformation initiative (transfer outy.......... --- (-205) --- .- (+205)
0ffice of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes
Lead Hazard Reduction..........c.ooninninnnnnnas e 120,000 120,000 120,000 .- .-
Transformation initiative (transfer out}...... e .- {-800) .-~ L {+600}
Management and Administration
Working Capital Fund.............oviiiiinivinnnvranss 199,035 170,000 175,000 «24,035 +5,000
(By transfer)........ ..ot iiiiiiiininsianians (71,500) {71.,600) (71,500) ... ...
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(Amounts in thousands)
FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bi1l vs
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Office of Inspector General...................... Ve 124,000 125,600 125,600 +1,600 .-
Transformation Initiative...................... RN 50,000 .- 50,000 --- +50,000
(By transfer)..........c.ouvvvviunn e --- {119,870) —-- .- (-119,870)
Total, Management and Administration.......... 373,035 295,600 350,600 -22,435 +55,000
{Grand total, Management and Administration).. (1,704,535} (1,645,000} (1.677,214) {-27,321} {+32,214)
General Provisions
Rescission of prior-year advance...................... -650,000 --- .- +650,000 .-
Total, title 1I, Department of Housing and
Urban Development........... ... iiiiiiannens . 37,433,718 33,554,773 33,583,397 -3,850,321 +28,624
Appropria@tions..........civiiniiirnas (39,841,318) (40,382,773} (40,391,397) {+550,079) (+28,624)
RESCISSIONS. . .. v ittt s (-431,800) .- .- {+431,600) .-
Disaster relief category.................. (100,000) --- .- {-100,000} o--
Advance appropriations.................... (4,400,000) (4,400,000) {4,400,000) --- .-
Rescissions of prior year advances........ (-650,000) .- wen (+650,000) .-
Offsetting receipts............oovvvvvnnn (-5,822,000) (-11,204,000) (-11,204,000) (-5,382,000) -
Offsetting collections................ s (-4,000) (-4,000) {-4,000) --- .-
(by transfer).......... ..ot 71,500 191,370 71,500 “. -119,870
{transfer out). ... ... . vt -71.500 -191,370 -71,500 c.. +119,870
{Limitation on direct Toans)............ e {70,000} {70,000} {70,000) .- .-
(Limitation on guaranteed Toans)................ {925,641,504) (926,507,000) (925,000,000) {-641,504) (-1,507,000)
TITLE III - OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
Access Board................ e e 7,400 7,400 7,400 .- .-
Federal Maritime Commission.................oovvunnnns, 24,100 26,000 25,000 +800 -1,000
Amtrak Office of Inspector General.................... 20,500 22,000 25,000 +4,500 +3,000
National Transportation Safety Board.................. 102,400 102,400 102,400 e wes
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation................. 216,300 213,000 225,300 +10,000 +12,300
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness..... 3,300 3,600 3,300 - ~300
Total, title I1I, Other Independent Agencies.... 373,000 374,400 388,400 +15,400 +14,000
Grand total {net)........... .. i, 57,312,000 53,479,199 51,606,000 -5,706,000 -1.873,199
Appropriations. . ... .. it i (58,156,334) (60,422,666) (58,549,467) {+393,133) (-1,873,199)
Rescissions.........coo i, e (-529,334) {-62,971) (-62,971) {+466,363) .-
Disaster relief category.................... (1,762,000) .- .- (-1,762,000) o
Rescissions of contract authority........... (-1,000) (-72,496) (-72,496) (-71,496) .-
Advance appropriations...... e e (4,400,000) (4,400,000) (4,400,000) --- L
Rescissions of prior year advances.......... {-650,000) --- --- (+650,000) -
Offsetting receipts................... ot .., {-5,822,000) {-11,204,000) (-11,204,000) (-5,382,000) -.-
Offsetting collections..........covvvvvennn. {-4,000) (-4,000} {-4,000)
{Limitation on obligations)..................... (52,068,700} (53,805,557) (52,029,480} {-38.220} (-1,776,077)
(by transfer).................. e, 71,500 191,370 71,500 --- -119,870
(transfer out)........... .. it -71,500 -191,370 ~71,500 .- +119,870
Total budgetary resources..................ccons (109,380,700) (107,284,756) (103,635,480) (-5,745,220) (-3,649,276)

Discretionary total................... P

{55,550,000)

(53,479,199}

(51,606,000)

{-3,944,000)

{-1,873,199)
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
0ffice of the Secretary
Salaries and expenses..... P N v erar e 102,481 110,450 108,277 +5,796 -2,173
Immediate Office of the Secretary................. (2,618) .- {2,835} (+17) {+2,835)
Immediate O0ffice of the Deputy Secretary....... e (984} --- {992) (+8) {+992)
Office of the General Counsel................... o {19.515) - {19,615} {+100) {+19,615)
0ffice of the Under Secretary of Transportation
FOr POT Y. i i e s {10,107) .- {11,248) {+1,141) (+11,248)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Budget
and Programs. .......ccoveuuriiniin it (10,538) —. (12,825) (+2,287) (+12,825)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Governmental
LS = - {2,500) -.- {2,601) {+101}) (+2,601)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Administration. ... ......ooviii it ni (25,469) --- {27,095) (+1,626) (+27,095)
Office of Public Affairs.................. RN {2,020} .- {2,034) {+14) (+2,034)
Office of the Executive Secretariat.............. . (1,595) .- {1,701) {+108) (+1,701)
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business
Utildzation. ... ..o i s vees {1,369) --- {1,539) {+170} {+1,539)
Qffice of Intelligence, Security, and Emergency
ROSPONSE . . v it i it it ceiansiicnaurnna sy . {10,778} -~ {10,875) (+97} {+10,875)
Office of the Chief Information Offwcer ........ e (14,988) .-- {15,117) {+129} {+15,117)
Research and Development................covivnn e - 13,670 - -es -13,670
National Infrastructure Investments................... 500,000 500,000 .- -500,000 -500,000
Livable Communities Initiative...................... ‘e .- 5,000 --- LR -5,000
Fipancial Management Capital.............. ... oo0vi 4,990 10,000 10,000 +5,010 -
Cyber Security Initiatives.............. .. .o, 10,000 6,000 "~ 6,000 -4,000 ..
Office of Civil Rights. . ... i i iinriecnesns 9,384 9,773 9,773 +389 .-
Transportation Planning, Research, and Development. ... 8,000 10,000 8,000 -1,000 -2,000
Working Capital Fund.................... ... e {172,000} --- {174,128} (+2,128) {+174,128)
Minority Business Resource Center Program............. 922 1,285 1.285 +363 .-
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)..... e (18,367) (21,955) {21,955} (+3,588) .o
Minority Business Outreach..............voovivivenvnnn 3,068 3,234 3,234 +166 .-
Payments to Air Carriers (Airport & Airway Trust Fund} 143,000 114,000 114,000 -29,000 e
Rescission of excess compensation for general
aviation operations............. e o -3,254 - -u- +3,254 o
Total, Office of the Secretary................ o 779,591 783,412 260,569 -519,022 -522,843
Federal Aviation Administration
Operations........ A R 9,853,395 9,718,000 9,718,000 +64,605 .-
Air traffic organization...................... e (7,442,738) .- (7,513,850) (+71,112)  (+7,513,850)
Aviation safety............... PPN e . (1,252,991} --- {1,255,000) {+2,009)  (+1,255,000)
Commercial space transportation.......... s {16,271} - {16,700) (+429) {+16,700)
Finance and management ... ... ... v vervnvarinenes {582,117) --- {573,591) (-8,528) {+573,591)
Human resources pPrograms........co.vvevrieiorannn {98,858) - .- {-98,858) .-
Staff offices................... s {200,286) --- (298,795) (+88,509) {+298,795)
NBXtBOM. ..t i iiviiinine it RN {60,134) .- (60,084) {-70) {+60,064)
Facilities and Equipment (Airport & Airway Trust Fund) 2,730,731 2,850,000 2,749,596 +18,8865 -100,404
Research, Engineering, and Development (Airport &
Afrway Trust Fund...... ... iiiiiiini i iinns Ve 167,556 180,000 175,000 +7,444 -5,000
RESCTISSION. ... iv v i it cii e anan N .- -26,184 -26,184 -26,184 .-
Subtotal......... e e e 167,556 153,816 148,816 -18,740 -5,000
Grants-in-Aid for Airports (Airport and Airway Trust
Fund) (Liquidation of contract authorization)........ (3,435,000) (3,400,000) (3,400,000} (-35,000) “an
{Limitation on obligations)............... .. cveuty (3,350,000) {3,350,000) {3,350,000) - ..
Administration. .. ... ... it e e {101,000) {103,000} {105,000} {+4,000} (+2,000)
Airport Cooperative Research Program.............. {15,000) (16,000) {15,000} .- -
Airport technology research...............civvvunn (29,250) {29,300) (29,300} (+50) e
Small community air service development program... {6,000) --- -~ (-6,000) .-

Chapter 471 reform obligation limitation
reduction (legislative proposal)................ ... (-926,000) - .en (+926,000)
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FYy 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs.

Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request

Aviation Insurance Revolving Fund (Sec. 117).......... . -1,000 .. .- +1,000

Total, Federal Aviation Administration......... B 12,551,682 12,720,818 12,616,412 +64,730 -104,404

Appropriations. ... ... ... ... . i i, (12,551,682) (12,747,000) (12,642,596) (+90,914) (-104,404)

RESCISHIONS. . .ttty it vt cnnesaraanas we- {-26,184) {-26,184) {-26,184) .-

Limitations on obligations.................... NS (3,350,000} (2,424,000) (3,350,000) .-~ (+926,000)

Total budgetary resources......... .. .oceviias <. (15,901,682) (15,144.818) (15,966,412} {+64,730) {+821,5886)
Federal Highway Administration

Limitation on Administrative Expenses................. {412,000} {437,780) {392, 855) (-18,145) (-44,925)
Federal-Aid Highways (Highway Trust Fund):

(Liquidation of contract authorization)............. {39,882,583) (42,569,000) (39,882,583) LR {-2,686,417)
(Limitation on obligations)................. e (39,143,583) (41,830,000) (39,143,583) .- (-2,686,417)
(Exempt contract authority)............ccovvvnnnes {739,000} {739,000} {739,000} --- ---
Emergency Relief (disaster re1ief category) ....... 1,662,000 .- .- -1, 662 000 -

Total, Federal Highway Administration.......... . 1,662,000 .- wes -1, 662 000 ---
Disaster relief category..............vovt, (1,862,000} - - {-1,662,000) -
Limitations on obligations.................... .. (39,143,583) (41,830,000) (39,143,583} --- (-2,686,417)
Exempt contract authority..................... o (739,000) (739,000} (739,000} .- .-
Total budgetary resources..............coovvuvnn (41,544 ,583) (42,569,000) (39,882,583) (-1,662,000) (-2,686,417)
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
Motor Carrier Safety Operations and Programs (Highway

Trust Fund){Liquidation of contract authorization).. {247 ,724) {250,000) (244,144) (-3,580) (-5,856)

{Limitation on obligations).......... .. . i, {247,724} (250,000) {244 ,144) (-3.,580) {-5,8586)
Motor Carrier Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund)

{Liguidation of contract authorization) ............. {307,000) {330,000) {307,000) - (-23,000)
(Limitation on obligations).............. ...\, e (307,000} (330,000) {307,000) .—- (~23,000)

CVISN contract authority {Sec., 134).............. ... 1.000 - - -1,000 ---

Rescission of contract authority.................... -1,000 .- - +1,000 .-

Total, Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration..................... e .- ’ - .- - -
Limitations on obligations............ e (554 ,724) (580,000) (551,144) (-3,580) (-28,8586)
Total budgetary resources.................. e {554,724) (580,000) {551,144) {-3,580) {-28,856)
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Operations and Research (general fund)....... e 140,146 .- 162,000 +11,854 +152,000
Vehicle Safety...... PPN . _.e 188,000 we- .- -188,000
Operations and Research (Highway Trust Fund)

(Liguidation of contract authorization)............. (109,500) (150,000) (122,360) (+12,8860) {-27,640)
{(Limitation on obligations)......c.ovvcviiinnveans {109, 500) .- {122,360) (+12,880) {+122,380)
Highway Safety Research and Development

{Limitation on obligations}............... S .- {150,000} .. .- {-150,000)
Subtotal... ... ... . i i e 249,646 338,000 274,360 +24.714 ~-63,640
Highway Traffic Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund)

(Liquidation of contract authorization)............. {550,328) {643,000) {501,828} {-48,500) {-141,172)

(Limitation on obligations).........c.ccvvivnnnns . (550,328} {643,000} {501,828} {-48,500) {-141,172)
Highway safety programs (23 USC 402)............ {235,000) {317,500} (235,000) .- {-82,500)
Occupant protection incentive grants(23 USC 405) {25,000} (40,000} (25,000} .- {-15,000)
Safety belt performance grants (23 USC 406)..... {48,500} EEE - {-48,500) ---
Distracted driving prevention.................. - {50,000} - .- {-50,000)
State traffic safety information system

improvement (23 USC 408)...........covnvinnnnn {34,500) {34,500} (34,500) .- .--
Impaired driving countermeasures (23 USC 410).. {139,000) (139,000} (138,000) - LR

Grant administration.................. .. .. .0, (25,328) (18,000) (25,328) “e- (+7,328)
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FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs,
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
High visibility enforcement................ ... .. {29,000) {37,000} {29,000} LR {-8,000)
Child safety and booster seat grants............ (7.000) .- {7,000) - {(+7,000})
Motorcyclist safety......... e {7,000) {7.000) {7,000} - .--
Total, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration........ e s 140,146 188,000 152,000 +11,854 -36,000
Limitations on obligations................ RN {659,828) (793,000} (624,188} {-35,640) (-168,812)
Total budgetary resources........... A e es {799,974) {981,000) (776,188) (-23,7886) (-204,812)
Federal Railroad Administration
Safety and Operations........ .. i iiiiiinn, 178,596 196,000 184,000 +5,404 -12,000
Offsetting fee collections (legislative proposal). -- -40,000 --- .- +40,000
Direct appropriation.............coiviviiias 178,596 156,000 184,000 +5,404 +28,000
Railroad Research and Development................ PN 35,000 35,500 35,500 +500 [
System Preservation. .. ..o iiiiinnnreeerioions .. 1,546,000 -- - -1,546,000
Network Development............ivsivsernrinccrirrnnns - 1,000,000 - —. ~1,000,000
National Railroad Passenger Corporsation:
Operating Grants to the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation...... s e 466,000 —-- 350,000 ~116,000 +350,000
Capital and Debt Service Grants to the Nationa?
Railroad Passenger Corporation.................. 952,000 --- 1,452,000 +500,000 +1,452,000
2717 7 - 1 1A 1,418,000 --- 1,802,000 +384,000 +1,802,000
Next Gen High Speed Rail Service (rescission}......... “ew -1,873 -4,973 -1,873 -
Northeast Corridor Improvement Program (rescission)... . -4,419 -4,419 -4 .419 .-
Total, Federal Railroad Administration....... . 1,631,596 2,731,108 2,015,108 +383,512 -716,000
Federal Transit Administration
Administrative Expenses................. [N 98,713 - 100,000 +1,287 +100,000
Formuia and Bus Grants (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit
Account (Liquidation of contract authorization}..... {9,400,000) .- {9,400,000) e {+9,400,000)
{Limitation on obligations)..... e e {8,360,565) - {8,360,565) .- {+8,380,565)
Rescission of prior year contract author1ty.,..... .- -72,496 ~72,496 ~72,496 v
Research and Technology Deployment................. P .- 120,957 .- “ -120,957
Transit Formula Grants (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit
Account {Liquidation of contract authorization)..... —.e {8,500,000) .- - {~9,500,000)
{Limitation on obligations}.................... N L (4,759,372} - .- {-4,759,372)
Transit Expansion and Livable Communities (liquidation
of contract authorization)...................c.o.uts - (1,500,000) - .- {-1,500,000)
(1imitation on obligations)....... ... cvveniivn i - {212,185) .- --. {-212,185)
Capital Investment Grants........ocirerrivrnscionrans .- 2,235,486 .- - -2,235,486
Operations and Safety........ .. cciiniiininiansnn e - 166,000 - .o ~166,000
Administrative programs.........coinerisescanss . -.- {129,700} --- .- (-129,700)
Rail transit safety programs..... P --- {36,300} .- .- {-36,300)
Research and University Research Centers............. . 44,000 .- 44,000 - +44,000
Bus and Rail State of Good Repair (liguidation of
contract authorization}........................ . —-e {1,500,000) .- - (-1,500,000)
(Yimitation on obligations)........... ... o vniunn. - {3,207,000) .- - {-3,207,000)
Capital Investment Grants...........cvvvvrnninnns RN 1,955,000 - 1,816,983 «138,007 +1,816,993
REOSCISSTON. « vt v i e it ii s s cn i tanasaianan e -58,500 -11,429 -11,429 +47,071 -

............................ RN B ME R ErEE EEEE MR EREECGCem me e

Subtotal..... ... i e PN 1,896,500 -11,429 1,806,564 -80,936 +1,816,993
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{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2013
Request

Bill vs.

Enacted

H4091

Bi1l vs.
Request

= = e R W e W W % e W W e % e e i i e e e e e e e e e W e = e W W e N e e e W e P

135,000
-523

150,000
-523

+15,000

..................... TR e MMM E e R R aERoN M AMA B RN mMEREER Ee NG L e ————

134,477

-293
-14,662
-248
-2,662
-578

149,477

-293
-14,662
-248
-2,662
-578

+15,000

2,554,852
(2,657,443}
{-30,395)

(8,178,557)

2,008,102

(2,110,993)

{-30,395)

(8,360,565}

-181,111

(-136,720)

{+28,105)

-546,450

(-546,450)

(+182,008)

{10,733,108)

33,000

184,000
146,298

10,000

{10,368,667)

33,000

184,000
145,753

4,000

(-181,111)

+741

+10,000
-10,505
+380
-1,500
-8,980

+*10
+35,000

(-364,442)

-545

-6,000

344,048

337,503

+24 005

+1,670

{+500)

+1,983

{+500)

21,047
50,873
150,500

21,510
4,000

42,546

80,679
18,573
2,000

+1,670

+208

+2,000

+1,983
-8,127
-59,821

-2,937
-2,000

FY 2012
Enacted
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Capital and Preventive Maintenance..........c.....ue 150,000
RESCISSION. . . s i i i i tan e -
Subtotal. ... .c.ciii i i s 150,000
University Transportation Research (rescission)....... e
Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants (rescission).... “a
Research, Training and Human Resources (rescission)... ..
Interstate Transfer Grants {rescission)........... s .-
Urban discretionary accounts (rescission)............. .-~
Total, Federal Transit Administration...... e 2,189,213
Appropriations........ ... .. it {2,247,713)
Rescissions......... e e N {-58,500)
Limitations on obligations................... ces (8,360,565)
Total budgetary resources................ ceesase {10,548,778)
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation
Operations and Maintenance (Harbor Maintenance
Trust FUNG) .. oo it it e i e e evees 32,269
Maritime Administration
Maritime Security Program.......... ..ot 174,000
Operations and Training. ... ... . ivii i, 156,258
REBSCISSTON. ... i it it ra sy -880
Ship Disposal..........ihvii i enn ey 5,500
Assistance to Small Shipyards.................... Ve 8,980
Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI} Program Account:
Administrative expenses....... PN AN 3,740
Rescission.........ooceininnnnns e e -35,000
Subtotal................... e -31,260
Total, Maritime Administration................ 313,498
Pipaline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration
Operational Expenses:
Goneral Fund.............. .. .00 N 20,721
Pipeline Safety Fund............. ... i, . 639
Pipeline Safety information grants to commun1t1es {1,000)
Subtotal............coovinns e 21,360
Hazardous Materials Safety........ N 42,338
Pipsline Safety:
Pipeline Safety Fund..........., PR NN 90,679
011 Spill Liability Trust Fund.................. 18,573
Pipeline Safety Design Review Fund (leg. proposal) -.
Subtotal. ... ... i e 109,252
Subtotal, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration...........cccvenvivinn 172,950
Pipeline safoty user fees........ ... i iiiiinvinenans -91,318

Special permit and approval fees (leg. proposal)...... e
Pipeline Safety Design Review fee (leg. proposal}..... -

247,730

-151,138
-12,000
-4,000

176,828

-81,318

-2,000

+3,878

-2,000

-70,802

+59,821
+12,000
+2.000



H4092 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE June 27, 2012

DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
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FY 2012 FY 2013 Bil1l vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Emergency Preparedness Grants:
Limitation on emergency preparedness fund........ R (28,318) (28,318) (28,318) wee .-
{Emergency preparedness fund).......... e . {188) (188) (188) —- .-
Total, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration. ......... i iiiiiniieeanriaenas 81,632 80,591 83,510 +1,878 +2,919
Research and Innovative Technology Administration
Research and Development...........ccoiviniinneninencas 15,981 --- 13,500 -2,481 +13,500
0ffice of Inspector General
Sataries and EXpenses. .. ... .. iiit i 79,624 84,499 84,409 +4,875 .-
Surface Transportation Board
Salaries and Expenses................. R PRI 29,310 31,250 31,250 +1,940 “--
Offsetting collections............. e . -1,250 -1,250 -1,250 .- .-
Total, Surface Transportation Board..... e 28,060 30,000 30,000 +1,940 -
Total, title I, Department of Transportation,. 19,505,282 19,550,026 17,634,203 -1,871,079 -1,915,823
Appropriations...... e .. (17,942,016) (19,685,493) (17,769,670) (-172,346) (-1,916,823)
RESCISSTONS. ... .ot i it i e (-97,734) (-62,971) (-62,971) (+34,763) ---
Disaster relief category................. . {1,662,000) - v (-1,662,000} -
Rescissions of contract authority........ . (-1,000) {-72,496) {-72,498) {-71.496) ---
Limitations on obligations.................... (52,068,700} (53,805,557) (52,029,480} {-39,220) (-1,776,077)
Total budgetary resources..................... (71,573,982) (73,355,583) (69,663,683) (-1,910,299) (-3,691,900)
TITLE I1 - DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Management and Administration
Administration, Operations and Management............. 637,789 532,546 518,068 -18,721 ~14,478
Program Office Salaries and Expenses:
Public and Indian Housing............ccvevuvus e 200,000 211,634 206,500 +6,500 -5,134
Community Planning and Development............... . 100,000 103,882 103,500 +3,500 -382
Housing........... e e e 391,500 398,832 396,500 +5,000 -2,332
Policy Development and Research.................. . 22,211 21,394 22,326 +115 +932
Fair Housing and Equal Opportumity................ 72,600 74,296 72,004 +304 -1,392
0ffice of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control... 7,400 6,816 6,816 -584 ---
Subtotal........ e e e e 793,711 816,854 808,546 +14,835 -8,308
Total, Management and Administration.......... 1,331,500 1,349,400 1,326,614 -4,886 -22,786
Public and Indian Housing
Tenant-based Rental Assistance:
Renewals..............covuvvnnn P ceaes 17,242,351 17,237,948 17,237,948 ~4,403 ...
Tenant protection vouchers..... PN RPN 75,000 75,000 75,000 --- .-
Administrative fees............ s PN 1,350,000 1,575,000 1,675,000 +225,000 .--
Family self-sufficiency coordinators............ . 60,000 .- 60,000 - +60,000
Veterans affairs supportive housing........... e 75,000 75,000 75,000 .- .-
Sec. 811 mainstream voucher renewals.............. 112,018 111,335 111,335 -683 .--
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... S (-25,000) “-- .- (+25,000)

Subtotal (available this fiscal year)......... 18,914,369 19,074,283 19,134,283 219,914 +60,000
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
(Amounts in thousands)

4,000,000
-4,000,000

Bi1l vs.

Enacted

H4093

Bill vs.
Request

19,134,283

1,985,000

4,524,000
650,000
6,000

+219,914

+110,000

+562,150

-120,000
-13,000
(-360,000)
-386
{-41,504)
+200,000

+60,000

-85,000
(+10,350)
(+22,620)
-150,000

{+750)

-60,000

{+3,250)

-13,000

(+65)
-1,000
(-900,000)
{+35)
-1,000
{-107,000)

MeEE MENMEYETEeELE AMEAMBEECLEER NAERARNEEREEEY SR REC MU e n

26,299,283

330,000

3,404,000

+958,678

-2,000

+455,910
-60,000

300,000
-100,000

-250,000

{+1,650)

+455,910
-60,000
~-100,000
-35,000

3,404,000

6,000
1,200,000

60,000
2,000,000

(-240,000)
+48

+200,000

+6,500
+98,810

+260,910
(+15,715)
{~500,000)

+6,000

+200,000
(+5,000)

+60,000
-231,000
(+11,155)

7,000,000

8,440,400
260,000

+209,268

-610,272
-29,000

+285,910

8,700,400

400,000
-400,000

FY 2012 FY 2013
Enacted Request
Advance appropriations. ... ... .. v 4,000,000 4,000,000
Less appropriations from prior year advances...... -4,000,000 -4,000,000
Total, Tenant-based Rental Assistance
appropriated in this bill................... 18,914,369 19,074,283
Public Housing Capital Fund...............coovvnivvnnn 1,875,000 2,070,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .an (-10,350)
Public Housing Operating Fund................covivuvn, 3,961,850 4,524,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... L (-22,620)
Choice neighborhoods. ......... .. i i Ve 120,000 150,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .- {-750)
Family Self-Sufficiency........... ... ... i .- 60,000
Native American Housing Block Grants........... PR 650,000 650,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... EES (-3,250)
Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant................... 13,000 13,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... e - (-65)
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account.... 6,000 7,000
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)............. e (360,000} {900,000}
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .- {-35)
Native Hawaiian Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account... 386 1,000
{Limitation on guaranteed loans)............... N {41,504} {107,000)
Housing Certificate Fund (rescission}................. -200,000 “.-
Total, Public and Indian Housing............ .. 25,340,605 26,549,283
Community Planning and Development
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS........... 332,000 330,000
Transformation initiative {transfer out).......... EER (-1,650}
Community Development Fund......... ..o ivvvcanrionnins 2,948,090 2,948,090
Indian COBG.............c0viunen e e 60,000 60,000
Sustainable housing and communities............... .e- 100,000
Capacity building............ .. ..cviiiiiiiin e .- 35,000
Disaster relief.... ... ... ... .. i 300,000 ..
{Disaster relief category)............viivins 100,000 ---
Subtotal........c.iih it e 3,408,090 3,143,090
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .- (-15,715}
Community Development Loan Guarantees (Section 108):
(Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. (240,000} (500,000}
Credit subsidy. ... ... iiiiiniciariciinneny 5,952 .-
HOME Investment Partnerships Program............ P 1,000,000 1,000,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out}).......... . {-5.000}
Se1f-help and Assisted Homeownership Opportunity
[T L 53,500 .-
Homeless Assistance Grants..................covvirvunn 1,901,190 2,231,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out)....... e .- (-11,155}
Total, Community Planning and Development..... o 6,700,732 6,704,090
Housing Programs
Project-based Rental Assistance:
Renewals...........oovvivunnn PN 9,050,672 8,440,400
Contract administrators............. ... ocvvvuinn ' 289,000 260,000
Subtotal {available this fiscal year)......... 9,339,672 8,700,400
Transformation initiative {trensfer out}.......... .- (-19.000)
Advance appropriations..........ocvvivnvnvnins BN 400,000 400,000
Less appropriations from prior year advances...... -400,000 -400,000
Total, Project-based rental assistance
appropriated in this bill................... 9,339,672 8,700,400

8,700,400

-639.272
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972)
{Amounts 1in thousands)
FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi1l vs. Bi11 wvs.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request
Housing for the Elderly...........ccoviiiiiievninn, 374,627 475,000 425,000 +50,373 -50,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out}.......... ER (-2,375) --- --- (+2,375)
Housing for Persons with Disabilities................. 165,000 150,000 165,000 --- +15,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... e (-750) .- .- {(+750)
Housing Counseling Assistance......................... 45,000 55,000 45,000 .- -10,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --. (-275) --- .- {+275)
Rental Housing Assistance................... e 1,300 LR .- -1,300 .-
Rent Supplement (rescission)..................covvuen . -231,600 .- --- +231,600 .-
Manufactured Housing Fees Trust Fund.................. 6,500 8,000 4,000 -2,500 -4,000
Offsetting collsections........, [S P -4,000 -4,000 -4,000 --- -e-
Subtotal................cvenn s 2,500 4,000 --- -2,500 -4,000
Total, Housing Programs.................vvve B 9,696,499 9,384,400 9,335,400 -361,099 -49,000
Appropriations........ PR (9,932,099) (9,388,400} (9,339,400) (-592,699) (-49,000)
Rescissions............... e (-231,600) --- --- {+231,600) ...
Offsetting collect1ons... ............. e (-4,000) (-4,000) (-4,000) .- .-
Federal Housing Administration
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program Account: :
{Limitation on guaranteed loans)........... ....... (400,000,000) {400,000,000) (400,000,000) “.~ m--
(Limitation on direct loans)................. .00 (50,000} (50,000) (50,000) --- ---
Offsetting receipts...........viiiiiii s -4,427,000 -9,676,000 -9,676,000 -5,249,000 .-
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECM)(Sec. 210}..... -286,000 -170,000 ~170,000 +1186,000 --=
Additional offsetting receipts (Sec. 238)......... -59,000 .. .- +59,000 ---
Administrative contract expenses.................. 207,000 215,000 215,000 +8,000 ---
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... - {-1,0758) .- .-~ {+1,075)
Working capital fund {transfer out)............... (-71.500) {-71,500) {-71,500} --- .-
General and Special Risk Program Account: -
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)............ voeves (25,000,000)  (25,000,000) (25,000,000} .-~ -
(Limitation on direct Toans)................vvvuus (20,000) {20,000} (20,000) .- “--
Offsetting receipts..........covvvivivnennnn e -400,000 -588,000 -588,000 -188,000 -.-
Total, Federal Housing Administration......... -4,965,000 -10,219,000 -10,219,000 -5,254,000 ---
Government National Mortgage Association
Guarantees of Mortgage-backed Securities Loan
Guarantee Program Account:
(Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. {500,000,000) (500,000,000) (500,000,000} .- .-
Administrative expenses (legislative proposal}.... 19,500 21,000 20,500 +1,000 -500
Offsetting receipts (Iegislative proposal)........ -100,000 -100,000 ~100,000 “e o
Offsetting receipts... ... v it e -521,000 -647,000 -647,000 -126,000 .-
Offsetting receipts (Sec. 238) .................... -5,000 “en .-~ +5,000 .--
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECM) (Sec. 210}.. -24,000 -23,000 -23,000 +1,000 ---
Total, Gov't National Mortgage Association.... -630,500 -749,000 -749,500 -119,000 -500
Policy Development and Research
Research and Technology. ... ... i iiinnsnninnenns 46,000 52,000 52,000 +6,000 .-
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Fair Housing Activities............ ... i, 70,847 68,000 68,000 -2,847 .-
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... cew (-205) --- --- (+205)
0ffice of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes
Lead Hazard Reduction. . ... .. .. v riiaicncniinaees 120,000 120,000 120,000 “uw .-
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .- {-600) --- --- {+600)
Management and Administration
Working Capital Fund............. .. ..... ooonn e 199,035 170,000 175,000 -24,035 +5,000
(By transfer). .. ...ty {71.500) (71,500) (71,500} --- ---
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FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi11 vs. Bill vs,
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Office of Inspector General.................... e 124,000 125,600 125,600 +1,600 .-
Transformation Initiative............... ..o cvivnnin 50,000 -- 50,000 .- +50,000
(By transfer)...... ...t i, - {119,870) --- ... (-119,870)
Total, Management and Administration.......... 373,038 295,600 350,600 ~22,435 +55,000
(Grand total, Management and Administration}.. {1,704,535) (1,645,000) {1.677.214) {-27.321) (+32,214)
General Provisions
Rescission of prior-year advance..................c0.u. -650,000 --- .- +650,000 “--
Total, title 1I, Department of Housing and
Urban Development........................ ceees 37,433,718 33,554,773 33,583,397 -3,850,321 +28,624
Appropriations. ... ... ..ot iaii s (39,841,318) (40.362,773) (40,391,397) (+550,079) (+28,624)
RESCISSIONS. . ... ittt ittt {-431,600) .- --- {+431,600) ven
Disaster relief category.......... Ceveraa {100,000} “n --- {-100,000) .e-
Advance appropriations..............cv.0un (4,400,000) (4,400,000) (4,400,000) .- .-
Rescissions of prior year advances........ (-650,000) - --- (+850,000) .-
Offsetting receipts..... e (-5,822,000) (-11,204,000) (-11,204,000) (-5,382,000) wue
Offsetting collections................... . {-4,000) {-4,000) (-4,000) --- .-
(by transfer)........ ..o iiiiiiiiiniiiiiaeiin 71,500 191,370 71,500 - -119,870
(transfer out)........ PN it -71,500 -191,370 -71,500 e +119,870
(Limitation on direct Joans)............... .00 {70,000} {70,000) {70,000} .- .-
(Limitation on guaranteed loans}................ (925,641,504) (926,507,000} (925,000,000) (-641,504) {-1,507,000)
TITLE III - OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
AccesS BOBId. ... .. .o i i i e 7,400 7,400 7,400 --- .-
Federal Maritime Commission...............ocoianiuannn 24,100 26,000 25,000 +900 -1,000
Amtrak Office of Inspector Genmeral.................... 20,500 22,000 25,000 +4,500 +3,000
National Transportation Safety Board.................. 102,400 102,400 102,400 .- ..
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation................. 215,300 213,000 225,300 +10,000 +12,300
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness..... 3,300 3,600 3,300 --- -300
Total, title III, Other Independent Agencies.... 373,000 374,400 388,400 +15,400 +14,000
Grand total (net)...........oiiirrirniiiinines 57,312,000 53,479,199 51,606,000 -5,706,000 -1,873,199
Approprigtions. ... ... v it i {58,156,334) (60,422,666) (58,549,487} {+393,133) (-1,873,199)
RESCISSIONS. . ... .. i e e (-529,334) (-62,971) (-62,971} {+466,363) .-
Disaster relief category.................... (1,762,000) --- -.- (-1,762,000) .-
Rescissions of contract authority........... (-1,000) (-72,496) (-72,496) (-71,496) -
Advance appropriations............... e (4,400,000) (4,400,000) (4,400,000) —.. .--
Rescissions of prior year advances...... e (-650,000) --- .- (+650,000) .-
Offsetting receipts.......... ... .. ivninnns, (-5.822,000) (-11,204,000) (-11,204,000) (-5,382,000) .u
Offsetting collsctions.......... e {-4,000) {-4,000) {-4,000) --- .-
{Limitation on obligations)..................... (52,068,700) (53,805,557) (52,029,480) {-39,220}y (-1.776,077)
{(by transfer). ... ... i e i 71,500 191,370 71,500 --- -119,870
(transfer out)............... P -71,500 -191,370 -71,500 c.e +119,870
Total budgetary resources.................. vovv. (109,380,700) (107,284,756) (103,635,480) (-5,745,220)  (-3,649,276)
Discretionary total. . . ... . . . . i e e {55,550,000) (53,479,1989) (51,606,000) {-3,944,000) {-1,873,199)
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0O 1230
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 74, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $6,500,000)"".

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $6,500,000)"".

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. My amend-
ment would reduce the proposed fund-
ing for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of Public and Indian Housing by
$6.5 million. This is one of 13 offices
which would receive increases for ad-
ministrative expenses in the under-
lying bill.

Madam Chairman, we’re in an eco-
nomic emergency as a Nation. We’re
broke. We absolutely must stop spend-
ing money that we don’t have. We’re
borrowing 40 cents or more on every
dollar that the Federal Government ex-
pends. Raising the funding for the Of-
fice of Public and Indian Housing by
$6.5 million while we’re broke makes
no fiscal sense to me.

This particular increase is among the
highest for all the offices funded under
this legislation. My amendment would
simply freeze funding for this office for
this next year. Passage of my amend-
ment would bring this account back to
this year’s FY 2012 levels.

I urge support of my amendment, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I
rise to oppose the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

It’s a good talking point, reducing
administration accounts that received
increases. We’ve scrubbed these ac-
counts. We’ve held hearings, asked
questions, and made recommendations
about what should be funded rather
than looking at an arbitrary number.
The bill cuts $4 billion from fiscal year
2012, which is a fiscally responsible
level.

I would urge a ‘‘no’” vote, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. The amendment that
has been offered removes a 3 percent
increase in the administrative account
for the Office of Public and Indian
Housing. I rise to oppose the amend-
ment.

In this instance, the cuts in the Of-
fice of Public and Indian Housing cover
a number of things, including the
VASH program. We’re adding $75 mil-
lion for additional VASH vouchers—
veterans’ homelessness vouchers—and
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that has to be administered. The arbi-
trary $6.5 million simply does not help
with that effort. It hurts that effort.

The Office also implements the oper-
ating and capital funds for public hous-
ing and the Native American housing
grants. All of these require either lay-
offs, removal of people, because the sal-
aries and expenses of the Office are
subject to normal increases, small in-
creases year by year for salaries for
people in those places, and they are
clearly going to end up having to re-
duce the number of personnel while
they’re administering more, and par-
ticularly the housing and the homeless
program for veterans.

So on that basis, I think this is an
unwise reduction and one that is un-
justified as well as unwise, and I would
urge a ‘‘no”” vote on the amendment,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia.
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of Community Planning and Develop-
ment, $103,500,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 74, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $3,500,000)".

Page 1560, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $3,500,000)".

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. My amend-
ment would reduce the proposed fund-
ing for salaries and expenses for the Of-
fice of Community Planning and Devel-
opment by $3.5 million.

This amendment, like the ones I pre-
sented last night and the one I just pre-
sented, would freeze the funding for
these offices. I've heard my good friend
from Iowa and my good friends on the
other side talk about how the under-
lying bill has cut expenses for this
whole underlying bill, but here in the
House of Representatives, we’ve re-
duced our expenses by over 11 percent.
It seems to me that it just makes fiscal
sense to freeze funding for these offices
in the underlying bill and not raise
them.

We’re in an economic emergency as a
Nation. We are spending money that

Madam
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we simply do not have. We’ve got to
stop the outrageous spending that’s
going on here in Washington, and I'm
just asking a simple thing: let’s freeze
all of these offices at the current year’s
levels for 1 more year. Hopefully, next
year we’ll have policy put in place that
will increase our economy and start
creating jobs here in this Nation, but
we’re not doing that this year with this
administration and the policies that we
see in the other body on the other side
of the Hill.

So let’s just freeze the expenses of
this office, and I’'m proposing to freeze
the expenses of virtually all the offices
in this bill—most of them, anyway—
and my amendment would bring the
spending level that’s proposed back to
the current spending level of 2012.

When families and businesses get
overextended, they don’t continue to
raise their spending levels, and we
should not be raising this one either.
My amendment would just freeze it at
the current spending levels.

I urge support of my amendment, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. This amendment again,
as the gentleman has said, is an
amendment that would freeze at the
level of the 2012 funding here for sala-
ries and expenses of the Office of Com-
munity Planning and Development.

Now, this office, it turns out, admin-
isters and implements the CDBG pro-
gram, which in the bill, as presented by
my chairman, is increased substan-
tially—several hundred million dollars
in the CDBG program—and increases
the funding for the HOME program,
which had been held at a much lower
level in last year’s program. In both of
those cases, they were considerably
lower.

0 1240

And just last night, we added an
amendment to increase the funding for
HPWA, Helping Persons With AIDS,
one of those vulnerable populations
that we have, and our housing pro-
grams—as with veterans who are home-
less, others who are homeless, those
who are vulnerable such as those living
with AIDS—have proven to be rather
strong programs that have strong sup-
port.

Furthermore, already, across the
board in HUD, there has been a reduc-
tion in personnel services and in the
salaries and expenses of $20 million al-
ready compared with last year’s overall
within HUD. So this is a duplicate and
hitting at vulnerable populations that
we do not want to or should not want
to be reducing. The reduction again re-
quires that there be some reduction in
personnel because people’s salaries go
up. They go up because people get a
COLA, or a cost-of-living increase, of
some sort with their salaries, or they
move up in their category because of
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longevity. So it ends up putting people
who have jobs out of work and reducing
the personnel to provide service to the
American people and slows down the
work of the offices in all these places
where I think we all have a stake in
making certain that they are effi-
ciently implemented.

So I would urge a ‘‘no” vote on the
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairwoman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.
We went through the hearing process.
We have worked on these numbers to,
number one, stay within our alloca-
tion, which we have done—we are actu-
ally cutting $4 billion in this bill—but
also to prioritize. There’s no one more
sensitive about hardworking taxpayer
dollars than I am. But the fact of the
matter is, this is an absolutely critical
function. The increase that is here is
extremely important so that these pro-
grams are carried out properly without
waste, fraud, and abuse.

For that reason, I would again urge a
“no” vote on this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia.
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

HOUSING

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of Housing, $396,500,000, of which at
least $8,200,000 shall be for the Office of Risk
and Regulatory Affairs.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page T4, line 12, after the first dollar
amount, insert ‘“‘(reduced by $5,000,000)".

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)"".

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chair, my amendment would reduce
the proposed funding for salaries and
expenses of bureaucrats here in Wash-
ington at the Office of Housing by $5
million. That’s absolutely correct.

This amendment, as well as all of my
amendments, will not cut the pro-
grams. It will not cut the programs one
iota. What this does is it reduces the
salaries.

Madam
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I just heard my good friend from
Massachusetts talking about Federal
bureaucrats getting raises. I have fro-
zen the salaries of people who work for
me, and I know many Members of Con-
gress have, for the last 2 years. Why
should we be giving Federal bureau-
crats more money when the American
people are not getting raises? It makes
no sense to me, particularly as we are
in an economic emergency. We are
spending money we don’t have. We
have to stop the outrageous spending
that’s going on here in Washington.
Enough is enough. And raising this of-
fice, as well as all these offices, above
the 2012 makes no economic sense to
me whatsoever. Let’s be fiscally re-
sponsible.

My good friend from Iowa, who I have
the utmost respect for, has done a tre-
mendous job in this bill, and I do ap-
preciate the tremendous hard work
that he and his committee has done.
And I appreciate the $4 million that
they’ve cut. But why raise the salaries
of Federal bureaucrats?

My amendment would simply reduce
the proposed funding back to the 2012
levels. I urge support of my amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I again
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment. There are some factors
that we need to take into consider-
ation. For one thing next year, next
fiscal year, we have an additional com-
pensable day which has to be paid for.
We have GSA that has raised rents. We
have already cut $14 million out of sal-
aries and expenses, so we would not be
able to meet our requirements. We are
not giving Federal employees raises,
but there are additional costs that
come into play because of rents, be-
cause of the additional day that our
Federal workers will be working next
yvear. And for those reasons—and again,
I want to reiterate, we have cut $14
million out of this account—I would
just urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, I move to
strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. In this instance, it is
again a case of freezing a salaries and
expenses account at the previous year’s
level. But this one has an interesting
sidelight in that, in the legislation
that we have before us, we have adopt-
ed a Presidential recommendation for a
partial-year funding for project-based
section 8 vouchers, which is going to
cause considerable additional adminis-
tration than the usual program of
doing full-year continuation of those
voucher programs. There is going to be
much uncertainty if this goes on all
the way to adoption. There would be
much uncertainty for the people who
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are the owners and providers of that
housing, and probably some loss in ac-
tual affordable housing available under
the project-based section 8 program. So
this is a case where they need that as-
sistance. This is where we administer
the housing programs for the elderly
and disabled, the so-called 202 pro-
grams and 811, chapters 202 and chapter
811 for elderly and disabled people, as
well as housing counseling assistance.

In addition, we have the Federal
Housing Administration, which is hav-
ing a much larger level of activity as
we are trying to dig out of the fore-
closure crisis from the past, and that
agency needs to have personnel that
are qualified and able to do the right
job.

So again here—and by the way, I
made an error in my previous com-
ments when I said there was a reduc-
tion across the board for HUD. What I
should have indicated was that it was a
reduction in the salaries and expenses
account over a period of time going
back to 2010 of $20 million across the
programs of salaries and expenses with-
in HUD over that time.
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So I made a mistake saying it was a
$20 million reduction in 1 year. But for
all those reasons, I urge a ‘‘no’ vote on
the amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia.
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of Policy Development and Research,
$22,326,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page T4, line 16, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $115,000)"’.

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $115,000).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, again I rise to propose an
amendment just to freeze the salaries
of this Office of Policy Development
and Research by a mere $115,000.

Madam Chairman, I hear colleagues
around here talking as if millions of
dollars, tens of millions—hundreds of
millions of dollars is nothing. Well,

Madam
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most of my constituents at home in
Georgia, most Americans think that $1
million is a lot of money, and I cer-
tainly think $1 million is a lot of
money. But we have proposed, in this
underlying bill, to raise the adminis-
trative expenses and salaries.

My good friend from Massachusetts,
in the previous amendment, said we
need to increase the salaries of the bu-
reaucrats. I hope my good friend from
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM), when he stood up
on the last amendment saying that we
weren’t going to increase salaries of
Federal bureaucrats, is factual. I hope
that that goes in the RECORD and it be-
comes true that we’re not going to
raise the salaries of Federal bureau-
crats.

But they’re proposing raising the ad-
ministrative expenses and salaries in
all of these offices, so I'm proposing
just to freeze these expenses for 1 more
year. Let’s bring this account back
down to this current year’s levels of
spending.

We cannot continue on this road.

Madam Chairman, I'm a medical doc-
tor. As a medical doctor, part of my
medical practice for many years has
been involved in treating addictions,
drug and alcohol addictions. In addic-
tion medicine, we have a saying: When
there’s no denial, there’s no addiction.

Congress and government have a
spending addiction. It’s a spending ad-
diction, and there’s a tremendous
amount of denial here in this city—in
all branches of government, actually.
We need to face the fact: We’re broke
as a Nation. We’ve got to stop the out-
rageous spending.

I'm proposing just a mere $115,000 to
freeze the expenses for this office and
salaries for this office for 1 more year.
I don’t think that’s too much for me to
ask. I don’t think that’s too much for
the American taxpayer, the hard-
working American taxpayer to ask for
us to freeze the salaries of these bu-
reaucrats here in Washington and
freeze their expenses for 1 more year—
not only for this amendment, but for
the amendments that I've already pre-
sented and the ones that I will present.
Let’s freeze this spending for 1 more
year, keep it at the FY 2012 levels.

I urge support of my amendment, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairperson, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. The gentleman from
Georgia just wants to freeze every-
thing. But our personnel, in an agency
like this, they are subject to the civil
service laws, to the personnel laws
under OPM, and they are assigned in
grades and then steps. They add several
steps as they gain seniority and go
from step 1 to step 7, and then they
may sit for a while. But you end up
with people—unless you’re really try-
ing to put people out of work. Unless
you’re trying to put people out of
work—and there’s no reason to do that
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for this kind of an agency at all—then
there has to be a slow, small increase
for those people who move from step to
step along the salary scale.

So this is an amendment that would
essentially cause disruption in the
processing and in the personnel system
for the agency, which has lots of work
to do. We should be worrying about
how to get productivity in the proc-
essing rather than about trying to jig-
ger and freeze a step system’s pay scale
for the people who do the work at these
agencies.

I again urge that this amendment
not be adopted, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I
rise to disagree with the rhetoric and
the mythology propounded here by the
gentleman from Georgia.

The mythology is that we have a tre-
mendous spending binge that we must
reduce, that the country is broke, and
it’s broke because we’re spending much
too much money and we’ve got to re-
duce the spending. It’s simply not true.

Twelve years ago, in 2000, we were
looking at a $5.6 trillion surplus over
the next 10 years. The Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, Alan Green-
span, testifying in favor of President
Bush’s tax reductions, said we have to
reduce taxes, because if we don’t, we
will pay off the entire national debt by
2012 and that would be a bad thing, for
some reason which I won’t go into now.
He thought it would be a bad thing if
we paid off the entire national debt.

The entire debate between the two
candidates, Bush and Gore, then was:
What should we do with this $5.6 tril-
lion surplus.

How did we change from a $5.6 tril-
lion surplus to the budget deficits we
have right now? Not by increasing
spending. If you look at the spending
amount other than military, if you
look at the discretionary spending of
the Federal Government other than
military, adjusted for inflation and
population growth, it has not increased
by a nickel since 2001, not by a nickel.

What has changed? What has changed
to create the deficit? Because if you
want to solve the deficit, you have to
know what created it to undo it. What
has changed to create the deficit is sev-
eral things:

One, 40 percent of the deficit is
caused by the Bush tax cuts, which will
expire at the end of the year unless we
change that. Forty percent of the cur-
rent and anticipated deficits were
caused by the Bush tax cuts of 2001 and
2003;

Second, two unfunded wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan—the first time in
American history we fought major
wars without increasing taxes to pay
for them;

Third, aside from the wars, com-
pletely aside from the wars, we have
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doubled Pentagon spending since 2001
in real terms; and

Finally, we have a depression, or a
recession. When you have a recession
that started in 2007 or 2008, tax receipts
go down. Expenses on things like food
stamps and unemployment insurance
goes up. That’s when you should run a
deficit. You should run a surplus in
good times; you should run a deficit
during a depression or recession in
order to stimulate the economy and
get it back up.

If we want to deal with the deficit—
and we should deal with the deficit—we
shouldn’t reduce necessary government
spending and certainly not nickel-and-
dime step pay increases for Federal
employees. If we want to reduce the
deficit, we should undo most of the
Bush tax cuts for the rich, because
most of the Bush tax cuts went to rich
people and to very large corporations.
We are only collecting about 14 or 15
percent of GDP in taxes this year.
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The normal range is between 19 and
21 percent. And I say ‘‘normal,” mean-
ing the entire post-World War II period
ranges between 18 or 19 and 22 percent.
We’re collecting 14 or 15 percent in the
last couple of years because, one, the
recession, and, two, because we greatly
reduced effective taxes on multi-na-
tional corporations and on rich people.

We used to have in this country,
under President Reagan, 25 different
tax brackets. Someone making $56 mil-
lion paid a higher tax rate than some-
one making $1 million, who paid a
higher tax rate than someone making
$250,000 and so forth. Now, the highest
tax rate kicks in at below $250,000, and
someone making $250 million pays no
higher tax rate than someone making
$175,000 or $200,000. There’s something
very wrong with that.

So if we want to deal with the deficit,
deal not with the nonexistent problem,
which is the huge nonexistent spending
surge that didn’t occur. And we have
great needs in this country. We have to
fix our highways, our roads, our
bridges, our hospitals, our broadband.
We have to invest so this country will
be economically competitive, and our
schools and our teachers and our cops
and all of these things.

If you want to fix the deficit, don’t
shortchange what we should be doing
to invest in this country. Get rid of the
Bush tax cuts, or most of them, or get
rid of those portions of the Bush taxes
that went to rich people, high-income
people and to big corporations. Make
corporations, the large corporations,
pay an effective tax rate again, instead
of a large number of our top corpora-
tions paying zero dollars in taxes.

Reduce the Pentagon budget, which
we can do. We no longer need all those
troops in Germany to protect against a
Soviet tank invasion, which is not like-
ly to occur since the Soviets don’t
exist anymore. That’s what we ought
to be doing.

But the key thing is don’t have this
mythology that we have greatly ex-
panded Federal spending over the last
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10 years, or even over the last 3 years,
which is simply not the case.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia.
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of Fair Housing and Equal Oppor-
tunity, $72,904,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page T4, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $304,000)"’.

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $304,000).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chair, again I rise just to freeze the
funding for salaries and office expenses
for the Office of Fair Housing and
Equal Opportunity by a meager
$304,000. If we cannot cut out $115,000 or
$304,000, what are we going to cut?

And as my friend from Massachusetts
already said, actually, on two of my
amendments, that it’s to increase sala-
ries of Federal bureaucrats. We’ve got
to freeze the salaries of these bureau-
crats. We’ve got to be fiscally respon-
sible.

My amendment doesn’t cut any pro-
gram, doesn’t cut any service, doesn’t
cut out any part of the necessary as-
pects of the Federal Government. All it
does is it freezes the salaries and the
expenses of this office, as the other
amendments would do. It freezes it at
this year’s levels. Doesn’t even go
backwards, freezes it at this year’s lev-
els.

I urge support of my amendment, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. I rise in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, now at
this point we have—I think this is the
last of this group of amendments that
have been proposed in this area, in es-
sence. And when you put them to-
gether, because one was for $6.5 mil-
lion, one was for about $5 million, then
there were a couple that were a little—
there was one that was a little over $1
million and then a couple that were
smaller—the sum total of people who
will be taken out of the—who this

Madam
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would require, the freeze, in that way,
would require that some number
around 200-or-so employees would be
put out of positions.

Now, the gentleman from Georgia
thinks that, well, they’re Federal bu-
reaucrats; but they’re providing a serv-
ice. In this instance, it is the service in
the Office of Fair Housing and Equal
Opportunity, which has a budget, total
budget, of $70-million-or-so. And this
300,000 is only a couple of percent out
of it.

Most of the salaries and expenses,
most of these agencies that he has been
affecting are mostly done in salaries
and expenses of the operation of the of-
fice. But they all provide a public serv-
ice to people. In this instance, it’s the
Office of Fair Housing and Equal Op-
portunity.

Well, it ensures that Americans have
the same right, that all Americans
have the same right to housing and in-
vestigates instances where those rights
have been violated. So we are, in every
instance of them, and we dealt with a
couple of similar ones last night before
in the other department under this
bill—they only serve to slow down the
effective operation of those offices to
provide services across the whole
gamut of things which have been given
to them to do, whether it be public
housing, whether it be the Veterans
Administration program, here the Fair
Housing Administration program, the
FHA, the housing for elders, housing
for disabled people. All of them are the
same ilk. There’s no reason to do any-
thing other than the same thing that
we have done in the past. And so I'm
urging, again, a ‘‘no’’ vote on this.

I yield back the balance of my time;

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I under-
stand the gentleman, and I appreciate
the fact that he wants to cut spending.
We have, in fact, in this bill cut the
spending from the request $1.4 million
on this particular line item in the
budget.

The fact of the matter is, Madam
Chair, we have additional rent that we
have to pay. We have an extra day of
work for the Federal workers next year
that we have to pay. So there’s not
going to be any increase. It’s basically
going to maintain where we are in this
function.

But, again, we have already cut from
the President’s request, $1.4 million.
And there are additional costs we’re
going to incur just to stay even from
last year. So with that, I would urge a
“no’” vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia.
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

Madam
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF HEALTHY HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD
CONTROL

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard
Control, $6,816,000.

PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING
TENANT-BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE

For activities and assistance for the provi-
sion of tenant-based rental assistance au-
thorized under the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1437 et
seq.) (‘‘the Act” herein), not otherwise pro-
vided for, $15,134,283,000, to remain available
until expended, shall be available on October
1, 2012 (in addition to the $4,000,000,000 pre-
viously appropriated under this heading that
became available on October 1, 2012), and
$4,000,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, shall be available on October 1, 2013:
Provided, That amounts made available
under this heading are provided as follows:

(1) $17,237,948,000 shall be available for re-
newals of expiring section 8 tenant-based an-
nual contributions contracts (including re-
newals of enhanced vouchers under any pro-
vision of law authorizing such assistance
under section 8(t) of the Act) and including
renewal of other special purpose incremental
vouchers: Provided, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, from amounts
provided under this paragraph and any car-
ryover, the Secretary for the calendar year
2013 funding cycle shall provide renewal
funding for each public housing agency based
on validated voucher management system
(VMS) leasing and cost data for the prior cal-
endar year and by applying an inflation fac-
tor as established by the Secretary, by no-
tice published in the Federal Register, and
by making any necessary adjustments for
the costs associated with the first-time re-
newal of vouchers under this paragraph in-
cluding tenant protection and HOPE VI
vouchers: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided under this paragraph may be
used to fund a total number of unit months
under lease which exceeds a public housing
agency’s authorized level of units under con-
tract, except for public housing agencies par-
ticipating in the Moving to Work (MTW)
demonstration, which are instead governed
by the terms and conditions of their MTW
agreements: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall, to the extent necessary to stay
within the amount specified under this para-
graph, pro rate each public housing agency’s
allocation otherwise established pursuant to
this paragraph: Provided further, That except
as provided in the following provisos, the en-
tire amount specified under this paragraph
(except as otherwise modified under this
Act) shall be obligated to the public housing
agencies based on the allocation and pro rata
method described above, and the Secretary
shall notify public housing agencies of their
annual budget not later than 60 days after
enactment of this Act: Provided further, That
the Secretary may extend the 60-day notifi-
cation period, with the prior written ap-
proval of the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations: Provided further, That up
to $75,000,000 shall be available only: (1) for
adjustments in the allocations for public
housing agencies, after application for an ad-
justment by a public housing agency, that
experienced a significant increase, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, in renewal costs of
vouchers resulting from unforeseen cir-
cumstances or from portability under sec-
tion 8(r) of the Act; (2) for vouchers that
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were not in use during the 12-month period
in order to be available to meet a commit-
ment pursuant to section 8(0)(13) of the Act;
(3) for adjustments for costs associated with
HUD-Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing
(HUD-VASH) vouchers; and (4) for adjust-
ments in the allocations for public housing
agencies that experienced a significant in-
crease, as determined by the Secretary, in
renewal costs as a result of participation in
the Small Area Fair Market Rent dem-
onstration: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall allocate amounts under the pre-
vious proviso based on need as determined by
the Secretary;

(2) $75,000,000 shall be for section 8 rental
assistance for relocation and replacement of
housing units that are demolished or dis-
posed of pursuant to section 18 of the Act,
conversion of section 23 projects to assist-
ance under section 8, the family unification
program under section 8(x) of the Act, relo-
cation of witnesses in connection with ef-
forts to combat crime in public and assisted
housing pursuant to a request from a law en-
forcement or prosecution agency, enhanced
vouchers under any provision of law author-
izing such assistance under section 8(t) of
the Act, HOPE VI vouchers, mandatory and
voluntary conversions, and tenant protec-
tion assistance including replacement and
relocation assistance or for project-based as-
sistance to prevent the displacement of unas-
sisted elderly tenants currently residing in
section 202 properties financed between 1959
and 1974 that are refinanced pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 106-569, as amended, or under the au-
thority as provided under this Act: Provided,
That when a public housing development is
submitted for demolition or disposition
under section 18 of the Act, the Secretary
may provide section 8 rental assistance when
the units pose an imminent health and safe-
ty risk to residents: Provided further, That
the Secretary may only provide replacement
vouchers for units that were occupied within
the previous 24 months that cease to be
available as assisted housing, subject only to
the availability of funds: Provided further,
That of the amounts made available under
this paragraph, $10,000,000 may be available
to provide tenant protection assistance, not
otherwise provided under this paragraph, to
residents residing in low-vacancy areas and
who may have to pay rents greater than 30
percent of household income, as the result of
(1) the maturity of a HUD-insured, HUD-held
or section 202 loan that requires the permis-
sion of the Secretary prior to loan prepay-
ment; (2) the expiration of a rental assist-
ance contract for which the tenants are not
eligible for enhanced voucher or tenant pro-
tection assistance under existing law; or (3)
the expiration of affordability restrictions
accompanying a mortgage or preservation
program administered by the Secretary: Pro-
vided further, That such tenant protection as-
sistance made available under the previous
proviso may be provided under the authority
of section 8(t) or section 8(0)(13) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
14371(t)): Provided further, That the Secretary
shall issue guidance to implement the pre-
vious provisos, including, but not limited to,
requirements for defining eligible at-risk
households within 120 days of the enactment
of this Act;

(3) $1,575,000,000 shall be for administrative
and other expenses of public housing agen-
cies in administering the section 8 tenant-
based rental assistance program, of which up
to $50,000,000 shall be available to the Sec-
retary to allocate to public housing agencies
that need additional funds to administer
their section 8 programs, including fees asso-
ciated with section 8 tenant protection rent-
al assistance, the administration of disaster
-related vouchers, Veterans Affairs Sup-
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portive Housing vouchers, and other special
purpose incremental vouchers: Provided,
That no less than $1,525,000,000 of the amount
provided in this paragraph shall be allocated
to public housing agencies for the calendar
year 2013 funding cycle based on section 8(q)
of the Act (and related Appropriation Act
provisions) as in effect immediately before
the enactment of the Quality Housing and
Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (Public Law
105-276): Provided further, That if the
amounts made available under this para-
graph are insufficient to pay the amounts de-
termined under the previous proviso, the
Secretary may decrease the amounts allo-
cated to agencies by a uniform percentage
applicable to all agencies receiving funding
under this paragraph or may, to the extent
necessary to provide full payment of
amounts determined under the previous pro-
viso, utilize unobligated balances, including
recaptures and carryovers, remaining from
funds appropriated to the Department of
Housing and Urban Development under this
heading from prior fiscal years, notwith-
standing the purposes for which such
amounts were appropriated: Provided further,
That all public housing agencies partici-
pating in the MTW demonstration shall be
funded pursuant to their MTW agreements,
and shall be subject to the same uniform per-
centage decrease as under the previous pro-
viso: Provided further, That amounts provided
under this paragraph shall be only for activi-
ties related to the provision of tenant-based
rental assistance authorized under section 8,
including related development activities;

(4) $60,000,000 shall be available for family
self-sufficiency coordinators under section 23
of the Act;

(5) $111,335,000 for the renewal of tenant-
based assistance contracts under section 811
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford-
able Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8013), including
necessary administrative expenses;

(6) $75,000,000 for incremental rental vouch-
er assistance for use through a supported
housing program administered in conjunc-
tion with the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs as authorized under section 8(0)(19) of
the United States Housing Act of 1937: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development shall make such funding
available, notwithstanding section 204 (com-
petition provision) of this title, to public
housing agencies that partner with eligible
VA Medical Centers or other entities as des-
ignated by the Secretary of the Department
of Veterans Affairs, based on geographical
need for such assistance as identified by the
Secretary of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, public housing agency administrative
performance, and other factors as specified
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs: Provided further, That the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development may waive,
or specify alternative requirements for (in
consultation with the Secretary of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs), any provision
of any statute or regulation that the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
administers in connection with the use of
funds made available under this paragraph
(except for requirements related to fair hous-
ing, nondiscrimination, labor standards, and
the environment), upon a finding by the Sec-
retary that any such waivers or alternative
requirements are necessary for the effective
delivery and administration of such voucher
assistance: Provided further, That assistance
made available under this paragraph shall
continue to remain available for homeless
veterans upon turn-over; and

(7) The Secretary shall separately track all
special purpose vouchers funded under this
heading.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 75, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $460,000,000)"".

Page 75, line 14, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $460,000,000)’.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The point of
order is reserved.

The gentleman from New York is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, we
spend a lot of time talking about how
we need to do more with less. The re-
ality is that, all too often, we do less
with less. This is the unfortunate re-
ality facing our rental assistance pro-
grams if the House-proposed funding
levels are enacted.

The Housing Choice Voucher pro-
gram, more commonly known as sec-
tion 8, provides rental assistance to
over 2 million households with very
low incomes. Half of these households
are of seniors or people with disabil-
ities. Most of the rest are of families
with children.

Experts agree with HUD’s assessment
of section 8. It is a cost-effective means
of delivering decent, safe, and afford-
able housing to low-income families in
the private market. Because of the
widely accepted success of the pro-
gram, section 8 has enjoyed bipartisan
support for many years.

Despite agreement among policy ex-
perts and politicians, section 8 funding
levels continue to come up short of the
actual need. The National Low Income
Housing Coalition found that, accord-
ing to the latest census data, for every
100 households with extremely low in-
comes, only 30 rental units are afford-
able and available. Three-quarters of
renters with extremely low incomes
pay housing costs that exceed half of
their incomes, placing them at a high
risk of housing instability and home-
lessness. Yet, because of limited funds,
only one in four eligible families re-
ceives rental assistance.

Without increasing funds beyond
what is included in this bill for the sec-
tion 8 program, an estimated 58,000
low-income families will lose their ex-
isting rental assistance next year, put-
ting these families at risk of homeless-
ness. Even the more conservative esti-
mate of the section 8 budget shortfall
by the OMB finds that 30,000 low-in-
come families will be at risk of losing
their current vouchers and, therefore,
of losing their homes.

With housing instability and home-
lessness comes the destabilizing of
families and the possible long-term
negative impacts on kids. That’s why
I'm offering this amendment.

This amendment would increase
funding for section 8 voucher renewals



June 27, 2012

by $460 million to cover the actual
costs of ensuring that existing vouch-
ers will continue and that no family
will lose an existing section 8 voucher.
This does not increase the number of
vouchers, though I would love to do
that, but it does ensure that no fami-
lies would lose their currently existing
section 8 vouchers.

Additionally, by funding section 8 at
the figures necessary to continue exist-
ing vouchers, we can make sure that it
would be unnecessary for HUD to im-
plement its proposal for $75 minimum
rent even if that $75 exceeds the nor-
mal section 8 rental limit of 30 percent
of income. To most of us here, $75 may
not seem like a lot of money as it’s a
meal for two in many Washington and
New York City restaurants, but for
500,000 of the poorest HUD-assisted
families, families who have annual in-
comes of less than $3,000—that’s around
$250 a month—§75 is a lot of money. For
400,000 HUD-assisted families, $75 min-
imum would be a 50 percent rent in-
crease from what they’re paying now,
leaving these families with less money
for food, transportation, and other
basic necessities. We’re talking about
families with annual incomes of $2,000
or $2,500 annually.

Madam Chairman, our first objective
must be to prevent further hardship to
the poorest people in our country and
to prevent additional potential home-
lessness among vulnerable low-income
families. To do this, we must ensure
that we do not lose current section 8
assistance and that we do not impose a
new minimum rent that could be way
beyond 30 percent of income for people
earning $2,000 and $2,500. This amend-
ment is necessary in order to do that,
so I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I
insist on the point of order.

The amendment proposes a net in-
crease in budget authority in the bill.

The amendment is not in order under
section 3(j)(3) of House Resolution 5,
112th Congress, which states:

It shall not be in order to consider an
amendment to a general appropriations
bill proposing a net increase in budget
authority in the bill unless considered
en bloc with another amendment or
amendments proposing an equal or
greater decrease in such budget author-
ity pursuant to clause 2(f) of rule XXI.

The amendment proposes a net in-
crease in budget authority in the bill
in violation of such section.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?

The gentleman from New York is rec-
ognized.

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, the
necessity for this amendment is unde-
niable.

The hardship and the suffering this
budget would cause without this
amendment, by imposing minimum
rentals way beyond 30 percent of in-
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come on people with incomes of $2,000
to $2,5600 annually, is undeniable. That
this Congress should do such a thing is
regrettable, to put it mildly.

I understand the rule. The rule would
require an offset of an equal amount of
money; but in this overly restrictive
bill to start with, there is no way of
finding such an offset of that amount
of money without hurting people in an
equal fashion in other ways. So that
says that we have a choice of really in-
juring ‘‘these’ people or of really injur-
ing ‘““those’ people. It’s not an accept-
able choice. I understand the rule. That
is regrettable.

I hope that as we progress with this
budget that we can find a way of find-
ing the funds that we have in this
amendment for this purpose so that we
do not injure all of these thousands and
thousands of very low-income people.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa makes a point of order that
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York violates section
3(3)(3) of House Resolution 5.

Section 3(j)(3) establishes a point of
order against an amendment proposing
a net increase in budget authority in
the pending bill.

The Chair has been persuasively
guided by an estimate from the chair of
the Committee on the Budget that the
amendment proposes a net increase in
budget authority in the bill. Therefore,
the point of order is sustained. The
amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND
(RESCISSION)

Unobligated balances, including recaptures
and carryover, remaining from funds appro-
priated to the Department of Housing and
Urban Development under this heading, the
heading, ‘“‘Annual Contributions for Assisted
Housing”’, and the heading ‘‘Project-Based
Rental Assistance’, for fiscal year 2013 and
prior years may be used for renewal of or
amendments to section 8 project-based con-
tracts and for performance-based contract
administrators, notwithstanding the pur-
poses for which such funds were appro-
priated: Provided, That any obligated bal-
ances of contract authority from fiscal year
1974 and prior that have been terminated
shall be rescinded: Provided further, That
amounts previously recaptured, or recap-
tured during the current fiscal year, from
section 8 project-based contracts from source
years fiscal year 1975 through fiscal year 1987
are hereby rescinded, and an amount of addi-
tional new budget authority, equivalent to
the amount permanently cancelled is hereby
appropriated, to remain available until ex-
pended, for the purposes set forth under this
heading, in addition to amounts otherwise
available.

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND

For the Public Housing Capital Fund Pro-
gram to carry out capital and management
activities for public housing agencies, as au-
thorized under section 9 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g) (the
“Act’) $1,985,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2016: Provided, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law or
regulation, during fiscal year 2013 the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
may not delegate to any Department official
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other than the Deputy Secretary and the As-
sistant Secretary for Public and Indian
Housing any authority under paragraph (2)
of section 9(j) regarding the extension of the
time periods under such section: Provided
further, That for purposes of such section
9(j), the term ‘“‘obligate’ means, with respect
to amounts, that the amounts are subject to
a binding agreement that will result in out-
lays, immediately or in the future: Provided
further, That up to $15,345,000 shall be to sup-
port the ongoing Public Housing Financial
and Physical Assessment activities of the
Real Estate Assessment Center (REAC): Pro-
vided further, That of the total amount pro-
vided under this heading, not to exceed
$20,000,000 shall be available for the Sec-
retary to make grants, notwithstanding sec-
tion 204 of this Act, to public housing agen-
cies for emergency capital needs including
safety and security measures necessary to
address crime and drug-related activity as
well as needs resulting from unforeseen or
unpreventable emergencies and natural dis-
asters excluding Presidentially declared
emergencies and natural disasters under the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.) occurring in
fiscal year 2013: Provided further, That of the
total amount provided under this heading
$50,000,000 shall be for supportive services,
service coordinator and congregate services
as authorized by section 34 of the Act (42
U.S.C. 1437z-6) and the Native American
Housing Assistance and Self-Determination
Act of 1996 (256 U.S.C. 4101 et seq.): Provided
further, That of the total amount provided
under this heading, up to $5,000,000 is to sup-
port the costs of administrative and judicial
receiverships: Provided further, That from the
funds made available under this heading, the
Secretary shall provide bonus awards in fis-
cal year 2013 to public housing agencies that
are designated high performers.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 84, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced by $110,000,000)"’.

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $110,000,000)’.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, the underlying bill is sug-
gesting that Congress allot an increase
of $110 million in Federal funding for
the Public Housing Capital Fund from
this fiscal year, from fiscal year 2012.

My amendment would simply freeze
funding at our current level and reduce
the proposed funding by $110 million.
We’ve got to stop spending. That’s
what all my efforts are geared towards.
We can continue to perform the nec-
essary functions of the Federal Govern-
ment for those who need it. My amend-
ment would just freeze the proposed in-
crease in funding so that we keep it at
this current year’s level.

I urge my colleagues to support this
very simple amendment, which would
save over $110 million for the hard-
working taxpayers of America.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairwoman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.
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Mr. OLVER. The amendment that
the gentleman from Georgia has now
offered has to do with the Public Hous-
ing Capital Fund.

The public housing infrastructure
currently has an estimated $26 billion
of maintenance backlog. In fact, cap-
ital repairs accumulate at the rate of
something over $3 billion a year, which
is considerably higher than $1.9 billion
that is contained in this—$1.985 billion
that’s contained in this bill. So what
we are doing is, year by year, con-
tinuing to provide maintenance fund-
ing: the replacement of utilities, the
replacement of appliances, as well as
such simple maintenance as painting if
it’s needed, and so on.
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In our more than a million housing
units, in the 3,500 or so of our total
housing authorities around the coun-
try, we are steadily putting these in a
situation where we’re building a fur-
ther capital maintenance backlog gap
year by year by year.

This is never a wise thing to do when
it’s at the extent that we are presently
doing it. But the $110 million at least is
a little bit better than not having the
$110 million, which would be an even
greater increase in the backlog gap
that we have for maintenance, repair,
and upgrading of our housing units.

All of those housing units are in-
tended to last for many years and be
used long into the future. If we don’t
maintain them properly in a reason-
able way, then eventually we will lose
those units. It is much more expensive
to replace the units with new units
than it is to maintain them in a proper
way.

I urge a ‘“‘no’” vote on this amend-
ment so that we do not continue to dig
our hole deeper on the maintenance
needs for the stock of housing that we
have in our 3,500 public housing au-
thorities around the country.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam
Chairwoman, I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam
Chairwoman, I rise in support of this
amendment. This is a $110 million in-
crease in spending, and it is simply too
much under the circumstances.

I want to first of all, though, cer-
tainly commend Chairman LATHAM and
all those who have worked on this bill
because the material that has been pro-
vided to our office said that this bill
overall contains a 7.1 percent decrease
in funding, which I think is the biggest
cut of any appropriations bill that
we’ve dealt with so far. I also want to
commend and salute the gentleman
from Georgia for trying even harder to
rein in spending, because I think al-
most everyone on both sides of the
aisle knows that we have to reduce
spending and we have to do more than
we’ve been doing.
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This $110 million increase is double
the rate of inflation. The amendment
by the gentleman from Georgia does
not reduce the funding of this agency.
It just holds it at the same level. We’ve
cut our own budgets, Madam Chair-
woman, for the last couple of years.
We’ve tried to cut many other things.
But megabillions have been poured into
this program over the last 10 or 15
yvears. Even with the gentleman’s
amendment, this fund will still get
$1.765 billion. I can tell you most peo-
ple around the country think that’s an
awful lot of money.

I rise in support of this amendment.
I certainly hope that if this amend-
ment does not pass, that we will at
least pass the much smaller cut in the
gentleman’s next amendment. But I
think this is a good amendment.

We have to get serious about cutting
spending when we’re facing a national
debt of over $16 trillion, which is going
much higher and much faster. Unless
we want this country to become a gi-
gantic Greece and have the problems
that we’re seeing all over the world,
then we’ve got to do more than we’re
doing.

So I rise in support of the gentle-
man’s amendment, and I yield back
that balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

We have been fiscally responsible in
this bill by reducing the public housing
capital fund by $85 million below the
budget request, and we’re hearing that
this funding level will be a challenge
because there’s a backlog, Madam
Chairman, of over $25 billion in capital
projects. However, this does represent
one of the toughest choices we’ve had
to make to meet our allocation in this
bill. A deeper cut to this account will
merely defer projects to future years
and I believe will cost more money in
the future by running up the cost of
those projects in the years ahead.

With that, I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, I was going to introduce an-
other amendment to this same pro-
gram which would have been a decrease
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of just 10 percent of the increase. As I
see things going on here today, we
can’t even cut out $115,000. Cutting out
$11 million, I'm sure, is out of the ques-
tion for my colleagues.

Madam Chair, we’ve just got to stop
this outrageous spending here in Wash-
ington. So I'm not going to offer the
other one. I would anticipate a point of
order being brought against it, and
rightfully so. So I'm not going to intro-
duce that amendment.

I just ask my colleagues—and I hope
that they hear from Americans all over
this country—to stop the spending.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND

For 2013 payments to public housing agen-
cies for the operation and management of
public housing, as authorized by section 9(e)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
U.S.C. 1437g(e)), $4,524,000,000: Provided, That
in determining public housing agencies’, in-
cluding Moving to Work agencies’, calendar
year 2013 funding allocations under this
heading, the Secretary may, contingent on
authorization, take into account the impact
of changes in minimum rents, flat rents, and
medical expense thresholds on public hous-
ing agencies’ formula income levels.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 86, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $562,150,000)"".

Page 1560, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $562,150,000)"’.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Chairwoman, the underlying bill in-
creases funding for the public housing
operating fund by over $500 million for
fiscal year 2013.

My amendment would simply return
the funding back to this year from the
proposed levels. It’s a $500 million in-
crease at a time when our Nation is
broke and American taxpayers are
struggling to put food on their tables
and looking for jobs.

It is imperative that we look for
commonsense cuts wherever we can,
and this is one of those. It’s a lot of
money, $500 million. Some would say
it’s a very small amount compared to
the overall funding level proposed in
this bill, but it’s still $5600 million. We
just have to stop spending money that
we don’t have.

I urge my colleagues to support this
very simple amendment that would
save over $500 million, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I do rise
in opposition to the gentleman’s
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amendment. This is an amendment
that on face value is somewhat con-
fusing, shall we say.

While it appears that there is a large
increase in this account when it says
$562 million over last year, this ac-
count is approximately level funded
from last year because last year we
went in and took $500 million out of re-
serve funds of the public housing au-
thorities that were sitting there that
were unexpended balances.
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Those reserves are no longer there.
So what we’re having to do in this bill
basically to stay virtually even is to
have the $562 million over last year.

This fund provides many of the nec-
essary operating and maintenance ac-
tivities for our housing authorities, in-
cluding health, safety, and sanitation.
Our funding levels for public housing
build in savings from reform proposals
that we urge the authorizers to com-
plete before we go to a final conference
on this bill. Again, in this entire bill,
while you talk about the highway bill,
financial services doing their work, but
that would be extremely helpful if, in
fact, we had authorizations that would
actually limit spending and that we
could follow.

But again, I just wanted to reiterate:
We used $500 million a year ago out of
the funds that were available, sitting
there idle. So what, in fact, this does is
basically even from last year. While it
appears to be a large increase, it, in
fact, is not because the use of those
funds from last year, the reserve funds.

I believe we are providing a respon-
sible level of funding for this program.
And again, I want to reiterate, Madam
Chairman, we are cutting about $4 bil-
lion in this appropriation bill—I think
the gentleman earlier mentioned that’s
the largest percentage cut of any bill
so far on the floor. But this particular
issue, this particular amendment
would be extremely devastating be-
cause of funding issues in the reserve
account that we used last year. With
that, I would urge a ‘‘no’ vote on the
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. OLVER. I’m not sure I have any-
thing much to add to what my chair-
man has said, other than to just point
out, if you look back at the number of
dollars that were assigned for the fiscal
year ’11 bill, that was over $4.6 billion.
So in 2012, the amount of money
brought that down to under $4 billion.
The $500-plus million that the gen-
tleman from Iowa had pointed out was
part of the reserves that were taken
from those housing authorities around
the country that had substantial re-
serves. So that has been done. That was
a one-shot kind of a deal. And now the
funding has to go back to something
that is in line with the yearly fundings,
going back to a period of time of well
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into a decade ago, that were on a dif-
ferent guide path. So this is just re-
turning to that.

It is at the President’s request. It’s
below the amount that has been grant-
ed in the other body’s allocation. They
had a larger allocation in their num-
bers for it. This particular account is
well below ours. It’s $70 million or so
below what has been provided by the
chairman in the mark for this year.

So I think this is entirely appro-
priate, given the size of the mainte-
nance gaps and the need to keep main-
taining your facilities, your housing
quality so that you don’t end up losing
that or ending up with much higher ex-
pense for replacement. I urge a ‘‘no”’
vote on the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia.
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS

For the Native American Housing Block
Grants program, as authorized under title I
of the Native American Housing Assistance
and Self-Determination  Act of 1996
(NAHASDA) (256 TU.S.C. 4111 et seq.),
$650,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2017: Provided, That, notwith-
standing the Native American Housing As-
sistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996,
to determine the amount of the allocation
under title I of such Act for each Indian
tribe, the Secretary shall apply the formula
under section 302 of such Act with the need
component based on single-race census data
and with the need component based on
multi-race census data, and the amount of
the allocation for each Indian tribe shall be
the greater of the two resulting allocation
amounts: Provided further, That of the
amounts made available under this heading,
$2,000,000 shall be contracted for assistance
for national or regional organizations rep-
resenting Native American housing interests
for providing training and technical assist-
ance to Indian housing authorities and trib-
ally designated housing entities: Provided
further, That of the amount provided under
this heading, $2,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for the cost of guaranteed notes and
other obligations, as authorized by title VI
of NAHASDA: Provided further, That such
costs, including the costs of modifying such
notes and other obligations, shall be as de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize the total principal amount of any
notes and other obligations, any part of
which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed
$20,000,000: Provided further, That the Depart-
ment will notify grantees of their formula
allocation within 60 days of enactment of
this Act.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. HANABUSA

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

Madam
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 88, after line 2, insert the following:
NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Native Hawaiian Housing Block
Grant program, as authorized under title
VIII of the Native American Housing Assist-
ance and Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25
U.S.C. 4221 et seq.), $13,000,000, to remain
available until expended, which amount
shall be derived by transfer from the amount
provided in this title under ‘‘Management
and Administration—Administration, Oper-
ations, and Management’’ for the Office of
the Chief Human Capital Officer.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I
reserve a point of order on the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

The gentlewoman from Hawaii is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. HANABUSA. My amendment in-
serts the amount of $13 million for the
Native Hawaiian housing block grant.
This is in line with the President’s
budget. The President provided for the
same amount and states that the Na-
tive Hawaiian block grant that is au-
thorized under title VIII of the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self
Determination Act of 1996, easier called
NAHASDA. The block grant authorizes
an annual grant to the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands for housing and
housing-related assistance.

Madam Chair, let us understand the
significance of this block grant to this
Congress and the Nation. In 1921, the
Congress passed into law the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act. Congress rec-
ognized that it was necessary to return
Native Hawaiians to their land to sup-
port self-sufficiency, and the preserva-
tion of their values, traditions, and
culture.

Madam Chair, in 1893, when the
queen was overthrown, Hawaii was a
vibrant, modern nation. And what hap-
pened after the overthrow resulted in
the need—and Congress saw the need—
to look at the return of Native Hawai-
ians to their lands.

In essence, a trust relationship was
created by the creation of the Hawai-
ian Homes Commission Act. The Ha-
waiian Homes Commission Act made
very clear that only Hawaiians of 50
percent blood quantum qualify, that
the lands could only be leased, not
owned, and it also restricted the abil-
ity to mortgage and have occupancy
restrictions as well.

This block grant assists in fulfilling
the special trust relationship which
was created and acknowledged in the
Hawaiian Homes Commission Act. It
assures the return to the land of Native
Hawaiians, which was the concern of
Congress. If this provision is author-
ized and people vote for it, what it will
do is it will permit the existing and on-
going projects, along with those
planned, to be competed with the ulti-
mate goal of putting Native Hawaiians
on the land, which was the purpose of
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the trust relationship that we created
in the Hawaiian Homes Commission
Act of 1921.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment because it provides an ap-
propriation for an unauthorized pro-
gram and, therefore, violates clause 2
of rule XXI. Clause 2 of rule XXI states
in pertinent part: ‘“‘An appropriation
may not be in order as an amendment
for an expenditure not previously au-
thorized by law.”

Madam Chairman, the amendment
proposes to appropriate funds for a pro-
gram that has not been authorized. The
amendment, therefore, violates clause
2 of rule XXI.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member
seek to be heard on the point of order?

The gentlewoman from Hawaii is rec-
ognized.

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Chair, I un-
derstand the point of order that has
been raised. But let me, with all due re-
spect, say that when we look at the
language of any rule—the language
that is, I guess, suspect here is not pre-
viously authorized by law—in fact, as
stated by the President, as well as in
my amendment, this provision has
been authorized by law, and it is found
in NAHASDA, title VIII.
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When we look at the wording ‘‘not
previously authorized,” the technical
argument may be that it was author-
ized at some point in time and then ex-
pired in 2005. However, that is not what
the rule says. The rule says: not pre-
viously authorized. And this has been
previously authorized.

In the recent United States Supreme
Court case of Lamie v. U.S. Trustee,
it’s very clear. And we can borrow from
the Supreme Court when it gives its
opinion as to what it means. The plain
language is what controls in any inter-
pretation of any statute or any rule. It
is clearly plain language that what is
being referred to here is the fact that it
was not previously authorized. And it
has been previously authorized.

In addition to that, I would also like
to say that there is an exception to
this rule that says that you can con-
tinue appropriations for public works
and objects that are already in
progress. And to that, Madam Chair, I
point out that, as we have said, this
money is used for the return of the Na-
tive Hawaiians to the lands, and it in-
cludes, of course, construction and pub-
lic works.

They are projects ongoing that need
this money in Kakaina, Waimanalo;
Piilani Mai ke kai, phase II in Anahola
on the island of Kauai; Laiopua on the
Big Island on the Kona side; Lalamilo,
Waimea; Kanehili, Kapolei; and East
Kapolei, II, also in Kapolei, Kapolei
being on the island of Oahu.

So on this point of order, Madam
Speaker, I believe that it has been mis-
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interpreted. The words are ‘‘not pre-
viously authorized.”” And in addition to
that, this specific provision has been
authorized. In addition to that, the ex-
ception is for public works projects in
progress. And the public works projects
are the ones that I have listed, which
as we know, is the object of the grant
of the Native Hawaiian Housing Block
Grant.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other
Member seek to be heard on the point
of order?

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I will
insist on my point of order. The fact of
the matter is this program is not cur-
rently authorized. There are no ongo-
ing public works in progress.

So, once again, I would insist on my
point of order.

The Acting CHAIR. The proponent of
an item of appropriation carries the
burden of persuasion on the question
whether it is supported by an author-
ization in law.

Having reviewed the amendment and
entertained arguments on the point of
order, the Chair is unable to conclude
that the item of appropriation in ques-
tion is authorized in law. In response
to one of the specific arguments. An
authorization that has lapsed does not
qualify under the rule.

The Chair is therefore constrained to
sustain the point of order under clause
2(a) of rule XXI. The amendment is not
in order.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as au-
thorized by section 184 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1992 (12
U.S.C. 1715z-13a), $6,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That such
costs, including the costs of modifying such
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided
further, That these funds are available to
subsidize total loan principal, any part of
which is to be guaranteed, up to $633,000,000:
Provided further, That up to $750,000 of this
amount may be used for administrative con-
tract expenses including management proc-
esses and systems to carry out the loan guar-
antee program.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH
AIDS

For carrying out the Housing Opportuni-
ties for Persons with AIDS program, as au-
thorized by the AIDS Housing Opportunity
Act (42 U.S.C. 12901 et seq.), $330,000,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2014,
except that amounts allocated pursuant to
section 854(c)(3) of such Act shall remain
available until September 30, 2015: Provided,
That the Secretary shall renew all expiring
contracts for permanent supportive housing
that were funded under section 854(c)(3) of
such Act that meet all program require-
ments before awarding funds for new con-
tracts and activities authorized under this
section: Provided further, That the Depart-
ment shall notify grantees of their formula
allocation within 60 days of enactment of
this Act.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

For assistance to units of State and local

government, and to other entities, for eco-
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nomic and community development activi-
ties, and for other purposes, $3,404,000,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2015,
unless otherwise specified: Provided, That of
the total amount provided, $3,344,000,000 is
for carrying out the community development
block grant program under title I of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974, as amended (the ‘‘Act” herein) (42
U.S.C. 5301 et seq.): Provided further, That un-
less explicitly provided for under this head-
ing, not to exceed 20 percent of any grant
made with funds appropriated under this
heading shall be expended for planning and
management development and administra-
tion: Provided further, That $60,000,000 shall
be for grants to Indian tribes notwith-
standing section 106(a)(1) of such Act, of
which, notwithstanding any other provision
of law (including section 204 of this Act), up
to $3,960,000 may be used for emergencies
that constitute imminent threats to health
and safety: Provided further, That none of the
funds made available under this heading may
be used for grants for the Economic Develop-
ment Initiative (‘““EDI’’) or Neighborhood Ini-
tiatives activities, Rural Innovation Fund,
or for grants pursuant to section 107 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5307): Provided further, That
the Department shall notify grantees of
their formula allocation within 60 days of en-
actment of this Act.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHAFFETZ

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 89, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $396,000,000).

Page 89, line 15, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $396,000,000)"".

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $396,000,000)"’.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Utah is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I first want to ap-
plaud and thank the committee for
their work. They’ve reached the laud-
able goal of reducing the overall ex-
penditures by $4 billion. And that is
much appreciated and noted. I just
happen to think we can do just a little
bit better.

I'm looking at the committee report
regarding the committee’s rec-
ommendation on the Community De-
velopment Fund, specifically the Com-
munity Development Block Grants.
And I read:

“This is $396 million above both fis-
cal year 2012 and the budget request.”

So you have the President making a
budget request, and you have last
year’s expenditures. What this amend-
ment does is reduces by $396 million to
get it back to where we were. Again, I
think the President is even also on the
same page.

Now, Madam Chair, we have to recog-
nize what a dire financial strait we’re
in in this country. We have to under-
stand that we have a multitrillion-dol-
lar challenge. We talk about a trillion
with a capital T and it’s hard to get
your arms around it. But if you were to
spend a million dollars a day everyday,
it would take you almost 3,000 years to
get to $1 trillion.

So when we’re racking up a trillion-
plus-dollar deficit each year, when our
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national debt at the end of this year
will approach $16 trillion, when we’re
spending more than $600 million a day
in interest on our national debt, we’re
going to have to cut some spending.

To actually bring back and reduce
this to the proper level, I think would
be more appropriate. I encourage my
colleagues to support this amendment.
It returns the funding to the fiscal year
2012 level. Again, as the committee re-
port says, this is $396 million above
both fiscal year 2012 and the budget re-
quest. I think this is reasonable. I hope
the committee would find a place
where we can join on this, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairwoman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, this is an
amendment that would take a huge
chunk out of the CDBG program. This
is one of the areas in which I have been
particularly, I thought, most com-
mendable about what the chairman’s
mark is in the bill for the CDBG.

The CDBG is a hugely popular pro-
gram in communities around the coun-
try. We have, as I have mentioned in
my opening remarks at the beginning
of this bill, 65 percent of our population
living in communities in metropolitan
areas with over half a million people,
and close to 90 percent of our people
live in communities with over 50,000
people. It’s roughly around 50,000 peo-
ple that are entitlement communities
and get an amount of money that they
may use in a flexible kind of a way in
their cities and towns of large size, and
can directly get that money to use for
things that they need in their cities.
Their cities and towns have suffered
greatly in the Great Recession that we
have had before us, and they have
housing needs which are very substan-
tial.

Now I would point out to the gen-
tleman from Utah that the amount for
the CDBG program as proposed by
Chairman LATHAM I am commending
him for and strongly support his allo-
cation for this. The amount that he has
provided in this bill within the alloca-
tion and with the $4 billion reduction
that the bill entails is below the num-
ber that CDBG was given all the way
back in 2008. It has varied up and down,
depending upon the allocations and de-
pending upon what has gone on. But
this one still is below. And I strongly
support it and would urge that it be
maintained.

And by the way, about 20 percent of
the whole amount goes directly to
States, which then can use it in a dis-
cretionary way in groups of smaller
communities. So it actually gets into
rural areas and small communities—in
communities like those of the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
whose district has no community larg-
er than about 15,000 people. But his dis-
trict manages to get a considerable
amount of money through the State of
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Kentucky for the congressional dis-
trict.
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So it is something that goes to every-
body in their districts in a flexible way
for things that are eligible under the
law.

But when it is being used for the de-
velopment of housing, then it ends up
clearly directly providing for jobs. If
it’s used in the way of social services
through nonprofit organizations, again
it is providing jobs for people who are
doing great service for our population.
So I’'m a strong supporter of this.

I certainly urge that the amendment
be defeated, and I will stop there be-
cause other people wish to speak, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Chair, I rise in strong opposition to
this amendment. I will be brief because
I know we have many more amend-
ments to consider, but I want to focus
on this one because I think this pro-
posal to cut the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant program by $396 mil-
lion is particularly ill-advised, and I
suspect Members on both sides of the
aisle will understand that and will
agree. We are all, after all, hearing
from our mayors and from our local
communities with great regularity
that CDBG is money well spent.

First of all, this program has been
much better funded in past years. Even
with the increase in the current bill,
for which we commend the chairman,
even with that, the funding is much
less than could be utilized.

We know the CDBG program has
some very strong virtues. One of them
is flexibility and community self-deter-
mination in terms of how this money is
spent, how it is applied, and the kind of
leverage that this money represents,
for bringing forth participation and
funding from other sources.

This is a program that has stood the
test of time, that has strong bipartisan
support in this Chamber and across the
country. So I think the notion that we
would cut back this appropriation by
hundreds of millions of dollars is most
unwise, and I urge defeat of the amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Community Development Block
Grant program is very important to
cities and States across the country.
There is a great deal of local control in
this program. Communities use the
block grants to meet local needs such
as building water and sewer infrastruc-
ture, community centers, housing for
low-income families, and other devel-
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opment important to their local com-
munities. Although the bill increases
the funding, this funding level is still
well below what it was in fiscal year
2010. The bill actually is $1.046 billion
below the level of 2010, to be exact.

Madam Chair, as we were going
through this bill, we had many Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle, Repub-
licans and Democrats, request addi-
tional funding for these grants. For
many Members, there is strong con-
stituent support for these programs.
We have seen individual cases of abuse,
not unlike a lot of other government
programs, but really the way to fix
those reforms, and we’re not going to
do it through the appropriations proc-
ess, is through the authorizers, to have
them do their work and make sure that
these programs are well run, that
they’re focused and they actually do
what the intention is.

Again, I want everybody to under-
stand that we are actually below fiscal
year 2010 levels on a very, very impor-
tant program, and I would recommend
and urge a ‘‘no’”” vote on the amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Chair, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Utah will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCCLINTOCK

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 89, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)"’.

Page 89, line 15, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)’.

Page 89, line 24, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced to $60,000,000)’.

Page 90, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced to $3,960,000)".

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $3,404,000,000)".

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Madam Chair,
this amendment finishes the good work
begun by the gentleman from Utah on
the previous amendment. It saves $3.4
billion by eliminating all funding for
the Community Development Block
Grant program.

This program was created in 1974
with the stated objective of elimi-
nating blight and providing affordable
housing, but in the nearly four decades
since then, it has degenerated into a
Federal slush fund for pet projects of
local politicians and politically con-
nected businesses. It is plagued by prof-
ligate waste and outright fraud.
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This is an unauthorized expenditure.
The legal authority for it expired back
in 1994, 18 years ago, and Congress has
not bothered to renew it ever since, but
we keep shoveling money at it year
after year. Madam Chair, $3.5 billion
averages to almost $560 from the earn-
ings of a family of four, and they have
a right to know where their $50, taken
from their family budgets, is going.

Senator COBURN gave some examples
in his Back to Black report: Summit
County, Ohio, spent $100,000 of CDBG
funds to create a doggie daycare and
kennel last year, and Nyack, New
York, directed $10,000 of CDBG funds to
Amazing Grace Circus in 2009 to put on
“A Day At the Circus.”

CDBG funds are being spent creating
a ‘“‘hip”’ atmosphere for employees of
an L.A. architectural firm, providing
decorative sidewalks in a wealthy Vir-
ginia community, and upgrading Vic-
torian cottages in Alabama. Indeed,
some communities use these funds to
pay off Federal loans they’ve taken out
on projects that are now defaulting be-
cause they’ve utterly failed to produce
all of the benefits they’ve promised.

Even in the best of circumstances,
these are all projects that exclusively
benefit local communities or private
interests and ought to be paid for ex-
clusively by those local communities
or private interests. They are of such
questionable merit that no city council
is willing to face its constituents and
say, This is how we have spent your
local taxes. But they are more than
happy to spend somebody else’s Federal
taxes, so we end up robbing St. Peters-
burg to pay St. Paul for projects so du-
bious that the purported beneficiaries
won’t pay for them.

And that’s all before we discuss the
realm of fraud. This program is replete
with individuals directing six-figure
sums to their personal bank accounts
or political activities. The Office of
Management and Budget has repeat-
edly branded this program as ‘‘ineffec-
tive.” That’s its official designation for
government programs that cannot as-
certain how their funds are spent.
HUD’s own inspector general found
that, in a relatively short 2-year time-
span, over 150 criminal indictments
were issued for false claims, bribery,
fraudulent contracts, theft, embezzle-
ment, or corruption in connection with
this program.

This a slush fund that cries for aboli-
tion, and it should be one of the first
places that we look to bring spending
under control and stop wasting our
constituents’ money. Once again,
though, this unauthorized program is
not targeted for elimination by the Ap-
propriations Committee. It is not even
targeted for a token reduction in
spending. As we just discussed, the Ap-
propriations Committee proposes
spending $400 million more than we
spent last year, indeed, $400 million
more than even the President re-
quested.

Now, let’s be very clear on this. The
House Appropriations Committee, with
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a Republican majority that has a clear
mandate to stop wasting money, is
about to appropriate $400 million more
than requested by the most spendthrift
administration in our Nation’s history
on a program with no Federal nexus,
with a solid history of fraud, and that
funds the most unworthy of local
projects and special interest handouts.
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The rules of the House were specifi-
cally written to prevent this type of
unauthorized expenditure, and they
provide for a point of order to be raised
if it’s included in an appropriations
bill. That is exactly what we have here.
But, alas, that rule is routinely waived
when these measures are brought to
the floor, making this amendment nec-
essary.

Madam Chairwoman, this is another
critical test of the Republican major-
ity’s intention to stand by the prom-
ises it made to the American people in
the most dangerous fiscal crisis in our
Nation’s history. I pray that we rise to
the occasion.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY). The gentleman is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I believe, with the offering
of this amendment, we are in great
need of a reality check in this Cham-
ber. After all, it was President Nixon,
and it was a strong, bipartisan major-
ity, with the Republicans playing a
leading role, that first initiated the
Community Development Block Grant
programs, and I assume that this
amendment will be rejected today by
that same kind of bipartisan coalition.

The whole idea of the CDBG program
was to get away from inflexible, one-
size-fits-all approaches to urban devel-
opment. The whole idea was to get
away from top-down bureaucratic di-
rection. CDBG was designed to em-
power communities, to give them flexi-
bility, to maximize the possibility for
leverage of private sector funds, to let
the community determine its own
projects and its own priorities.

All of us have experience with this
program, I dare say. My experience has
been that the bang for the buck from
CDBG is virtually unmatched in any
other Federal program. Housing reha-
bilitation, for example, is one of the
main uses in many communities of
CDBG funds. What you’re doing with
housing rehabilitation is not building
public housing from scratch. You’re
not totally developing new neighbor-
hoods, but you’re taking houses that
are likely to deteriorate, where a rel-
atively small investment can rehab
those houses, can salvage those houses,
and can make quality housing avail-
able more widely in the community.

Another major use of CDBG funds is
infrastructure. How many Habitat for
Humanity communities have been built
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across our country with CDBG funds
furnishing the basic infrastructure, and
from there the volunteer efforts take
off?

The gentleman sponsoring this
amendment made the incredible state-
ment that these are projects that com-
munities wouldn’t undertake on their
own. On the contrary, no CDBG project
is going to be undertaken without com-
munity participation, financial and
otherwise, without community self-de-
termination that this is a priority.

So there’s an air of unreality about
this debate. These are programs that
maximize the values that many of our
colleagues profess—self-determination,
flexibility, leveraging of private funds.
They’re programs that have stood the
test of time. And we, in this bill,
should be proud to appropriate CDBG
funds, because we know these funds
will have great multiplier effects
throughout this country. So I very
strongly urge colleagues to reject this
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. I rise to oppose the
amendment—the same, basically, that
I said before: we are below fiscal year
2010 levels. Certainly, I believe the au-
thorizing committee must set very
strict parameters as to how these dol-
lars should be used, but we are below
fiscal year 2010, and I would urge a
“no” vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. McCLIN-
TOCK).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED
BY MR. DIAZ-BALART

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 90, line 12, before the period insert
the following:

Provided further, That unless explicitly pro-
vided for under this heading, not to exceed 25
percent of any grant made with funds appro-
priated under this heading may be expended
for public services (as such term is defined
for purposes of section 105 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5305))

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

The gentleman from Florida is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I
recognize that this amendment is sub-
ject to a point of order, but I'd like to
discuss what this amendment is at-
tempting to address.

As we all know, the Community De-
velopment Block Grant program, which
is known as the CDBG grant program,
is one of the most widely utilized
sources of assistance by local govern-
ments. These block grants are intended
to address housing, community devel-
opment and economic development
needs as determined by local officials.

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, is
very straightforward. It simply gives
greater flexibility to the local commu-
nities and the cities and the counties,
et cetera, for part of their CDBG fund-
ing. It increases the cap of what is
known as public services expenditures
from the current 15 percent up to 25
percent.

Now, public services, in reference to
this legislation, deals with issues like
child care, senior services, disabled
services, educational programs, med-
ical services, transportation services,
domestic violence, crime prevention,
food banks, and others.

The current 15 percent public service
cap was enacted into statute over 30
years ago; and it, frankly, just doesn’t
reflect the reality of today. We all ac-
knowledge, obviously, the tremendous
fiscal challenges that we are facing
here in Congress, that our country is
facing; but we also acknowledge, Mr.
Chairman, the challenges that our
local communities are facing.

CDBG public services funds have
really played a key role in providing
crucial aid to our most at-risk, our
most vulnerable populations, espe-
cially during difficult times like these.
The restrictive and, frankly, outdated
cap has denied many communities, Mr.
Chairman, the option of providing their
residents with the most basic services
within the framework of the existing
CDBG program. So this amendment
provides flexibility to local leaders to
meet certain unique challenges.

Now, I want to make something very
clear: this amendment does not in-
crease or decrease CDBG funds, does
not change the formula, and does not
require those communities that are en-
titled to use more of their funds on
public services. It simply grants those
cities and counties greater flexibility
in their usage of certain CDBG funds.
Let me mention that my colleague,
Congresswoman ROS-LEHTINEN, has a
standalone piece of legislation that I'm
honored to be a cosponsor of.

It’s imperative that the authorizing
committee, the Financial Services
Committee, work to update the CDBG
program—for a lot of reasons. I also
need to mention that Chairman
LATHAM is well aware of these con-
cerns. I want to thank him and his
staff for really trying to accommodate
us on this issue, but unfortunately we
were not able to do it at this time for
a number of different reasons. I'd like
to continue to work with Chairman
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LATHAM and the Financial Services
chairman, Chairman BACHUS, on find-
ing real solutions that will give local
communities flexibility to meet their
unique challenges and to make sure
that those funds are well utilized.

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to support the Diaz-Balart
amendment and to draw attention to a
crisis that will soon hit the city of
Miami and many other cities through-
out south Florida, our State of Florida,
and indeed throughout the Nation.

We are all aware of the difficult fund-
ing decisions that will need to be made
by many departments and programs.
Programs like the Community Devel-
opment Block Grant may see overall
reductions because of the sad realities
of the current budget constraints and
in the interest of fiscal responsibility.
However, because of an arbitrary Com-
munity Development Block Grant ex-
penditure cap, countless vulnerable
citizens in the city of Miami and
throughout the United States will lose
their only means of sustenance.
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This amendment is not about in-
creased funding, Mr. Chairman, nor is
it about changing the overall formula
of the Community Development Block
Grant. It is simply about providing
greater flexibility to cities on how they
allocate their CDBG funds. Currently,
only 15 percent of Community Develop-
ment Block Grant funds can go toward
public services.

Now, what are public services? Well,
they include food for senior citizens,
the disabled, the homeless, the abused,
or neglected children. They also may
be used for child care, for health serv-
ices, for job training services.

The city of Miami, which I am proud
to represent, currently provides these
vital services, especially meals,
through the current Community Devel-
opment Block Grant public services.
But, because of the overall decrease in
CDBG allocations, many disadvantaged
men, women, and children will be with-
out the vital support that they deserve
and need.

This amendment is simply a painless
solution to this development, allowing
cities the flexibility they need in how
they expand their CDBG funds. It
would allow up to 25 percent of CDBG
funds to go to public services, a posi-
tion that has been endorsed by the U.S.
Conference of Mayors and the National
League of Cities.

The current 15 percent public service
expenditure cap was enacted with the
original statute over 30 years ago. It
does not reflect the evolution of this
program, nor the necessity to provide
flexibility to 1local leaders on how
funds should be expended during this
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time of belt tightening. The current re-
strictive and outdated limit has denied
many communities the option of pro-
viding their residents with the most
basic and necessary services within the
framework established by the program.

CDBG public services have played a
key role in providing crucial aid to our
most at-risk and vulnerable constitu-
ents, especially during this enduring
recession. Cities across our country
have had to do more with less, and this
amendment will help them accomplish
just that.

I wish to thank Chairman LATHAM
and his staff for working with Con-
gressman DIAZ-BALART and me on try-
ing to give this flexibility through the
proper channel to our local leaders.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does the
gentleman continue to reserve his
point of order?

Mr. LATHAM. I do.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The point of
order is reserved.

The gentleman from Iowa is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. I just want to make
the point that I want to continue to
work with these two great Members
from Florida. It is a real problem for
the community, and I will do every-
thing possible to try to be of assistance
with addressing this real problem for
them.

With that, I yield to the gentleman
from Miami.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I, again, want to thank you
and your staff, who have been great on
this issue, understanding the problem.

At this time I would ask unanimous
consent, Mr. Chairman, to withdraw
my amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Maryland is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to engage in a colloquy with the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Transportation, HUD, and Related
Agencies, Mr. LATHAM, and also with
Mr. WOLF on the Driver Alcohol Detec-
tion System for Safety, or DADSS.

I yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I would
be glad to engage in a colloquy with
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
SARBANES) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the chair-
man. As the gentlemen are aware, the
National Highway Transportation
Safety Administration, NHTSA, has
been working on a public-private re-
search program known as the Driver
Alcohol Detection System for Safety,
or DADSS, that would develop a pas-
sive technology to detect if a driver’s
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blood alcohol content is above the
legal limit.

I would urge the chairman to con-
sider funding for the DADSS program
as this bill moves forward, and I yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland, and rise to support his
initiative.

Mr. Chairman, too many times a
mother or a father or a loved one has
gotten that dreaded call in the middle
of the night that someone has been
killed in an accident involving a drunk
driver. And I appreciate my friend from
Maryland raising the DADSS program,
and also urge my good friend, the
chairman, to look at this program as
the bill moves forward.

Mr. SARBANES. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentlemen
from Maryland and Virginia. I appre-
ciate their taking the time to raise
this very important issue. I will be
mindful of their concerns as the proc-
ess moves forward.

Mr. SARBANES. I appreciate it, Mr.
Chairman.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN GUARANTEES
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of guaranteed loans, $6,000,000,
to remain available until September 30, 2014,
as authorized by section 108 of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5308): Provided, That such costs, in-
cluding the cost of modifying such loans,
shall be as defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize total loan principal, any part of which
is to be guaranteed, not to exceed
$244,000,000, notwithstanding any aggregate
limitation on outstanding obligations guar-
anteed in section 108(k) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as
amended.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR.
MCCLINTOCK

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 90, line 15, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)’.

Page 1560, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $6,000,000)"".

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment eliminates funding for
the Community Development loan
guarantee program. Like the Commu-
nity Development Block Grants that
we just discussed, these loan guaran-
tees support strictly local projects that
have no Federal nexus.

Now, unlike the House Appropria-
tions Committee, President Obama has
requested no taxpayer subsidies for
this program, and that’s a pretty pro-
found statement. Remember, this is
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the same President who had no prob-
lem placing billions of taxpayer dollars
at risk for failed schemes like
Solyndra, for which he was soundly and

rightly criticized by many in this
House.
But even the architect of the

Solyndra fiasco is unwilling to risk
taxpayer money on this loan guarantee
program, so, enter the House Appro-
priations Committee that apparently
has money to burn.

What are the recent projects funded
by these loan guarantees? Well, $7 mil-
lion went to the city of Hartford to buy
a 393-room Hilton Hotel; $15 million
went to build a movie studio in Norris-
town, Pennsylvania; a $10 million loan
to Bass Pro Shops to redevelop the
Memphis Pyramid.

Now, why would we put our tax-
payers’ money at risk for these ven-
tures? Obviously, private investors
were unwilling to risk their own
money. Obviously, President Obama
sees these loans as far riskier than
anything that he’s loaned in the
Solyndra fiasco. But we’re about to put
our constituents’ hard-earned money
at risk to prop up these projects.

Now, when Bass Pro Shops takes $10
million to redevelop the Memphis Pyr-
amid, will this mean more jobs in
Memphis? Well, yes. And will it mean
precisely that many fewer jobs in other
regions as, once again, we take from
one community to give to another? Un-
fortunately, the answer is yes to that
question as well.

My amendment simply takes tax-
payer exposure to these risky loans
down to the level of fiscal restraint
proposed by the least fiscally re-
strained President in the history of our
Nation. I'd invite my Republican col-
leagues on the Appropriations Com-
mittee to follow.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, here we
have kind of the yang that went with
the yin. The gentleman’s amendment
here a few minutes ago, the last one
that he offered, was $3.5 billion, and
taking that out of this allocation.
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In this case, it’s a $6 million amount.
That’s about 5,000 times as much as the
six. The first was 5,000 times as much
as this one. Maybe I'm off by an order
of magnitude. I’'m not quite sure.

The gentleman from California has
pointed out that the President did not
want to do this at all. Well, actually,
the President had asked the committee
to create a user fee to pay for this
rather than the mechanism by which
this really very small program—this $6
million program of loan guarantees—
has been functioning, which was to pay
for any risk involved. The gentleman is
claiming, if there were any serious
risk, that it should be paid for out of
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the subsequent years’ allocations under
CDBG.

It turns out, for those places that
would use this program, the loan guar-
antee program, there has never been a
penny lost of the Federal taxpayers on
any of the section 108 projects that we
have issued in this program, and there
have been a number of them. It actu-
ally is one of the most flexible. The
Community Development loan guar-
antee program is exceedingly flexible
and very creative. It has been used to
create larger projects, projects that
create jobs and that may be part of the
revitalization of a whole target area,
and it always ends up bringing in sub-
stantial additional private investment
into the neighborhood.

So it’s creating jobs. It is used often
for the reuse of old factory buildings
that are no longer viable in the forms
that they were. Particularly in my
part of the country, it has been used in
that kind of a way—and successfully—
to make a project that may turn out to
be housing, that may turn out to be a
business incubator or whatever. This is
a very flexible program and one that
the Federal taxpayer has never lost
money on.

The creation of jobs and the develop-
ment of new businesses that come into
a place that may be part of a develop-
ment of this sort is what gives us a ro-
bust economy. A robust economy is the
best way we have of reducing the def-
icit because you can end up cutting and
cutting and cutting programs, and if
you do not end up creating jobs in the
long run, you’re simply not going to re-
turn to a robust economy. I think we
know that.

So I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment. I think it is a counterproductive
thing to do. It’s very small. It has
never lost any money. It operates quite
well. The chairman, with my assent—
though he didn’t need my assent—cer-
tainly left it in there. I support his po-
sition very strongly, and I urge the de-
feat of this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WOMACK. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I also
oppose the amendment.

The Community Development Block
Grant program is very important to
cities and States throughout our coun-
try. As a former mayor, I can attest to
the fact of the impact the Community
Development Block Grants have on our
local communities. This year, we had
many Members, both Republicans and
Democrats, request funding for CDBG
programs. For many Members, there is
strong constituent support for the pro-
gram.

The section 108 CDBG loan guarantee
is a good community development tool
because it does something that we
should be interested in doing, and that
is leveraging funding. With only $6 mil-
lion provided in the bill, HUD is able to
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make nearly a quarter of a billion dol-
lars in loan guarantees for community
development. So it’s a small amount of
Federal money that creates a pretty
significant impact. Now, if a fee is war-
ranted, we would encourage the au-
thorizing committee to enact legisla-
tion to create a fee and lower the cost
of the program.

So I urge a ‘“‘no”” vote on the amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. McCLIN-
TOCK).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

For the HOME investment partnerships
program, as authorized under title II of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act, as amended, $1,200,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2015: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding the amount
made available under this heading, the
threshold reduction requirements in sections
216(10) and 217(b)(4) of such Act shall not
apply to allocation of such amount: Provided
further, That funds made available under this
heading used for projects not completed
within 4 years of the commitment date, as
determined by a signature of each party to
the agreement, shall be repaid: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary may extend the
deadline for 1 year if the Secretary deter-
mines that the failure to complete the
project is beyond the control of the partici-
pating jurisdiction: Provided further, That no
funds provided under this heading may be
committed to any project included as part of
a participating jurisdiction’s plan under sec-
tion 105(b), unless each participating juris-
diction certifies that it has conducted an un-
derwriting review, assessed developer capac-
ity and fiscal soundness, and examined
neighborhood market conditions to ensure
adequate need for each project: Provided fur-
ther, That any homeownership units funded
under this heading which cannot be sold to
an eligible homeowner within 6 months of
project completion shall be rented to an eli-
gible tenant: Provided further, That no funds
provided under this heading may be awarded
for development activities to a community
housing development organization that can-
not demonstrate that it has staff with dem-
onstrated development experience: Provided
further, That funds provided in prior appro-
priations Acts for technical assistance, that
were made available for Community Housing
Development Organizations technical assist-
ance, and that still remain available, may be
used for HOME technical assistance notwith-
standing the purposes for which such
amounts were appropriated: Provided further,
That the Department shall notify grantees of
their formula allocation within 60 days of en-
actment of this Act.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

Mr. FLAKE. I have an amendment at

the desk.
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 91, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $200,000,000)’.

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $200,000,000)’.

Mr. FLAKE (during the reading). 1
ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be considered as read.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would cut $200 million
from the HOME Investment Partner-
ship and transfer the savings to the
deficit reduction account. This simply
takes the level of funding to where it
was last year.

We are often told we need to cut
spending. I think we need to. Yet, with
this program, we’re actually increasing
the funding from $1 billion to $1.2 bil-
lion, so it’s about a 20 percent increase.
This is the largest Federal block grant
to State and local governments, de-
signed exclusively to create affordable
housing for low-income households.

In 2011, a nationwide investigation by
The Washington Post described the
program as:

a dysfunctional system that delivers bil-
lions of dollars to local housing agencies
with few rules, safeguards or even a reliable
way to track projects.

This was The Washington Post say-
ing this. It wasn’t some conservative
Republicans. This was The Washington
Post. According to The Post:

These lapses have led to widespread
misspending and delays in a two-decade-old
program meant to deliver decent housing to
the working poor. Nearly 700 projects award-
ed $400 million have been idling for years
while the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development has largely looked the
other way. It does not track the pace of con-
struction, and it often fails to spot defunct
deals. Instead, they’re trusting local agen-
cies to police projects.

Again, that was a quote from the in-
vestigation.

In 2009-2010, HUD’s Office of Inspec-
tor General came out with reports that
questioned not only HUD’s ability to
monitor these HOME project funds but
also whether the program was in com-
pliance with its own rules. In addition,
several Members of Congress have ac-
knowledged concerns about HUD’s abil-
ity to ensure that HOME funds are used
in a way that produce the program’s
intended results.

The full Financial Services Com-
mittee has held congressional hearings
in response to these concerns. In a
spending bill just last year, Congress
included language that placed addi-
tional restrictions on the use of HOME
funds for FY12. The problem is those
are the funds that are being imple-
mented now. We don’t even know if
they’re following the guidelines and
are doing what we asked them to do.
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Yet here we’re appropriating $200 mil-
lion more to them rather than saying,
Hey, we wanted you to do these things.
Let’s check and see if you’ve done
them before we award you with more
money.

It’s difficult to evaluate these
projects when they haven’t been done
yet. That’s the reason we ought to cut
back and simply go level with the fund-
ing of last year. Again, it’s not a cut
from last year. It’s level funding from
last year. It’s the least we can do when
running these kinds of deficits and
when we have this kind of debt and
when we’ve found massive, massive
problems with this program.
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The remedy isn’t to award a 20 per-
cent increase. If anything, we ought to
be cutting the program. I'm simply
saying with this amendment, let’s take
it back to where it was last year. What
is the point of oversight that we exer-
cise here in Congress if we exercise
that oversight, we find problems, we
ask for a remedy, and then we award
money before we even see if the remedy
was actually entered into? We have
oversight here. We have the power of
the purse. Let’s use it.

This program is troubled. It has prob-
lems. It’s not just people on one side of
the aisle that recognize that. The Con-
gress as a whole does. So why in the
world are we awarding 20 percent more
funding this year than we had last
year? This amendment would take it
back to last year’s funding level.

I urge its adoption, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I rise today
to speak on the Transportation and
Housing and Urban Development ap-
propriations bill on the floor.

First off, I want to say that whether
it’s the mayor of Jacksonville, Florida;
Orlando; California; or Texas, every
single mayor that I've talked to—
Democrats or Republicans—support
Community Development Block Grants
and are very concerned with what
we’re doing here and making sure that
we send funds that they can decide how
the community is to use the funds to
meet their needs.

In addition, I want to talk about
transportation. I've been on the Trans-
portation Committee for the entire 20
years that I've been here in Congress,
and transportation has always been bi-
partisan. It did not matter who the
President was, and it did not matter
who the Speaker was. In fact, when
Newt Gingrich was the Speaker and
President Clinton was the President,
the House passed the transportation
bill over both of them and funded the
Transportation Committee for 6 years.

This House has not been able to pass
a transportation bill. For the first
time, you see people who really don’t
want to put America to work because



H4110

the Transportation Committee is the
committee that put the American peo-
ple to work. When you look at the en-
gineers or architects, they rate Amer-
ica as a ‘D minus,”” as far as our infra-
structure is concerned. Yet you have
people that do not want to put the
American people back to work.

In my home State of Florida, we re-
ceived close to $3 billion for a high-
speed train from Orlando to Tampa.
What did we do? We sent it back.
Eighteen States have our money, and
they are putting people to work. We’'re
talking about transportation money.

When you have people with other
agendas besides putting people to
work, that is a real problem in the area
of transportation. We know that for
every $1 billion we invest, it generates
44,000 permanent jobs. Yet you have
people in this House with a different
agenda, and their agenda has nothing
to do with jobs and putting people to
work. It is a sad state of affairs. But
I've often said you can fool some of the
people some of the time, but you can’t
fool all of the people all of the time.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment that is
ostensibly before us.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, we were
talking about the amendment that the
gentleman from Arizona has offered,
and he has offered an amendment that
would take $200 million out of the
HOME Investment Partnership pro-
gram as recommended by Chairman
LATHAM and the subcommittee and
through the procedures of the sub-
committee and the full committee ac-
tions before coming to the floor.

I rise in strong opposition to this
amendment. There have been some
controversies with the HOME Invest-
ment Partnership program; but there
were statutory changes last year, and
HUD is now in the process of finishing
the rule to go along with those statu-
tory changes. So those reforms are now
basically in place.

To my understanding, at least, there
has been no instance of our actual loss
of money from the HOME Partnership
program at any time, but there have
been projects that have been stalled.
This is one of the few programs that we
have in this bill that actually results
in the construction of housing. Most
affordable housing projects use mul-
tiple sources to complete a develop-
ment, and occasionally it is possible
that the private development monies
don’t materialize to a project that has
been approved for the HOME Partner-
ship program. If that happens, then
HUD takes the money back and uses it
someplace else. It doesn’t in any way
end up resulting in a loss to the tax-
payers of the country.

The HOME program is, as I say, one
of the few programs that actually
funds newly constructed housing under
this legislation. These funds are used.
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They provide needed jobs in our com-
munities; they ease the unemployment
in the construction sector; they
produce housing; and they don’t end up
costing the taxpayers any money.

To the degree that that is followed
and we can produce housing, then I am
certainly in favor of it and strongly
support Chairman LATHAM’S assign-
ment of the additional money. I would
point out that the level of the funding
at the level that has been rec-
ommended by the Appropriations Com-
mittee and by the subcommittee that
Mr. LATHAM chairs, that the amount of
money that has been assigned is below
the amount that was assigned 5 years
ago for the 2008 budget.

We have been through ups and downs
on this one over time, and I certainly
would urge a ‘‘no’” vote on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.
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Ms. KAPTUR. I rise to associate my-
self with the remarks of our esteemed
ranking member, JOHN OLVER of Mas-
sachusetts, and rise to oppose Mr.
FLAKE’s proposal.

Now, if Mr. FLAKE came to the floor
and cut money from well-larded Ari-
zona projects, I might ponder that type
of amendment—but I don’t support
cuts in HOME. With the devastation
that’s occurred across our housing
market, we shouldn’t harm housing for
sure. But, if he would take the money
to balance the budget from the sub-
sidized Central Arizona Water Project,
or if he would take the funds from the
major Federal monuments that are
stacked wall-to-wall in his State of Ar-
izona, or if he would take the funds
from all the defense facilities that help
to employ and hold up the economy of
his State—those might be worthy of
debate.

It’s very interesting where he cuts
money from—from among the poorest
areas in this country, some of the most
devastated parts of America that are
trying to rebuild themselves. It’s very
curious to me when he proposes amend-
ments, whether it be this one or other
ones in subcommittee, he always leaves
his home turf sacrosanct.

Mr. FLAKE. Would the gentlewoman
yield?

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. I would be inter-
ested in the gentleman’s response.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

For all I know, this cuts money from
my district as well. I have not dis-
criminated in where I have taken
money from. I think everybody who
has followed the process over the past
several years knows that.

With regard to the Central Arizona
Project, Arizona repays the Federal
Government to the tune of about $565
million a year, still after all these
years. The fact that we are 83 percent
publicly owned in Arizona means that
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our local communities have to run
their facilities and run their services
on just a narrow sliver of private land.

Ms. KAPTUR. Reclaiming my time,
all those loans were subsidized and cap-
ital was made available at very favor-
able terms compared to my region of
Arizona. That paid its own way. Just
look where federal dollar flow to Ari-
zona—if one looks at the defense bases
across northern Ohio, we don’t have
anything like Arizona has. Defense dol-
lars flow heavily to Arizona. Or, if we
look at the kinds of subsidies we are
providing for water in the West—The
Central Arizona project or for Bureau
of Land Management projects, for all
of the investments that have been
made to allow Arizona to even get
water, federal funds have built Ari-
zona—and then to say to the part of
the country that said, Well, we want
the West to develop. So we’re going to
help you out. But now you say, No, no,
no, no. Now we’re going to take money
away from Cleveland and Toledo and
Detroit and Pittsburgh and Philadel-
phia and Chicago and Milwaukee—all
of the places that taxed themselves for
the development of the modern West.

So I would say to the gentleman, I
think the answer to the problem we
have is economic growth, and we have
to invest in that. The housing sector
has been dead in the water since 2008,
largely because of the nonregulation of
the Bush administration during those
years when the Wall Street house of
cards and derivatives were created. So
let’s look at what happened back then.

But, please, don’t take it out of the
hides of the most stressed communities
in America that, despite all the odds,
are in the process of reinvesting and re-
building themselves to fuel recovery.

So I just want to associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. OLVER). Op-
pose the Flake amendment. Support
programs that will help the revitaliza-
tion of the housing sector of this coun-
try.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arizona will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS

Mr. BACHUS. I have an amendment
at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 92, line 16, before the period insert
the following:

. Provided further, That of the total amount
provided under this heading, up to
$200,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, shall be for necessary expenses for
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activities authorized under the HOME In-
vestment Partnerships Act (42 U.S.C. 12721 et
seq.) related to disaster relief, long-term re-
covery, restoration of housing and infra-
structure, and economic revitalization in the
most impacted and distressed areas resulting
from a major disaster declared pursuant to
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et
seq.) in 2011: Provided further, That such dis-
aster relief funds shall be awarded only to
States and units of general local government
that were awarded funds under section 239 of
Public Law 112-55 (125 Stat. 703), shall be
awarded directly to such States and units of
general local government at the discretion of
the Secretary, and shall be awarded in ac-
cordance with such formula or requirements
as the Secretary shall establish, except that
such formula or requirements shall give pref-
erence to awards based on a county’s unmet
housing needs for renter occupied units: Pro-
vided further, That prior to the obligation of
such disaster relief funds a grantee shall sub-
mit a plan to the Secretary detailing the
proposed use of all such funds, including cri-
teria for eligibility and how the use of these
funds will address long-term recovery and
restoration of infrastructure: Provided fur-
ther, That such disaster relief funds may not
be used for activities reimbursable by, or for
which funds are made available by, the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency or the
Army Corps of Engineers: Provided further,
That such disaster relief funds allocated
under this heading shall not be considered
relevant to the other non-disaster formula
allocations under this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That a State or subdivision thereof may
use up to 5 percent of its allocation of such
disaster relief funds for administrative costs:
Provided further, That in administering such
disaster relief funds under this heading, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment may waive, or specify alternative re-
quirements for, any provision of any statute
or regulation that the Secretary administers
in connection with the obligation by the Sec-
retary or the use by the recipient of these
funds or guarantees (except for requirements
related to fair housing, nondiscrimination,
labor standards, and the environment), upon
a request by a State or subdivision thereof
explaining why such waiver is required to fa-
cilitate the use of such funds or guarantees,
if the Secretary finds that such waiver would
not be inconsistent with the overall purpose
of the HOME Investment Partnerships Act:
Provided further, That the Secretary shall
publish in the Federal Register any waiver of
any statute or regulation that the Secretary
administers pursuant to HOME Investment
Partnerships Act no later than 5 days before
the effective date of such waiver

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve a point of order on the Bachus
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

The gentleman from Alabama is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BACHUS. Let me acknowledge
the point of order is due to be granted.

I am, however, here to ask for the co-
operation of the appropriating com-
mittee as we move forward on address-
ing a problem that we found as a result
of the many tornadoes that devastated
our country last year. And I will use an
example from the city of Tuscaloosa.

In the aftermath of the tornado that
struck Tuscaloosa on April 27, HUD
came in and calculated the loss of resi-
dences and rental units. Part of their
charge was to replace the critical
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needs. However—and I will just use one
census tract as an example—they came
into a census tract that includes Uni-
versity Boulevard, which is a census
tract made up almost entirely of rental
units. However, according to HUD’s
calculation, they came in and they
simply surveyed the owner-occupied
units. Now, there were 23 owner-occu-
pied units that were destroyed in the
census tract, but there were 440 rental
units that were destroyed in this same
tract. So almost all the loss of prop-
erty was rental units. It left the city of
Tuscaloosa, a university town, woe-
fully inadequate in its number of rent-
al units.

In their calculation, they only take
the owner-occupied units, and they ex-
trapolate from that what they consider
the number of rental units to be in
that same census tract. Well, you can’t
really base a calculation of how many
rental units there are based on how
many owner-occupied dwellings there
are. And to tell you how much they
missed it, they calculated that there
were no rental units destroyed, which
is obviously a tremendous miscalcula-
tion.

So we've offered an amendment
today which essentially will say that
you have to consider—and your survey
must include—both owner-occupied
units and rental units and that you
must calculate both of them, not sim-
ply the owner-occupied units.

HUD’s model, in short, needs to be
changed. We believe that our author-
izing committee will correct this in fu-
ture cases, but there’s an urgent need
to replace the rental housing that was
lost in last year’s tornadoes through-
out the Nation. And my amendment
simply creates a mechanism to do so
and directs HUD to develop a formula
for distributing assistance to commu-
nities that have already suffered dam-
age. This will restore what we think is
fairness and a more correct calcula-
tion.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Thank you for allowing me to explain the
purpose of the amendment that my colleague
Congresswoman TERRI SEWELL and | are pro-
posing.

Communities in the State of Alabama and
other states are still recovering from the dev-
astating tornadoes of April 27, 2011.

A critical issue is replacing rental housing
that was destroyed by the tornadoes. Rental
housing is an important and affordable option
for individuals and families, especially in larger
cities.

Unfortunately, the methodology used by the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to award recovery assistance may be
weighted—in some cases—against rebuilding
rental housing.

To provide an example, according to a
study by the office of Mayor Walt Maddox, one
census tract in Tuscaloosa sustained tornado
damage to 463 housing units: 23 owner-occu-
pied units and 440 rental units. Rather than
document the actual damage and distribute re-
covery aid accordingly, HUD used a mathe-
matical model to calculate the damage.
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The result is that only 2.2% of the units in
this devastated neighborhood were deemed to
have been severely damaged. None of the
rental properties were included in the formula,
regardless of their damage.

This bureaucratic discrepancy has put Tus-
caloosa and other communities at an unfair
disadvantage when it comes to receiving fund-
ing for the restoration of their rental housing
stock.

HUD’s model needs to be changed. We are
working to correct it for future cases, but there
is an urgent need to replace the rental hous-
ing that was lost during last year’s tornadoes.

Our amendment creates a mechanism to do
that. It directs HUD to develop a formula for
distributing assistance to communities that
have already suffered damage. This will help
restore fairness and promote the continued re-
covery of our communities from some of the
most devastating tornadoes in the history of
the State of Alabama and our nation.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriations bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XXI.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?

The Chair is prepared to rule.

The Chair finds that this amendment
includes language imparting direction
to the Secretary of Housing and Urban

Development.
The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of

clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained, and
the amendment is not in order.

Ms. SEWELL. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. SEWELL. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the point of order; but I rise
today in support of this amendment by
my fellow colleague from Alabama,
which adds critical funding to assist
communities devastated as a result of
last year’s severe weather.

This bipartisan amendment would
add $200 million to the underlying bill
and direct it towards communities that
received CDBG disaster assistance in
FY 2012. Prior to awarding of these new
funds, this amendment directs HUD to
establish a formula of funding that
would give preference to applicants
based on a county’s unmet housing
need, including renter-occupied units.

Currently, there is still an ongoing
and urgent need for housing options,
particularly rental units, across sev-
eral parts of my district as well as my
colleague’s district. This amendment
would help communities like Tusca-
loosa, Alabama, receive adequate funds
to help repair and rebuild the rental
housing units that were destroyed by
the April 27 tornadoes. This would help
to provide rental housing units that
will provide critical shelter for women,
children, and families.
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A recent report released by HUD esti-
mated that the amount of unmet hous-
ing needs for Tuscaloosa County alone
would exceed $56 million. Most of this
figure was associated with unmet rent-
al housing need.

The devastation and destruction that
was caused by the April tornados
across the State of Alabama is still
being felt, especially in places that al-
ready have economically disadvan-
taged areas. This amendment would
provide the additional funds needed for
these affected areas to continue their
efforts toward full recovery.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SELF-HELP AND ASSISTED HOMEOWNERSHIP
OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM

For the Self-Help and Assisted Homeown-
ership Opportunity Program, as authorized
under section 11 of the Housing Opportunity
Program Extension Act of 1996, as amended,
$60,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2015: Provided, That of the total
amount provided under this heading,
$20,000,000 shall be made available to the
Self-Help and Assisted Homeownership Op-
portunity Program as authorized under sec-
tion 11 of the Housing Opportunity Program
Extension Act of 1996, as amended: Provided
further, That $35,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for the second, third and fourth capac-
ity building activities authorized under sec-
tion 4(a) of the HUD Demonstration Act of
1993 (42 U.S.C. 9816 note), of which not less
than $5,000,000 may be made available for
rural capacity-building activities: Provided
further, That $5,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for capacity-building activities for na-
tional organizations with expertise in rural
housing, including experience working with
rural housing organizations, local govern-
ments, and Indian tribes: Provided further,
That no funds made available for capacity
building activities under this heading in this
Act or any prior Act may be set-aside, re-
served, or awarded in connection with the
Department’s demand-response initiative,
described in section V(A)(3)(d) of the Notices
of Funding Availability for fiscal years 2010,
2011, and 2012: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any requirement in any Notice of
Funding Availability, grant application,
grant agreement, or work plan, any unex-
pended amounts provided under this heading
for capacity building activities in fiscal
years 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 may not be
used in connection with such demand-re-
sponse initiative or any similar initiative,
unless a grantee, in its sole discretion, de-
cides to undertake or continue such a
project: Provided further, That prior to under-
taking, or asking others to undertake, any
further demand-response or similar place-
based initiatives, the Department shall sub-
mit for Congressional approval in its oper-
ating plan and budget proposal a detailed
justification of such initiative, including
how it fits within the Department’s overall
capacity building efforts, why it is con-
sistent with authorizing legislation, and how
the Department plans to implement it effec-
tively.

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the emergency solutions grants pro-
gram as authorized under subtitle B of title
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IV of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assist-
ance Act, as amended; the continuum of care
program as authorized under subtitle C of
title IV of such Act; and the rural housing
stability assistance program as authorized
under subtitle D of title IV of such Act,
$2,000,000,000, of which $1,995,000,000 shall re-
main available until September 30, 2015, and
of which $5,000,000 shall remain available
until expended for project-based rental as-
sistance with rehabilitation projects with 10-
year grant terms and any rental assistance
amounts that are recaptured under such con-
tinuum of care program shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That not less
than $286,000,000 of the funds appropriated
under this heading shall be available for such
emergency solutions grants program: Pro-
vided further, That not less than $1,650,000,000
of the funds appropriated under this heading
shall be available for such continuum of care
and rural housing stability assistance pro-
grams: Provided further, That up to $6,000,000
of the funds appropriated under this heading
shall be available for the national homeless
data analysis project: Provided further, That
all funds awarded for supportive services
under the continuum of care program and
the rural housing stability assistance pro-
gram shall be matched by not less than 25
percent in cash or in kind by each grantee:
Provided further, That for all match require-
ments applicable to funds made available
under this heading for this fiscal year and
prior years, a grantee may use (or could have
used) as a source of match funds other funds
administered by the Secretary and other
Federal agencies unless there is (or was) a
specific statutory prohibition on any such
use of any such funds: Provided further, That
all awards of assistance under this heading
shall be required to coordinate and integrate
homeless programs with other mainstream
health, social services, and employment pro-
grams for which homeless populations may
be eligible, including Medicaid, State Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families, Food
Stamps, and services funding through the
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Block
Grant, Workforce Investment Act, and the
Welfare-to-Work grant program: Provided
further, That all balances for Shelter Plus
Care renewals previously funded from the
Shelter Plus Care Renewal account and
transferred to this account shall be avail-
able, if recaptured, for continuum of care re-
newals in fiscal year 2013: Provided further,
That the Department shall notify grantees of
their formula allocation from amounts allo-
cated (which may represent initial or final
amounts allocated) for the emergency solu-
tions grant program within 60 days of enact-
ment of this Act.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLARKE OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Chair,
I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 94, line 19, after each of the first and
second dollar amounts, insert ‘‘(increased by
$5,000,000)"".

Page 95, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)"".

Page 110, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $5,000,000)’.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. I offer this
amendment on behalf of citizens who
feel that they have no voice in this
Congress; people who have given up
hope altogether. These are citizens who
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earn money by scavenging through
alleys to find empty bottles and cans
and get their return deposits. They sur-
vive by rummaging through garbage
dumpsters to find food to eat. These
are citizens who have no place to live.
They’re on the street.

According to the Detroit Rescue Mis-
sion Ministries, every night in the city
of Detroit there are nearly 20,000 people
who are in need of shelter and who are
homeless. Nearly a quarter of these
people are children. And what is per-
haps most tragic is that many of these
citizens—and I have spoken to them as
I have seen them in the alleys—are
men who have sacrificed themselves
and proudly served this country in the
military. Many of the homeless in the
city of Detroit are veterans.

Some of the folks on the street I
know personally. I grew up with them.
They need help. They need substance
abuse treatment. They need a place to
stay. And in Detroit, because of the
housing crisis, because foreclosures
forced many people out of their homes,
we also have many apartment build-
ings that are now vacant—vacant, but
could be rehabilitated and renovated to
provide a home to our veterans who are
currently on the street.

This amendment that I offer will add
$5 million to homeless assistance
grants to provide our homeless vet-
erans with a home, but also with the
hope and dignity that all Americans
deserve.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. I would just tell the
gentleman that we accept your amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CLARKE).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the bill through page 134, line 11, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

The text of that portion of the bill is
as follows:

HOUSING PROGRAMS
PROJECT-BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE

For activities and assistance for the provi-
sion of project-based subsidy contracts under
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
U.S.C. 1437 et seq.) (‘‘the Act’), not other-
wise provided for, $8,300,400,000, to remain
available until expended, shall be available
on October 1, 2012 (in addition to the
$400,000,000 previously appropriated under
this heading that became available October
1, 2012), and $400,000,000, to remain available
until expended, shall be available on October
1, 2013: Provided, That the amounts made
available under this heading shall be avail-
able for expiring or terminating section 8
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project-based subsidy contracts (including
section 8 moderate rehabilitation contracts),
for amendments to section 8 project-based
subsidy contracts (including section 8 mod-
erate rehabilitation contracts), for contracts
entered into pursuant to section 441 of the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 11401), for renewal of section 8 con-
tracts for units in projects that are subject
to approved plans of action under the Emer-
gency Low Income Housing Preservation Act
of 1987 or the Low-Income Housing Preserva-
tion and Resident Homeownership Act of
1990, and for administrative and other ex-
penses associated with project-based activi-
ties and assistance funded under this para-
graph: Provided further, That of the total
amounts provided under this heading, not to
exceed $260,000,000 shall be available for per-
formance-based contract administrators for
section 8 project-based assistance: Provided
further, That the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development may also use such
amounts in the previous proviso for perform-
ance-based contract administrators for the
administration of: interest reduction pay-
ments pursuant to section 236(a) of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 17156z-1(a)); rent
supplement payments pursuant to section
101 of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s); section 236(f)(2)
rental assistance payments (12 U.S.C. 1715z-
1(£)(2)); project rental assistance contracts
for the elderly under section 202(c)(2) of the
Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q(c)(2));
project rental assistance contracts for sup-
portive housing for persons with disabilities
under section 811(d)(2) of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (42
U.S.C. 8013(d)(2)); project assistance con-
tracts pursuant to section 202(h) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-372; 73 Stat.
667); and loans under section 202 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-372; 73 Stat.
667): Provided further, That amounts recap-
tured under this heading, the heading ‘‘An-
nual Contributions for Assisted Housing’’, or
the heading ‘‘Housing Certificate Fund’” may
be used for renewals of or amendments to
section 8 project-based contracts or for per-
formance-based contract administrators,
notwithstanding the purposes for which such
amounts were appropriated: Provided further,
That, notwithstanding any other provision
of law, upon the request of the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, project
funds that are held in residual receipts ac-
counts for any project subject to a section 8
project-based Housing Assistance Payments
contract that authorizes HUD to require that
surplus project funds be deposited in an in-
terest-bearing residual receipts account and
that are in excess of an amount to be deter-
mined by the Secretary, shall be remitted to
the Department and deposited in this ac-
count, to be available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That amounts deposited pursu-
ant to the previous proviso shall be available
in addition to the amount otherwise pro-
vided by this heading for uses authorized
under this heading.
HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY

For capital advances, including amend-
ments to capital advance contracts for hous-
ing for the elderly, as authorized by section
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amended,
and for project rental assistance for the el-
derly under section 202(c)(2) of such Act, in-
cluding amendments to contracts for such
assistance and renewal of expiring contracts
for such assistance for up to a 1l-year term,
and for senior preservation rental assistance
contracts, as authorized by section 811(e) of
the American Housing and Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 2000, as amended, and for sup-
portive services associated with the housing,
$425,000,000 to remain available until Sep-
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tember 30, 2016: Provided, That of the amount
provided under this heading, up to $90,000,000
shall be for service coordinators and the con-
tinuation of existing congregate service
grants for residents of assisted housing
projects: Provided further, That amounts
under this heading shall be available for Real
Estate Assessment Center inspections and
inspection-related activities associated with
section 202 projects: Provided further, That
the Secretary may waive the provisions of
section 202 governing the terms and condi-
tions of project rental assistance, except
that the initial contract term for such as-
sistance shall not exceed 5 years in duration:
Provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, in this fiscal year and
hereafter, upon the request of the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development, project
funds that are held in residual receipts ac-
counts for any project subject to a section
202 Project Rental Assistance Contract that
requires surplus project funds to be deposited
in an interest-bearing residual receipts ac-
count and be remitted to the Secretary upon
termination of the contract, shall be remit-
ted to the Secretary and deposited in this ac-
count upon termination of such contract, to
be available until expended for capital ad-
vances and other eligible assistance for hous-
ing for the elderly, as authorized by section
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amended:
Provided further, That amounts deposited in
this account pursuant to the previous pro-
viso shall be available in addition to the
amounts otherwise provided by this heading
for uses authorized under this heading.

HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

For amendments to capital advance con-
tracts for supportive housing for persons
with disabilities, as authorized by section 811
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford-
able Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8013), for project
rental assistance for supportive housing for
persons with disabilities under section
811(d)(2) of such Act and for project assist-
ance contracts pursuant to section 202(h) of
the Housing Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-372; 73
Stat. 667), including amendments to con-
tracts for such assistance and renewal of ex-
piring contracts for such assistance for up to
a l-year term, for project rental assistance
to State housing finance agencies and other
appropriate entities as authorized under sec-
tion 811(b)(3) of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Housing Act, and for supportive serv-
ices associated with the housing for persons
with disabilities as authorized by section
811(b)(1) of such Act, $165,000,000 to remain
available until September 30, 2016: Provided,
That amounts made available under this
heading shall be available for Real Estate
Assessment Center inspections and inspec-
tion-related activities associated with sec-
tion 811 Projects.

HOUSING COUNSELING ASSISTANCE

For contracts, grants, and other assistance
excluding loans, as authorized under section
106 of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1968, as amended, $45,000,000, including
up to $2,500,000 for administrative contract
services: Provided, That grants made avail-
able from amounts provided under this head-
ing shall be awarded within 120 days of en-
actment of this Act: Provided further, That
funds shall be used for providing counseling
and advice to tenants and homeowners, both
current and prospective, with respect to
property maintenance, financial manage-
ment/literacy, and such other matters as
may be appropriate to assist them in improv-
ing their housing conditions, meeting their
financial needs, and fulfilling the respon-
sibilities of tenancy or homeownership; for
program administration; and for housing
counselor training.
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OTHER ASSISTED HOUSING PROGRAMS
PAYMENT TO MANUFACTURED HOUSING FEES
TRUST FUND

For necessary expenses as authorized by
the National Manufactured Housing Con-
struction and Safety Standards Act of 1974
(42 U.S.C. 5401 et seq.), up to $4,000,000, to re-
main available until expended, which is to be
derived from the Manufactured Housing Fees
Trust Fund: Provided, That not to exceed the
total amount appropriated under this head-
ing shall be available from the general fund
of the Treasury to the extent necessary to
incur obligations and make expenditures
pending the receipt of collections to the
Fund pursuant to section 620 of such Act:
Provided further, That the amount made
available under this heading from the gen-
eral fund shall be reduced as such collections
are received during fiscal year 2013 so as to
result in no fiscal year 2013 appropriation
from the general fund estimated and fees
pursuant to such section 620 shall be modi-
fied as necessary to ensure such a final fiscal
year 2013 appropriation: Provided further,
That for the dispute resolution and installa-
tion programs, the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development may assess and collect
fees from any program participant: Provided
further, That such collections shall be depos-
ited into the Fund, and the Secretary, as
provided herein, may use such collections, as
well as fees collected under section 620, for
necessary expenses of such Act: Provided fur-
ther, That, notwithstanding the require-
ments of section 620 of such Act, the Sec-
retary may carry out responsibilities of the
Secretary under such Act through the use of
approved service providers that are paid di-
rectly by the recipients of their services.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION
MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM
ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

New commitments to guarantee single
family loans insured under the Mutual Mort-
gage Insurance Fund shall not exceed
$400,000,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2014: Provided, That during fis-
cal year 2013, obligations to make direct
loans to carry out the purposes of section
204(g) of the National Housing Act, as
amended, shall not exceed $50,000,000: Pro-
vided further, That the foregoing amount in
the previous proviso shall be for loans to
nonprofit and governmental entities in con-
nection with sales of single family real prop-
erties owned by the Secretary and formerly
insured under the Mutual Mortgage Insur-
ance Fund. For administrative contract ex-
penses of the Federal Housing Administra-
tion, $215,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2014, of which up to $71,500,000
may be transferred to and merged with the
Working Capital Fund: Provided further, That
to the extent guaranteed loan commitments
exceed $200,000,000,000 on or before April 1,
2012, an additional $1,400 for administrative
contract expenses shall be available for each
$1,000,000 in additional guaranteed loan com-
mitments (including a pro rata amount for
any amount below $1,000,000), but in no case
shall funds made available by this proviso
exceed $30,000,000.

GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

New commitments to guarantee loans in-
sured under the General and Special Risk In-
surance Funds, as authorized by sections 238
and 519 of the National Housing Act (12
U.S.C. 1715z-3 and 1735c), shall not exceed
$25,000,000,000 in total loan principal, any
part of which is to be guaranteed: Provided,
That during fiscal year 2013, gross obliga-
tions for the principal amount of direct
loans, as authorized by sections 204(g), 207(1),
238, and 519(a) of the National Housing Act,
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shall not exceed $20,000,000, which shall be
for loans to nonprofit and governmental en-
tities in connection with the sale of single
family real properties owned by the Sec-
retary and formerly insured under such Act.

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE
ASSOCIATION

GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT

New commitments to issue guarantees to
carry out the purposes of section 306 of the
National Housing Act, as amended (12 U.S.C.
1721(g)), shall not exceed $500,000,000,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2014:
Provided, That $20,500,000 shall be available
for necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of Government National Mortgage Asso-
ciation: Provided further, That to the extent
that guaranteed loan commitments will and
do exceed $155,000,000,000 on or before April 1,
2013, an additional $100 for necessary salaries
and expenses shall be available until ex-
pended for each $1,000,000 in additional guar-
anteed loan commitments (including a pro
rata amount for any amount below
$1,000,000), but in no case shall funds made
available by this proviso exceed $3,000,000:
Provided further, That receipts from Commit-
ment and Multiclass fees collected pursuant
to title III of the National Housing Act, as
amended, shall be credited as offsetting col-
lections to this account.

PoLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY

For contracts, grants, and necessary ex-
penses of programs of research and studies
relating to housing and urban problems, not
otherwise provided for, as authorized by title
V of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1970 (12 U.S.C. 1701z-1 et seq.), includ-
ing carrying out the functions of the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
under section 1(a)(1)(I) of Reorganization
Plan No. 2 of 1968, $52,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2014: Provided,
That with respect to amounts made avail-
able under this heading, notwithstanding
section 204 of this title, the Secretary may
enter into cooperative agreements funded
with philanthropic entities, other Federal
agencies, or State or local governments and
their agencies for research projects: Provided
further, That with respect to the previous
proviso, such partners to the cooperative
agreements must contribute at least a 50
percent match toward the cost of the
project: Provided further, That for non-com-
petitive agreements entered into in accord-
ance with the previous two provisos, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall comply with section 2(b) of the Federal
Funding Accountability and Transparency
Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-282, 31 U.S.C.
note) in lieu of compliance with section
102(a)(4)(C) with respect to documentation of
award decisions.

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES

For contracts, grants, and other assist-
ance, not otherwise provided for, as author-
ized by title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of
1968, as amended by the Fair Housing
Amendments Act of 1988, and section 561 of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1987, as amended, $68,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2014, of which
$42,500,000 shall be to carry out activities
pursuant to such section 561: Provided, That,
notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, the Secretary
may assess and collect fees to cover the costs
of the Fair Housing Training Academy, and
may use such funds to provide such training:
Provided further, That no funds made avail-
able under this heading shall be used to
lobby the executive or legislative branches
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of the Federal Government in connection
with a specific contract, grant or loan: Pro-
vided further, That, of the funds made avail-
able under this heading, $300,000 shall be
available to the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development for the creation and pro-
motion of translated materials and other
programs that support the assistance of per-
sons with limited English proficiency in uti-
lizing the services provided by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development.

OFFICE OF LEAD HAZARD CONTROL AND

HEALTHY HOMES
LEAD HAZARD REDUCTION

For the Lead Hazard Reduction Program,
as authorized by section 1011 of the Residen-
tial Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act
of 1992, $120,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2014: Provided, That up to
$10,000,000 of that amount shall be for the
Healthy Homes Initiative, pursuant to sec-
tions 501 and 502 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1970 that shall include
research, studies, testing, and demonstration
efforts, including education and outreach
concerning lead-based paint poisoning and
other housing-related diseases and hazards:
Provided further, That for purposes of envi-
ronmental review, pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.) and other provisions of the law
that further the purposes of such Act, a
grant under the Healthy Homes Initiative,
Operation Lead Elimination Action Plan
(LEAP), or the Lead Technical Studies pro-
gram under this heading or under prior ap-
propriations Acts for such purposes under
this heading, shall be considered to be funds
for a special project for purposes of section
305(c) of the Multifamily Housing Property
Disposition Reform Act of 1994: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount made avail-
able under this heading, $45,000,000 shall be
made available on a competitive basis for
areas with the highest lead paint abatement
needs: Provided further, That each recipient
of funds provided under the third proviso
shall make a matching contribution in an
amount not less than 25 percent: Provided
further, That each applicant shall certify
adequate capacity that is acceptable to the
Secretary to carry out the proposed use of
funds pursuant to a notice of funding avail-
ability: Provided further, That amounts made
available under this heading in this or prior
appropriations Acts, and that still remain
available, may be used for any purpose under
this heading notwithstanding the purpose for
which such amounts were appropriated if a
program competition is undersubscribed and
there are other program competitions under
this heading that are oversubscribed.

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
WORKING CAPITAL FUND

For additional capital for the Working
Capital Fund (42 U.S.C. 3535) for the develop-
ment of, modifications to, and infrastructure
for Department-wide and program-specific
information technology systems, for the con-
tinuing operation and maintenance of both
Department-wide and program-specific infor-
mation systems, and for program-related
maintenance activities, $175,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2014: Pro-
vided, That any amounts transferred to this
Fund under this Act shall remain available
until expended: Provided further, That any
amounts transferred to this Fund from
amounts appropriated by previously enacted
appropriations Acts may be used for the pur-
poses specified under this Fund, in addition
to any other information technology the
purposes for which such amounts were appro-
priated: Provided further, That not more than
25 percent of the funds made available under
this heading for Development, Modernization
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and Enhancement, including development
and deployment of a Next Generation of
Voucher Management System and develop-
ment and deployment of modernized Federal
Housing Administration systems may be ob-
ligated until the Secretary submits to the
Committees on Appropriations a plan for ex-
penditure that—(A) identifies for each mod-
ernization project: (i) the functional and per-
formance capabilities to be delivered and the
mission benefits to be realized, (ii) the esti-
mated life-cycle cost, and (iii) key mile-
stones to be met; (B) demonstrates that each
modernization project is: (i) compliant with
the department’s enterprise architecture, (ii)
being managed in accordance with applicable
life-cycle management policies and guid-
ance, (iii) subject to the department’s cap-
ital planning and investment control re-
quirements, and (iv) supported by an ade-
quately staffed project office; and (C) has
been reviewed by the Government Account-
ability Office.
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of Inspector General in carrying out
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend-
ed, $125,600,000: Provided, That the Inspector
General shall have independent authority
over all personnel issues within this office.

TRANSFORMATION INITIATIVE

For necessary expenses of research, evalua-
tion, and program metrics activities; pro-
gram demonstrations; and technical assist-
ance and capacity building, $50,000,000 to re-
main available until September 30, 2015: Pro-
vided, That with respect to amounts made
available under this heading for research,
evaluation and program metrics or program
demonstrations, notwithstanding section 204
of this title, the Secretary may enter into
cooperative agreements funded with philan-
thropic entities, other Federal agencies, or
State or local governments and their agen-
cies for research projects: Provided further,
That with respect to the previous proviso,
such partners to the cooperative agreements
must contribute at least a 50 percent match
toward the cost of the project.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 201. Fifty percent of the amounts of
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 per-
cent of the cash amounts associated with
such budget authority, that are recaptured
from projects described in section 1012(a) of
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist-
ance Amendments Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 1437
note) shall be rescinded or in the case of
cash, shall be remitted to the Treasury, and
such amounts of budget authority or cash re-
captured and not rescinded or remitted to
the Treasury shall be used by State housing
finance agencies or local governments or
local housing agencies with projects ap-
proved by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development for which settlement oc-
curred after January 1, 1992, in accordance
with such section. Notwithstanding the pre-
vious sentence, the Secretary may award up
to 15 percent of the budget authority or cash
recaptured and not rescinded or remitted to
the Treasury to provide project owners with
incentives to refinance their project at a
lower interest rate.

SEC. 202. None of the amounts made avail-
able under this Act may be used during fiscal
year 2013 to investigate or prosecute under
the Fair Housing Act any otherwise lawful
activity engaged in by one or more persons,
including the filing or maintaining of a non-
frivolous legal action, that is engaged in
solely for the purpose of achieving or pre-
venting action by a Government official or
entity, or a court of competent jurisdiction.
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SEC. 203. Sections 203 and 209 of division C
of Public Law 112-55 (125 Stat. 693-694) shall
apply during fiscal year 2013 as if such sec-
tions were included in this title, except that
during such fiscal year such sections shall be
applied by substituting ‘‘fiscal year 2013’ for
“fiscal year 2011 and ‘‘fiscal year 2012,
each place such terms appear.

SEC. 204. Except as explicitly provided in
law, any grant, cooperative agreement or
other assistance made pursuant to title II of
this Act shall be made on a competitive basis
and in accordance with section 102 of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
Reform Act of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 3545).

SEC. 205. Funds of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development subject to the
Government Corporation Control Act or sec-
tion 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 shall be
available, without regard to the limitations
on administrative expenses, for legal serv-
ices on a contract or fee basis, and for uti-
lizing and making payment for services and
facilities of the Federal National Mortgage
Association, Government National Mortgage
Association, Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Corporation, Federal Financing Bank, Fed-
eral Reserve banks or any member thereof,
Federal Home Loan banks, and any insured
bank within the meaning of the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation Act, as amended
(12 U.S.C. 1811-1).

SEC. 206. Unless otherwise provided for in
this Act or through a reprogramming of
funds, no part of any appropriation for the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment shall be available for any program,
project or activity in excess of amounts set
forth in the budget estimates submitted to
Congress.

SEC. 207. Corporations and agencies of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment which are subject to the Government
Corporation Control Act are hereby author-
ized to make such expenditures, within the
limits of funds and borrowing authority
available to each such corporation or agency
and in accordance with law, and to make
such contracts and commitments without re-
gard to fiscal year limitations as provided by
section 104 of such Act as may be necessary
in carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for 2013 for such corporation or agen-
cy except as hereinafter provided: Provided,
That collections of these corporations and
agencies may be used for new loan or mort-
gage purchase commitments only to the ex-
tent expressly provided for in this Act (un-
less such loans are in support of other forms
of assistance provided for in this or prior ap-
propriations Acts), except that this proviso
shall not apply to the mortgage insurance or
guaranty operations of these corporations,
or where loans or mortgage purchases are
necessary to protect the financial interest of
the United States Government.

SEC. 208. The Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development shall provide quarterly
reports to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations regarding all uncommit-
ted, unobligated, recaptured and excess funds
in each program and activity within the ju-
risdiction of the Department and shall sub-
mit additional, updated budget information
to these Committees upon request.

SEC. 209. The President’s formal budget re-
quest for fiscal year 2014, as well as the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s congressional budget justifications to
be submitted to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate, shall use the identical ac-
count and sub-account structure provided
under this Act.

SEC. 210. A public housing agency or such
other entity that administers Federal hous-
ing assistance for the Housing Authority of
the county of Los Angeles, California, the
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States of Alaska, Iowa, and Mississippi shall
not be required to include a resident of pub-
lic housing or a recipient of assistance pro-
vided under section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 on the board of directors
or a similar governing board of such agency
or entity as required under section (2)(b) of
such Act. Each public housing agency or
other entity that administers Federal hous-
ing assistance under section 8 for the Hous-
ing Authority of the county of Los Angeles,
California and the States of Alaska, Iowa
and Mississippi that chooses not to include a
resident of public housing or a recipient of
section 8 assistance on the board of directors
or a similar governing board shall establish
an advisory board of not less than six resi-
dents of public housing or recipients of sec-
tion 8 assistance to provide advice and com-
ment to the public housing agency or other
administering entity on issues related to
public housing and section 8. Such advisory
board shall meet not less than quarterly.

SEC. 211. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, subject to the conditions
listed in subsection (b), for fiscal years 2013
and 2014, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development may authorize the transfer of
some or all project-based assistance, debt
and statutorily required low-income and
very low-income use restrictions, associated
with one or more multifamily housing
project to another multifamily housing
project or projects.

(b) PHASED TRANSFERS.—Transfers of
project-based assistance under this section
may be done in phases to accommodate the
financing and other requirements related to
rehabilitating or constructing the project or
projects to which the assistance is trans-
ferred, to ensure that such project or
projects meet the standards under section

c).

(c) The transfer authorized in subsection
(a) is subject to the following conditions:

(1) NUMBER AND BEDROOM SIZE OF UNITS.—

(A) For occupied units in the transferring
project: the number of low-income and very
low-income units and the configuration (i.e.
bedroom size) provided by the transferring
project shall be no less than when trans-
ferred to the receiving project or projects
and the net dollar amount of Federal assist-
ance provided by the transferring project
shall remain the same in the receiving
project or projects.

(B) For unoccupied units in the transfer-
ring project: the Secretary may authorize a
reduction in the number of dwelling units in
the receiving project or projects to allow for
a reconfiguration of bedroom sizes to meet
current market demands, as determined by
the Secretary and provided there is no in-
crease in the project-based section 8 budget
authority.

(2) The net dollar amount of Federal assist-
ance provided to the transferring project
shall remain the same as the receiving
project or projects.

(3) The transferring project shall, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, be either physically
obsolete or economically nonviable.

(4) The receiving project or projects shall
meet or exceed applicable physical standards
established by the Secretary.

(5) The owner or mortgagor of the transfer-
ring project shall notify and consult with the
tenants residing in the transferring project
and provide a certification of approval by all
appropriate local governmental officials.

(6) The tenants of the transferring project
who remain eligible for assistance to be pro-
vided by the receiving project or projects
shall not be required to vacate their units in
the transferring project or projects until new
units in the receiving project are available
for occupancy.

(7) The Secretary determines that this
transfer is in the best interest of the tenants.
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(8) If either the transferring project or the
receiving project or projects meets the con-
dition specified in subsection (d)(2)(A), any
lien on the receiving project resulting from
additional financing obtained by the owner
shall be subordinate to any FHA-insured
mortgage lien transferred to, or placed on,
such project by the Secretary, except that
the Secretary may waive this requirement
upon determination that such a waiver is
necessary to facilitate the financing of ac-
quisition, construction, and/or rehabilitation
of the receiving project or projects.

(9) If the transferring project meets the re-
quirements of subsection (d)(2)(E), the owner
or mortgagor of the receiving project or
projects shall execute and record either a
continuation of the existing use agreement
or a new use agreement for the project
where, in either case, any use restrictions in
such agreement are of no lesser duration
than the existing use restrictions.

(10) The transfer does not increase the cost
(as defined in section 502 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, as amended) of any
FHA-insured mortgage, except to the extent
that appropriations are provided in advance
for the amount of any such increased cost.

(d) For purposes of this section—

(1) the terms ‘“‘low-income’ and ‘‘very low-
income’ shall have the meanings provided
by the statute and/or regulations governing
the program under which the project is in-
sured or assisted;

(2) the term ‘“‘multifamily housing project’’
means housing that meets one of the fol-
lowing conditions—

(A) housing that is subject to a mortgage
insured under the National Housing Act;

(B) housing that has project-based assist-
ance attached to the structure including
projects undergoing mark to market debt re-
structuring under the Multifamily Assisted
Housing Reform and Affordability Housing
Act;

(C) housing that is assisted under section
202 of the Housing Act of 1959 as amended by
section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzales Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act;

(D) housing that is assisted under section
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as such sec-
tion existed before the enactment of the
Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable
Housing Act;

(E) housing that is assisted under section
811 of the Cranston-Gonzales National Af-
fordable Housing Act; or

(F) housing or vacant land that is subject
to a use agreement;

(3) the term ‘‘project-based assistance”
means—

(A) assistance provided under section 8(b)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937;

(B) assistance for housing constructed or
substantially rehabilitated pursuant to as-
sistance provided under section 8(b)(2) of
such Act (as such section existed imme-
diately before October 1, 1983);

(C) rent supplement payments under sec-
tion 101 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1965;

(D) interest reduction payments under sec-
tion 236 and/or additional assistance pay-
ments under section 236(f)(2) of the National
Housing Act;

(E) assistance payments made under sec-
tion 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959; and

(F) assistance payments made under sec-
tion 811(d)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959;

(4) the term ‘‘receiving project or projects’
means the multifamily housing project or
projects to which some or all of the project-
based assistance, debt, and statutorily re-
quired low-income and very low-income use
restrictions are to be transferred;

(5) the term ‘‘transferring project’” means
the multifamily housing project which is
transferring some or all of the project-based
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assistance, debt and the statutorily required
low-income and very low-income use restric-
tions to the receiving project or projects;
and

(6) the term ‘‘Secretary’” means the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development.

(e) The Secretary shall publish by notice in
the Federal Register the terms and condi-
tions, including criteria for HUD approval, of
transfers pursuant to this section no later
than 30 days before the effective date of such
notice.

SEcC. 212. No funds provided under this title

may be used for an audit of the Government
National Mortgage Association that makes
applicable requirements under the Federal
Credit Reform Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661 et
seq.)
SEC. 213. (a) No assistance shall be provided
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f) to any individual
who—

(1) is enrolled as a student at an institu-
tion of higher education (as defined under
section 102 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002));

(2) is under 24 years of age;

(3) is not a veteran;

(4) is unmarried;

(5) does not have a dependent child;

(6) is not a person with disabilities, as such
term is defined in section 3(b)(3)(E) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437a(b)(3)(E)) and was not receiving assist-
ance under such section 8 as of November 30,
2005; and

(7) is not otherwise individually eligible, or
has parents who, individually or jointly, are
not eligible, to receive assistance under sec-
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 14371).

(b) For purposes of determining the eligi-
bility of a person to receive assistance under
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f), any financial assistance
(in excess of amounts received for tuition
and any other required fees and charges)
that an individual receives under the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.),
from private sources, or an institution of
higher education (as defined under the High-
er Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)),
shall be considered income to that indi-
vidual, except for a person over the age of 23
with dependent children.

SEC. 214. The funds made available for Na-
tive Alaskans under the heading ‘‘Native
American Housing Block Grants’ in title III
of this Act shall be allocated to the same Na-
tive Alaskan housing block grant recipients
that received funds in fiscal year 2005.

SEC. 215. Notwithstanding the limitation in
the first sentence of section 255(g) of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-g), the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment may, until September 30, 2013, insure
and enter into commitments to insure mort-
gages under section 255(g) of the National
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-20).

SEC. 216. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, in fiscal year 2013, in managing
and disposing of any multifamily property
that is owned or has a mortgage held by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and during the process of foreclosure
on any property with a contract for rental
assistance payments under section 8 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 or other
Federal programs, the Secretary shall main-
tain any rental assistance payments under
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 and other programs that are attached to
any dwelling units in the property. To the
extent the Secretary determines, in con-
sultation with the tenants and the local gov-
ernment, that such a multifamily property
owned or held by the Secretary is not fea-
sible for continued rental assistance pay-
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ments under such section 8 or other pro-
grams, based on consideration of (1) the costs
of rehabilitating and operating the property
and all available Federal, State, and local re-
sources, including rent adjustments under
section 524 of the Multifamily Assisted Hous-
ing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997
(“MAHRAA”) and (2) environmental condi-
tions that cannot be remedied in a cost-ef-
fective fashion, the Secretary may, in con-
sultation with the tenants of that property,
contract for project-based rental assistance
payments with an owner or owners of other
existing housing properties, or provide other
rental assistance. The Secretary shall also
take appropriate steps to ensure that
project-based contracts remain in effect
prior to foreclosure, subject to the exercise
of contractual abatement remedies to assist
relocation of tenants for imminent major
threats to health and safety after written
notice to and informed consent of the af-
fected tenants and use of other available
remedies, such as partial abatements or re-
ceivership. After disposition of any multi-
family property described under this section,
the contract and allowable rent levels on
such properties shall be subject to the re-
quirements under section 524 of MAHRAA.

SEC. 217. The Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development shall report quarterly to
the House of Representatives and Senate
Committees on Appropriations on HUD’s use
of all sole-source contracts, including terms
of the contracts, cost, and a substantive ra-
tionale for using a sole-source contract.

SEC. 218. During fiscal year 2013, in the pro-
vision of rental assistance under section 8(0)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
U.S.C. 1437f(0)) in connection with a program
to demonstrate the economy and effective-
ness of providing such assistance for use in
assisted living facilities that is carried out
in the counties of the State of Michigan not-
withstanding paragraphs (3) and (18)(B)(iii)
of such section 8(0), a family residing in an
assisted living facility in any such county,
on behalf of which a public housing agency
provides assistance pursuant to section
8(0)(18) of such Act, may be required, at the
time the family initially receives such as-
sistance, to pay rent in an amount exceeding
40 percent of the monthly adjusted income of
the family by such a percentage or amount
as the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment determines to be appropriate.

SEC. 219. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the recipient of a grant under
section 202b of the Housing Act of 1959 (12
U.S.C. 1701q) after December 26, 2000, in ac-
cordance with the unnumbered paragraph at
the end of section 202(b) of such Act, may, at
its option, establish a single-asset nonprofit
entity to own the project and may lend the
grant funds to such entity, which may be a
private nonprofit organization described in
section 831 of the American Homeownership
and Economic Opportunity Act of 2000.

SEC. 220. The amounts provided under the
subheading ‘‘Program Account’” under the
heading ‘“‘Community Development Loan
Guarantees’ may be used to guarantee, or
make commitments to guarantee, notes, or
other obligations issued by any State on be-
half of non-entitlement communities in the
State in accordance with the requirements of
section 108 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974: Provided, That any
State receiving such a guarantee or commit-
ment shall distribute all funds subject to
such guarantee to the units of general local
government in non-entitlement areas that
received the commitment.

SEC. 221. Public housing agencies that own
and operate 400 or fewer public housing units
may elect to be exempt from any asset man-
agement requirement imposed by the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development in
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connection with the operating fund rule: Pro-
vided, That an agency seeking a discontinu-
ance of a reduction of subsidy under the op-
erating fund formula shall not be exempt
from asset management requirements.

SEC. 222. With respect to the use of
amounts provided in this Act and in future
Acts for the operation, capital improvement
and management of public housing as au-
thorized by sections 9(d) and 9(e) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437g(d) and (e)), the Secretary shall not im-
pose any requirement or guideline relating
to asset management that restricts or limits
in any way the use of capital funds for cen-
tral office costs pursuant to section 9(g)(1) or
9(g)(2) of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g(g2)(1), (2)): Provided, That
a public housing agency may not use capital
funds authorized under section 9(d) for ac-
tivities that are eligible under section 9(e)
for assistance with amounts from the oper-
ating fund in excess of the amounts per-
mitted under section 9(g)(1) or 9(g)(2).

SEC. 223. No official or employee of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
shall be designated as an allotment holder
unless the Office of the Chief Financial Offi-
cer has determined that such allotment hold-
er has implemented an adequate system of
funds control and has received training in
funds control procedures and directives. The
Chief Financial Officer shall ensure that, not
later than 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, a trained allotment holder
shall be designated for each HUD subaccount
under the heading ‘‘Administration, Oper-
ations, and Management’’ as well as each ac-
count receiving appropriations for ‘‘Program
Office Salaries and Expenses’’ within the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.

SEC. 224. Payment of attorney fees in pro-
gram-related litigation must be paid from
individual program office personnel benefits
and compensation funding. The annual budg-
et submission for program office personnel
benefit and compensation funding must in-
clude program-related litigation costs for at-
torney fees as a separate line item request.

SEC. 225. The Secretary of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development shall for
fiscal year 2013 and subsequent fiscal years,
notify the public through the Federal Reg-
ister and other means, as determined appro-
priate, of the issuance of a notice of the
availability of assistance or notice of fund-
ing availability (NOFA) for any program or
discretionary fund administered by the Sec-
retary that is to be competitively awarded.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
for fiscal year 2013 and subsequent fiscal
years, the Secretary may make the NOFA
available only on the Internet at the appro-
priate Government Web site or through
other electronic media, as determined by the
Secretary.

SEC. 226. The Secretary of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development is au-
thorized to transfer up to 5 percent or
$5,000,000, whichever is less, of the funds ap-
propriated for any office funded under the
heading ‘‘Administration, Operations, and
Management’ to any other office funded
under such heading: Provided, That no appro-
priation for any office funded under the
heading ‘‘Administration, Operations, and
Management’ shall be increased or de-
creased by more than 5 percent or $5,000,000,
whichever is less, without prior written ap-
proval of the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations: Provided further, That the
Secretary is authorized to transfer up to 5
percent or $5,000,000, whichever is less, of the
funds appropriated for any account funded
under the general heading ‘‘Program Office
Salaries and Expenses’ to any other account
funded under such heading: Provided further,
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That no appropriation for any account fund-
ed under the general heading ‘‘Program Of-
fice Salaries and Expenses” shall be in-
creased or decreased by more than 5 percent
or $5,000,000, whichever is less, without prior
written approval of the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary may transfer funds
made available for salaries and expenses be-
tween any office funded under the heading
“Administration, Operations, and Manage-
ment”’ and any account funded under the
general heading ‘‘Program Office Salaries
and Expenses’, but only with the prior writ-
ten approval of the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

SEC. 227. The Disaster Housing Assistance
Programs, administered by the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, shall be
considered a ‘‘program of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development’ under sec-
tion 904 of the McKinney Act for the purpose
of income verifications and matching.

SEC. 228. None of the funds made available
by this Act, or any other Act, for purposes
authorized under section 8 (only with respect
to the tenant-based rental assistance pro-
gram) and section 9 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et seq.)
may be used by any public housing agency
for any amount of salary, for the chief execu-
tive officer of which, or any other official or
employee of which, that exceeds the annual
rate of basic pay payable for a position at
level IV of the Executive Schedule at any
time during any public housing agency fiscal
year 2013.

SEC. 229. Paragraph (1) of section 242(i) of
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-
7(1)(1)) is amended by striking ‘“‘July 31, 2011’
and inserting ‘‘July 31, 2016”".

SEC. 230. Subsection (d) of section 184 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1992 (12 U.S.C. 1715z-13a) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(d) GUARANTEE FEE.—The Secretary shall

establish and collect, at the time of issuance
of the guarantee, a fee for the guarantee of
loans under this section, in an amount not
exceeding 3 percent of the principal obliga-
tion of the loan. The Secretary may also es-
tablish and collect annual premium pay-
ments in an amount not exceeding 1 percent
of the remaining guaranteed balance (exclud-
ing the portion of the remaining balance at-
tributable to the fee collected at the time of
issuance of the guarantee). The Secretary
shall establish the amount of the fees and
premiums by publishing a notice in the Fed-
eral Register. The Secretary shall deposit
any fees and premiums collected under this
subsection in the Indian Housing Loan Guar-
antee Fund established under subsection
1.”.
SEC. 231. (a) Subsection (b) of section 225 of
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 12755) is amended by
inserting at the end the following sentence:
“Such 30 day waiting period is not required
if the grounds for the termination or refusal
to renew involve a direct threat to the safety
of the tenants or employees of the housing,
or an imminent and serious threat to the
property (and the termination or refusal to
renew is in accordance with the require-
ments of State or local law).”.

(b) Section 231 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C.
12771) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘make
such funds available by direct reallocation’
and all that follows through ‘‘were recap-
tured” and inserting ‘‘reallocate the funds
by formula in accordance with section 217(d)
of this Act (42 U.S.C. 12747(d))”’; and

(2) by striking subsection (c).

SEC. 232. Notwithstanding Section 24(o) of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
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U.S.C. 1437v(0)), amounts made available in
prior appropriations Acts under the heading
“Revitalization of Severely Distressed Pub-
lic Housing (HOPE VI)” or under the heading
‘‘Choice Neighborhoods Initiative’” may con-
tinue to be provided as assistance pursuant
to such Section 24.

SEC. 233. The proviso under the ‘“‘Commu-
nity Development Fund’” heading in Public
Laws 109-148, 109-234, 110-252, and 110-329
which requires the Secretary to establish
procedures to prevent duplication of benefits
and to report to the Committees on Appro-
priations on all steps to prevent fraud and
abuse is amended by striking ‘‘quarterly”’
and inserting ‘‘annually’’.

The Acting CHAIR. Are there any
amendments to that portion of the
bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 234. Title II of division K of Public
Law 110-161 is amended by striking the item
related to ‘‘Flexible Subsidy Fund’.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LATOURETTE

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 134, after line 14, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 235. Notwithstanding the 13th proviso
of the second undesignated paragraph under
the heading ‘‘Community Planning and De-
velopment--Community Development Fund”
in title XII of division A of the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public
Law 111-5; 123 Stat. 218) and section 1497(a) of
the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act (Public Law 111-
203; 124 Stat. 2209), a State or unit of general
local government in a State may use not
more than 75 percent of any amounts made
available from a grant under such second un-
designated paragraph or under such section
1497 for the purpose set forth in section
2301(c)(4)(D) of the Housing and Economic
Recovery Act of 2008 (42 U.S.C. 5301 note), at
the sole discretion of the State or unit of
general local government.

Mr. LATOURETTE (during the read-
ing.) I ask unanimous consent to dis-
pense with the reading.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The point of
order is reserved.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the gen-
tleman for reserving the point of order.
I think when I'm done consuming my 5
minutes, he will perhaps relent and
think that that’s a bad idea.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Fund
has been a valuable tool all across
America in helping to revitalize neigh-
borhoods. I would suggest it has one
fatal flaw. There are some homes in
every community in America, whether
it’s Detroit, Los Angeles, Cleveland,
where I'm from, where some homes just
aren’t coming back, and you can’t revi-
talize the neighborhoods until you tear
those houses down and start afresh.

One of the difficulties with the
Neighborhood Stabilization Fund is it
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restricts the ability for a local commu-
nity to use those funds to demolish
homes. I will tell you from touring a
number of these properties in my good
friend MARCIA FUDGE’s district on the
east side of Cleveland, these are fire-
traps, these are rattraps. The last two
Cleveland police officers who have been
injured in the line of duty have been
injured as they entered a dilapidated
home. We toured one home in fact
where the expression ‘‘everything but
the kitchen sink” didn’t apply because
people had actually taken the kitchen
sink, the toilet, the wiring, the gut-
ters, and all of the copper.

Cities are stepping up all across the
country to take care of this problem.
In the State of Ohio, our Attorney Gen-
eral has devoted $756 million from the
settlement with the top five big banks
to this purpose. Mayor Jackson in
Cleveland has expended a considerable
amount of money. And Ms. FUDGE and
I have introduced legislation that
would authorize bonds through the De-
partment of Treasury to supplement
the great work that land banks all
across this country are doing.

But because that bill languishes in
the Ways and Means Committee, this
simple amendment would give in-
creased flexibility to communities that
want to take grants that they’ve re-
ceived from the Federal Government to
stabilize their neighborhoods to give
them the opportunity to use them for
demolition if they reach the conclusion
that in order to protect the neighbors
in that neighborhood who are paying
their taxes or keeping up their house,
who are paying their mortgage but
whose property values continue to
plummet because they have this eye-
sore next door, that if the mayor of
Cleveland or the mayor of Toledo or
the mayor of Los Angeles reaches the
conclusion that it’s better in that in-
stance to rip that house down and start
over and work with the land banks that
are popping up all across the country,
they do that.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would respect-
fully ask for passage of this amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

0 1500

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve my point of order, but
I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to tell the gentleman from Ohio
that I have really no problem with the
intent of his amendment, that I think
he is talking about something that is
very real to a lot of folks.

My understanding is that waivers
that have been asked for have all been
accepted in the past, and the Secretary
has said that if there’s a waiver needed,
that they would be glad to oblige. But
having said that, I just want the gen-
tleman to know that the reason why I
must insist on the point of order is
simply for consistency on the bill. We
have struck on point of order every
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other authorizing language that has
come before the subcommittee or to
the floor today. So with that, while I
share his concerns that he has stated, 1
must insist on my point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amend-
ment because it proposes to change ex-
isting law and constitutes legislation
in an appropriation bill and therefore
violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part:

“An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.”

The amendment waives existing law.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. LATOURETTE. I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized on the point of
order.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my great friend from Iowa for
those kind words. I know his heart is in
the right place, even if his legislative
initiatives at this moment are not.

A lot of people don’t realize the his-
tory of rule XXI. I've had great con-
versations in the past with the prior
Parliamentarians, the last two, Mr.
Sullivan and Charlie—I can’t remem-
ber Charlie’s last name. We talked
about the notion of equity. We’re not
only bound by the rules of the House,
but just like in courts all across the
country, the Chair has the power of eq-
uity in his possession.

Rule XXI has its origins in 1844 when
John Quincy Adams, the only Presi-
dent of the United States to come back
and serve in the House of Representa-
tives, decided that the appropriations
process was bogging down and, there-
fore, we should have rule XXI to pro-
hibit authorizing on appropriations
bills. It was designed to keep the ap-
propriators from poaching on the terri-
tory of the authorizing committees.

We don’t have that here. The chair-
man of the authorizing committee was
just here, Mr. BACHUS. He doesn’t have
any problem with this. The only person
who is raising the point of order and
has a problem with this is the distin-
guished subcommittee chair of the Ap-
propriations Committee. So that’s my
first argument on equity.

Secondly, because I had some spare
time today, I also looked at the prece-
dents of the House, and I would suggest
to the Chair that this is a matter of
first impression. The last time that
this came to the attention of the Par-
liamentarian was in 2006. And, sadly,
there is a big problem with getting the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD online, but we
did get the previous one, which was in
1995 when the gentlelady from Missouri
at the time, Ms. Danner, whom many
of us remember, was attempting to
make a provision in order on the
Transportation, it wasn’t Transpor-
tation-HUD at that time, it was the
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Transportation appropriations bill.
And in construing the context of clause
2, rule XXI, the Chair at that time in-
dicated that what she was attempting
to do is—we have out of the highway
trust fund, 2.8 cents goes to transit.
That yields a certain amount of
money, and she was attempting to wall
off $26 million to go specifically to ad-
ditional transit projects. The Chair in
that instance specifically, and I think
correctly, found that you cannot man-
date or limit the discretion of the Sec-
retary or another Federal official, nor
can you mandate that money be used
in a certain way that’s not con-
templated by the law. As a matter of
fact, in section 1057 of the House man-
ual that we all revere here very much,
it cites the indications where this has
been considered before.

The common theme with all of them

is that the person offering the amend-
ment or the Appropriations Committee
attempting to implement the policy
was attempting to mandate action on
the part of a Federal official or man-
date that money be spent in a certain
way.
I brought up the June 9, 2006, ruling
by the Chair, which occurs on page
10673, for those who may be following
this at home, and in that instance the
offending language was that the state-
ment could not say that not less than
a certain sum would be expended on
that particular purpose.

This amendment was very carefully
crafted. As the Chair, I know being a
student of the law and parliamentary
procedure, will note that we don’t have
the words ‘“‘not less than,” it’s ‘‘not
more than.” Already the existing legis-
lation, the Dodd-Frank Act, con-
templates that States who receive—so
there’s no change in the Federal appro-
priation. If the city of Cleveland gets a
$100,000 neighborhood stabilization
fund, they get to spend it. It doesn’t
change. There’s no Federal involve-
ment after that. It’s then up to Mayor
Jackson to figure out how to expend it.

This expands the contemplated pur-
pose of that that says a portion is al-
ready permitted to be used for demoli-
tion. This just says ‘‘not more than.”
It’s not a limitation. It just is in-
creased flexibility for the communities
that have received these grants. And
honest to gosh, you know, with all of
the problems that we have around this
place, to go back and violate the spirit
of John Quincy Adams’ understanding
of why we needed rule XXI, to prevent
State and local communities from hav-
ing the flexibility to demolish homes
where fires are occurring, where people
are selling drugs, where people are
being murdered, is really beyond me.

So I appeal to the Chair not only
based upon the precedents of the
House, but upon the inherent authority
of the Chair to exercise equity and un-
derstand that there might be a “‘t”’ not
crossed or an ‘‘i” not dotted in this
particular instance, but the equitable
arguments are on the side of this
amendment, and I respectfully ask the
Chair to overrule the point of order.
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Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to speak to the point of order.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Ohio is recognized.

Ms. KAPTUR. Normally I enjoy
working on a bipartisan basis, espe-
cially with our good colleague from
eastern Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and so
in a way I reluctantly rise in opposi-
tion to his proposal.

Let me mention that in a way we’re
into quite a 200-year extensive history
of the rules of the House, but in es-
sence the legislation as enacted works.
Every single community that I rep-
resent that has ever asked HUD for any
type of waiver, if the percentage was
operating in there to their detriment,
it has been granted. And so I think the
legislation as is works. It keeps the
focus on reinvestment. But if a mayor
or if a council wants to use more of
their funds for demolition, they merely
ask HUD. And, quite frankly, HUD acts
in quite an expeditious manner. So I
think in a way this is a solution in
search of a problem.

I think the gentleman, we welcome
his concern about the neighborhoods of
this country that have been devastated
by the Wall Street-induced housing cri-
sis and lack of regulation here in Wash-
ington, but I really don’t think it is
necessary, and I would support the sub-
committee chair and ranking member
in their concern by raising a point of
order here.

I've expressed my interest in working
with the gentleman on any community
that you may represent that’s facing
this situation because every single one
that we’ve had come to us, we have re-
solved with HUD’s full cooperation. So
I would support the subcommittee
chair’s invoking of a point of order on
this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The Chair finds that this amendment
explicitly supersedes existing law,
namely, the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The amend-
ment therefore constitutes legislation
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI. The
point of order is sustained and the
amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF NORTH
CAROLINA

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting