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TENANTS DELIVER RENT VOUCHER TO CLINTON, 

URGE WITHDRAWAL OF VOUCHER PLAN DUE TO CONGRESSIONAL CUTS 
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Contact: Michael Kane (NAHT) 202-232-8000x606 

or NAHT office at 617-267-9564 

Tenants from across the nation today delivered a giant Rent Voucher to President 

Clinton, the nation's most prominent resident of public and subsidized housing, at the White 

House. Clinton had been asked to join his fellow tenants who, like him, may become 

homeless when their project-based subsidy runs out after two years, if the Clinton housing 

voucher plan is adopted. 

In December, President Clinton proposed to cut off funds attached to three million units 

of public and subsidized housing and to provide rent vouchers (not attached to the buildings) 

for fewer families instead. The National Alliance of HUD Tenants (NAHT) and many others 

fear that the Clinton voucher plan will destroy the nation's system of affordable housing and 

leave at least 500,000 families homeless, costing more to serve fewer people. NAHT 

sponsored tenant Save Our Homes Day rallies in 24 cities on February 11 to urge the 

withdrawal or defeat of the Clinton plan. 

"The Clinton voucher plan does not guarantee that all tenants in public or subsidized 

housing will receive vouchers after subsidies to their homes are ended," said Cynthia Reed, 

NAHT Vice President from Chicago. "To make sure that President Clinton does not suffer 

the same fate, we are here to give him his own Voucher from thousands of concerned tenants 

across the nation." 

NAHT protesters also sharply denounced Thursday's vote by the House Appropriations 

Subcommittee on Veterans affairs, HUD and Independent agencies, chaired by Congressman 

Jerry Lewis. "Although the CHnton Voucher Plan would displace tenants, many more will 

lose their homes if the Republican Congress cuts deeper below current levels," added NAHT 

Board member Carol Berman of Los Angeles. Citing 40,000 families who will lose their 

homes if Congress rescinds $465 million proposed by the Lewis Committee (or 13,000 if the 

Clinton Administration's own cutback of $150 million) from the Title VI Housing Preservation 

more - more - more 
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Program, Berman challenged Lewis contention that "not one person would lose their home as a 

result of Congressional action this week" (2/25/95 Washington Post). 

"By opening the door to mass displacement, Qinton's Revinvention Blueprint and proposed 

cutbacks have invited even more displacement by the Republican's," stated NAHT Board 

member Joan Wheeler of Staten Island, New York. "This vicious action by the Lewis Committee 

destroys the assumptions on which the Reinvention Blueprint is based. Together, these cutbacks 

proposed by Congress and the Clinton Administration are the worst assault on affordable housing 

in American history. We repeat our demand that President Qinton withdraw his Voucher Plan 

and work with tenants to improve and save our homes." 

"Clinton's Voucher Plan would undermine the financial stability of resident owned 

buildings", stated Debbie Papin, former NAHT Board member representing the Northgate 

Residents Association in Burlington, Vermont, the nation's first resident group to buy their 

building under the Housing Preservation program during the Kemp regime at HUD. "The Lewis 

Committee vote will even kill resident ov^ership plans recently approved by HUD. If enacted, 

these proposals would halt the national movement for resident ovraership dead in its tracks," 

"Newt's gang wants to show they can be tough on poor people in order to give a big tax 

break to their rich friends," added NAHT Treasurer Art Wilson from Springfield, Massachusetts. 

Wilson was referring to reports that Speaker Gingrich had ordered the HUD cuts in order to 

fund a capital gains tax cut for rich people. "Well, there are more of us than there are of them. 

America would be a lot better off if we displaced a few Republicans in Congress rather than 

thousands of families from their homes." 

Added Wilson, "If Congress wants to save money, they should cut the $75 billion annual 

subsidy to rich people from the mortgage interest deduction instead, or the space budget." 

Wilson contrasted the House Subcommittee vote to cut $7.2 billion from HUD but only $66 

million from the NASA budget. "It's ridiculous that the Lewis Committee can find more money 

to house men in space than families right here in America." 

Other speakers at the rally addressed fellow tenant Clinton across the street and led the 

crowd in songs, including "Take Them Out of Their Neighborhoods" (sung to Take Them Out to 

the Ball Game) and "Billy Had a Little Plan" (sung to Mary Had a Little Lamb). Besides the 

giant Rent Voucher, protesters delivered thousands of postcard-sized "vouchers' written by 

tenants from across the nation. 

end-end-end 
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President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Bill, 

Febmary 21,1995 

BY HAND 

As the nation's most prominent resident of publically-owned, federally 
subsidized housing, you are invited to join fellow tenants from across the nation 
as we bring you your Voucher on Saturday, February 25,1995 at 11:30 a.m. 

Like you, we are tenants who do not own our own homes. Our project-based 
subsidy may also run out in two years, if your plan is adopted to cut off funds for 
three million tmits of public and subsidized housing and to provide vouchers for 
fewer families instead. 

Mr. President, your fellow tenants are coming to the White House with an 
important message: Rent Vouchers Don't Always Work! There's not enough 
affordable housing on the private market to use your voucher. Try it! You 
couldn't find a home as decent and close to work as where you are now. Neither 
can we. 

Your rent voucher plan will destroy the nation's affordable housing system 
and leave at least 500,000 American families homeless. Preserving and 
improving affordable housing costs less than scattering families Avith costly 
market-rate vouchers. We can help the govemment save money and improve our 
developments if you will only let tenants be partners with HUD. 

Your plan does not guarantee that all tenants in public or subsidized housing 
will receive vouchers after subsidies to their homes are ended. To make sure 
that you do not suffer the same fate, we are delivering a Housing Voucher to you 
at the White House this Saturday. We will also bring tens of thousands of 
vouchers addressed to you by tenants across the nation. We would be delighted if 
you could join us to receive your Voucher in person at Lafayette Park during your 
morning jog this Saturday. 

If you are imable to meet us, we ask that you respond to each and every 
tenant who, like you, may be facing homelessness when their project-based 
subsidy runs out after two years. Together, maybe we can figure out a way to 
ditch this ill-advised plan before it is too late. Let's plan to SAVE OUR HOMES 
instead! 

Sincerely, 

NATIONAL AI,LL\NCE OF HUD TENANTS 

Tenants United for Affordable Housing 



National Alliance of HUD Tenants 

Save Our Homes Day Songs 

February 1995 

1. Take Them Out of Their Neighborhoods 

Take them out of t h e i r neighborhoods, 
Take them out of t h e i r homes, 
Give them some vouchers and say good luck, 
We don't care i f they ever come back! 

So i t s root, root, root, f o r B i l l and Newt, 
And vouchers f o r the poor! 

For i t s 1, 2, 3 years you're out 
Of your own door! 

2. B i l l y Had a L i t t l e Plan 

B i l l y had a l i t t l e plan, 
l i t t l e plan, l i t t l e plan. 
B i l l y had a l i t t l e plan 
to take away our homes. 

His plan w i l l put us on the street 
on the street, on the street. 
His plan v ^ i l l put us on the street 
and leave us i n the cold. 

We thought he was a Democrat 
Democrat, Democrat. 
We thought he was a Democrat 
T i l l he reinvented HUD 

B i l l y i s the voucher man, 
voucher man, voucher man. 
B i l l y i s the voucher man 
and so h e ' l l need one, too! 



RENT VOUCHER 
for 

SUBSIDIZED AND PUBUC HOUSING 

Name of Tenant: President B i l l Clinton 
Housing Project Name: T h e W h i t e H O U S e 

Address: 1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington,D.C. 20500 



By Dan Morgan 
Waahkiiton faa SuH Wnltr 

Republicans in the House yesterday 
continuid their assault on the spend­
ing programs of the former Demo­
cratic Congress by voting to eliminate 
$7.2 billion in low-Income housing 
funds and the entire 1995 increase in 
funding for President Clinton's signa­
ture national service corps. 

The actions of four House Appro-
priations subcommittees yesterday 
brought the total cuts approved this 
week to nearly $17 billion, or about 
6 percent of wliat Congress autho-
rized but bad not yet spent for non-
military programs other than entitle­
ments in the current budget. 

The savings wiD offset the costs of 
emergency federal disaster relief to 
California and other states, and 
leave at least $10 lullion to apply to 
tax cuts and deficit reduction in line 
with the House Republican "Con­
tract With America.* 

But Rep. David R. Obey (D-Wls.), 
ranking member of the House Appro­
priations Committee, charged that the 

GOP was simply putting together "a 
large honey pot* to finance tax breaks 
that will go mainly to the rich. 

White House Chief of Staff Leon 
E. Panetta sharply critkized the ac­
tion. "These recisions are in the 
same spirit as the child nutrition cuts 
that tbe Republicans have already 
proposed. Hiey are aimed directly at 
the most vuhierable in our society, 
eapedaUy our chiklren,* he said. 

The cuts must still be approved by 
the full House Appropriations Com­
mittee, the House and the Senate, 
and coukl be vetoed by the presi­
dent But in the meantime, Republi­
cans, in proposing the deepest 
spending reductions since the early 
Reagan administration, are making 
the point that not a single favorite 
Democratic program of the last 40 
years is safe from the budget ax. 

That was clear yesterday as an 
appropriations subcommittee pro-
{ I deep reductions in long-sacro-

:t ho g programs for the poot, 
while reducing funding for NASA by 
only $66 million. 

House Pa els Vo e o C 
National Service, Housing 
The trimming of $7.2 billion in 

funds for public housing, rent subsi­
dies, block grants, lead-paint removal 
and other programs appeared to catch 
adnunistration offidals by surprise. 

This is massive,* Housing Secre­
tary Henry Cisneros said. "For the 
first time since November 8, we see 
exactly what kind of damage the new 
leadership is willing to inflict on poor 
Decole." 

Cisneros said one cut of $2.7 bil­
Uon completely wiped out the 1995 
allocation of the rental subsidy 
vouchers known as "Section 8.* Of 
that amount. HUD had targeted 
12,000 vouchers to homeless peo­
ple, 3,000 to AIDs sufferers and 
2,000 to move young disabled peo­
ple out of eklerly housing. 

He also estimated that cutting 
$465 million to preserve existing 
housing for poor tenants made it 
possible tbat as many as 27,000 poor 
people couM be evi^ed to make way 
for redevek)pment. 

"We have in front of us the stark 
reality of cuts that will hurt people 
and hurt people soon,* Cisneros sakl. 
"For a [RepubUcan] leadership tbat 
says it wants to buikl a partnership 
with communities, this is a serious 
blow to communities.* 

In many cases, Cisneros said, aUo­
cated money wouM now have to be 
taken back, an action sure to pro­
voke lawsuits. One pubhc housing 
cut of $549 million will effectively 
stop destructkm of eyesore projects 
in New York, Detroit, Seattle, St. 
Louis, Memphis, Indianapolis, El 
Paso and San Antonio, he said. 

Criticism of the cuts from housing 
activists was even stronger. "If they 
only take $66 million firom NASA 
and $7.2 bilUon from HtJD, that's to­
tally racist and an insult to Afro-
American poor people," said Jim 

I McNeill, presklent of the National 
AlUanceof HUD Tenants! ' 

Bui Rep. Jerry Lewis (R-Cahf ). 
who chairs the bubconmiitlee with 
jurisdiction over HUD, the Veterans 
Affairs Department, NASA and the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
defended the reductions. "HUD has 
been notoriously inefficient and bu­
reaucratic," he said. 

Lewis noted that his subcommit­
tee had been wiUing to take on a 
powerful constituency that has been 
spared from budget cutting—veter­
ans—by proposing $158 miUion in 
reductions in major construction 
projects for veterans. 

Also targeted was the EPA. The 
subcommittee withdrew $1.3 bUUon 
appropriated last year for a safe 
drinking water fund from which 
communities coukl draw. 

"With so many complaints coming 
from the HiU about unfunded man­
dates, we are miffed at why they 
wouU cut out the funding we are 
trying to give to a mandate," said an 
EPA spokesman. 

Daniel Rosenberg, a drinking wa­
ter speciaUst at U.S. PIRG, caUed 
the action "ridiculous... Congress's 
goal should be to strengthen the 
drinking water statute and fund it 
fuUy, Iwt tiiey are doing the oppo­
site.* But the cruelest cut for the 
Clinton administration may have 
been the deletun of aU $210 miUion 
of new funding aUowed last year for 
the president's national service 
corps, cutting it back to its 1994 lev­
el of $370 miUion. Lewis sakl that 
the reduction wiU stiU aUow the ad­
ministration to make good on com­
mitments to volunteers but "puts us 
on a very dear path toward incre­
mental phaseout of the program." 

Democrats were also rebuffed yes­
terday when they tried to push 
through CUnton's request for $6.7 bil­
Uon in reUef for Califomia floods and 
earthquake damage and other disaster 
akl. Lewis's panel cut the amount to 
$5.3 biUion, on gro i i the Fed­
eral £ gency Management Agency 

has sufficient funds on hand to contin­
ue reUef efforts into 1997. 

Democrats are particularly angry 
that a portion of the housing reduc­
tions wiU be used to offset costs of 
disaster relief, since under budget 
law such emergency aid can be given 
without coming up with compensat­
ing savings. 

1 don't support creating a whole 
host of other disasters for miUions of 
other Americans," said Rep. Louis 
Stokes (D-Ohio). 

Deep as the reductions have been, 
they have not satisfied some fiscal 
conservatives. Late Wednesday, for 
example. Rep. Ernest J. Istook Jr. 
(R-Okla.) pushed through an amend­
ment in his subcommittee that pro­
duced an additional $1.3 biUkin in 
savings by terminating funding for 
1995 and 1996 summer youth pro­
grams. 

An Istook aide sakl that the Gen­
eral Accounting Office had informed 
his office that "there is no indicatwn 
that this program is effective." 

In a statement yesterday. Educa­
tion Secretary Richard W. Riley sakl 
he was "deeply concerned* about 
cuts voted Wednesday in educatkm 
programs, including the "Goals 
2000" initiatives designed to create 
stronger academic standards. 

In other action yesterday, other 
House appropriations panels: 
• Cut $351 mUUon from transporta­
tion programs, including $7.8 miUnn 
from the Northeast Corridor high­
speed rail project. 
• Trimmed $30.5 miUkin appropri­
ated last year for activities autho­
rized by CUnton's crime legislatioa. 
• Trimmed $30 millkm in grants to 
create government-industry part­
nerships in information highway 
technology, an initiative of Vice 
President Gore. 

Sta/f writers Ann Devroy, Gary Lit 
and Guy Gugliotta conlributtd to 
this report. 



The National Alliance of HUD Tenants announces: 

NATIONAL SAVE OUR HOiVIES DAY 
Saturday, February 11,1994 

CMNlONl'WCtteiC 

Organize a rally or press conference in 
your area to oppose President Clinton's 

HUD Reinvention" Plan-the worst assault 
on affordable housing in history! 

** Goals: 1.) get simultaneous press coverage in several cities 
to begin reversing the backlash against Section 8. 

2.) Target key Republican Congressmen in your area. 
See Following Page for Details ** 

A conference call to coordinate Save Our Homes Day events will be 
held on: 

January 26 (Thursday) at 12:30 p.m. (Eastern Time). 
Call 217-322-6922 to join the call. 

Dial PIN number 9987#. 



National Alliance nf HUD Tenants 

** ORGANIZING A PRESS CONFERENCE ** 

ITS NOT HARD TO DO! 

If you decide to organize a rally or press conference in your area, NAHT will 
provide: 

* a standard press release which you cart adapt for your local community. 
* camera-ready art for your fliers. 
* camera-ready postcard "vouchers "for tenants to sign and send to 

President Clinton. 
* technical information and support. 

Step One; Choose a time and place for your press conference or rally. 

Step Two; Arrange for about four people to speak. It's important that at least two 
ofthese speakers should be tenants. The enclosed "talking points" provide some 
information. We can help any speakers to prepar their comments. You might also 
want legal service attorneys, housing organizations, housing authority officials, 
community and religious leaders to speak at your event. Tenants can deliver the 
message about how vouchers won't work better than anyone else, though. 

Step Three; Mail out, or hand-deliver, your press releases so the media has them 
by February 8th. 

Step Four; Call the media to confirm that they got the press release and to ask i f 
they are going to send a photographer and a reporter. TV stations may want to see 
the inside of apartments. Radio stations may interview you over the telephone, so 
be prepared. 

Step Five; Give the answers you want based on the information in our press kit. 
If anyone asks a question which you are not prepared to answer, tell them to call 
the National Alliance of HUD Tenants (617-267-9564) or the statewide or 
citywide organization with which you are working. 



HUD Proposal 
CovM. Raze. 
More Projects 

f f O ^ -
ByGuyGugUotta 

The Clinton administration, at­
tempting to get rid of one of tbe na-
tkm's most enduring symbols of gov­
ernment faihire. has proposed giving 
local housing officials the power to 
tear down some of the country's most 
decrepit public housing projects. 

Under the budget plan announced 
Monday, local officials for the first 
time vould have access to bilUons of 
dollars that until now have been 
doaked in regulatory restrictions that 
made demoUtkm all but impossible. 

The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Monday also fist­
ed 10 projects to be destroyed in the 
next two years, inchiding 771 wits of 
Bahimore's Lafayette Courts and the 
134.unit EDen Wilson DwelUngs here. 

The 5.3-aCTe EUen Wilson complex 
in Southeast is now vacant and wouU 
be tora down in the sansner <tf 1996 
and replaced with 161 bomea for low-
and middle-income people. Lafayette 
Courts is scheduled for partial demoU­
tion at tbe end of this year. 

"This is a good news announce­
ment," D.C. Maytjr Marion Bany said 
yesterday in hafling the proposed de­
moUtkm. "We are stiU ddng a k)t of 
things in our dty for our dtizcDS.' 

(Xher projects to be destroyed in­
dude 500 units of the 2,20(Mmtt C>-
brioi-Green complex in Chkago, a part 
of the Desire project in New Oilans, 
and Wakh Homes in Newark. 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 8,1995 

AMD Would Give Local Officials Power to Raze Projects 
iillD,rrom Al 

HUD and bcal housing authorities 
id planned (he 10 demolitions fur 
me time, but the HUD "Reinvention 
ueprint,* presented as part of the 
dget, would give local housing offi-
il3 broad authority to destroy any 
oject as long as local needs would 
ntiiiue to be served. 
"I don't envision wholesale demoU-
fl, and I'm not looking for it,* Joseph 
uldiner, HUD assistant secretary 
• pubUc and Indian housing, said yes-
day. "This plan is a step forward in 
k-taking; we want peo(>le to look at 
•Jr stodi and ask wliat stock is worth 
'ing.* 
ITie United States for years rcgard-
pubUc housing as an interim solu-
n for the disadvantaged. But the 
diferalion of huge, kuig-term "ware-
ises of poverty" has prompted many 
dais to dream of replacing units 
I revisiting the wrecking baU solu-
) that claimed St. Louis's Pruitt-lg-
project, deemed unlivable in the 
'Os. 
Jnder current law, the nation's 
00 ptibUc housing authorities draw 
ding from 12 separate HUD pro-
m .̂ The biggest chunk uf money, 
Z'DUUon in 1995, was allocated for 
abilitation of existing units. Only 
i8 miUion was appropriated for dc-
ition and rephcemcnt. As a result 
ras aU but iiiipassiblc for local au­
nties to amass sufricicnt money to 

tear down dereUct projerts and rebuild 
with new housing. Instead, oflicials of­
ten chose to rehabiUtate projects, even 
at prohibitive expense, simply because 
the money was there. 

HUD tried to kx>sen tlic regulatory 
k}g)am last year, but its liousing bill 
died in the Senate in the final days of 
the last Congress. In this year's budg­
et proposal, HUD went far beyond 
1994. Under a category dubbed the 
'transformation of public housing,' 
HUD proposed lumping nine public 
housing programs, including deveb^ 
ment and rehabiUiatkin, into one $5.2 
biUion PubUc Housing Capital Fund for 
local oBiciab to use as they see fit. 

Housing authorities fur many years 
have been trying to demolish bousing 
they thought was subject to vandaUsm, 
decay and gruesome crimes,* Shuldi­
ner said. "The holdup bas always been 
that the law requires one-fur-one re­
placement, and local authorities had to 
have a plan—but they needed develop­
ment money first." 

Under the plan, more money wiU be 
available. As kmg as authorities have a 
replacement plan, Shuklincr said, and 
as long as "at least the same number of 
people are served,* local officials will 
be free to dcmoUsh projects. 

Thev have «yf ral optwns: rebuild­
ing with single-family homes, as at El­
len Wilson; fauQding k>w-rises on the 
name site as a demolished project; giv­
ing some tenants rent "voudiers* lo 
use as subskUes in private housuig; re-

PUBLIC HOUSING 
DEMOimON 

Ten projects schedukd lo be 
tom (ktwrt before 1997: 
City Dcvelopnent 

Washington Ellen Wilson 
Baltimore Ufayette Courts 
Diicago Washington Park 
Chicago Cat>rlnl-Green 
Dallas Lakewest 
Denver Nortti 1 incoln Park 
Detroit Parkslda Homes 
Houston Allen Parkway Village 
New Orleans Desire 
Newark Walsh Homes 

NO rC: Som* dmiopnieiili DtM an 
H( far pvUtl demoHion. 
SOURCE; Ocpjrtnwnl o l Hatnk^ and 
Uitxn Devclopnicnl 

buikfing elsewhere; or moving tenants 
to a number of "Ottered sites.* 

In New Orleans, Desire tenants 
probably wUI be relocated to thousands. 
of vacant single-family ho!!..e= =r=-.:̂ i 
the city. In Newark, aiilhorities intend 
to rebuiM on the Walsh Homes site, 
and probably wUI try lo ase vouchers 
to resettle tenants elsewhere. 

This increased flexibility, king advo­

cated by local housing ofHcials, has 
widespread support in Congress, but 
the block grant is only the first step in 
a much more ambitious plan. In five 
years, HUD proposes to completdy 
deregulate public liousing, end aU pro­
ject subsidies and switch entirely to a 
voucher system, which would force 
housing authorities to compete for ten­
ants in the private market. 

This end result has been criticized 
by some housing aulhorilies that rely 
on federal money to keep their pro­
jects viable and by tenant advocacy 
groups tliat claim an aU-voucher sys-
,tem is a ploy tliat wiU end up serving 
fewer people than the current system. 

"Thb plnii wiD flood an already ex­
hausted Iptivatcl low-inconie market-
with thousands of new appUcants that 
the market cannot serve "Joan Wheel­
er, a board member of theNfationaFAl-
Uance of HUD Tenants and a resident 
of assisted housing in Staten Island, 
N.Y., Stiid yesterday, 'ihis plan will 
cause greater competition for the 
same amount of housing.* 

Shuldiner acknowledged that "Vesi-
dents don't trust us, and they doii't 
trust the publk housing authority. I . 
don't blame them." He added. "r...u-
ciiuinriii lus never ocen good at keep­
ing its promises lo poor people, and 
it's risky from their perspective. 

"But I answer this: Living in [de­
crepit housuig projects) isn't what we 
are about. We have to take the risk.* 



FRIDAY, JANUARY 13,1995 

Criticis See Unstated Motive for Restructuring HUD 
By Guy Gugliotta 

Wadiiaftaa Pott Staff Wfkcr 

The Clinton administration's proposal to 
remake the Department of Housing and Ur­
ban Development has opened a debate over 
whether the plan goes too far, or not far 
enough. i 

Some anti-poverty advocates have brand­
ed HUD's intention to phase out subsidies 
for public and assisted housing as the death 
kneU for the low-income housing movement 
and a thinly disguised HUD ploy to evade re­
sponsibility for decades of mismanagement. • 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors is worried 
I I its favorite program—Conununity De­

velopment Block Grants—may be subsumed 
in larger "performance grants" that will be 
less accessible to individual communities. 

In Congress, Rep. Rick Lazio (R-N.Y.), 
chairman of a key subconunittee overseeing 
HUD, haa "senous concerns", about an 'illu­
sory" transformation designed to placate 
HUD-haters in the new.GOP Congress. . 

HUD officials acknowledge that the plan 
was put together quickly by Housihg Secre­
tary Henry Cisneros arid his top aides late 

year, partly in response to the GOPs 
Nov. 8 election triumph, and also to fend off 
a White House proposal to eliminate the de-

tment. 

One high-ranking HUD official cautioned 
that the plan was still "a work in progress," 
with details and modifications to be worked 
out before it is submitted as part of the ad­
ministration's Feb. 6 budget proposal. 

But the principal elements are already in 
. place. The plan rolls all of HUD's programs 
into three large "performance grants" in an 
effort to give state and local governments 
greater freedom in using federal funds. 

All public and assisted housing would lose 
federal subsidies after three years, and the 
money would be given to tenants as portable 
"rent vouchers" that can be used in public or 

. private housing. Public housing authorities 
would then compete on the private market 
and survive on the rents they collect. 

"One thing that struck us as generally pos­
itive was the idea of program consolidation," 
said Roger Sperry, who participated in a crit­
ical s tu^ of HUD prepared by the nonparti­
san National Academy of Public Administra-
tk)n last year. "There were far too many 

" detailed programs for HUD to administer." 
, But the devil is in the details. .The Confer­

ence of Mayors is "generally supportive" of 
the plan. Executive Director Tom Cochran 
-said, but worried that cities will lose control 
of the Community Development Block Grant 
program, which gives money directly td 
communities for urban projects. 

"The mayors have said to Secretary Cis­
neros that if he can somehow consolidate 
some of the programs at HUD, he should do 
that," Cochran said, "^ut the mayors are 
concemed that as they create new block 
grants, they won't involve the city or the 
community." 

Lazio had similar concems, noting that 
surrounding the "performance grants" with 
new regulations and requirements would 
simply exchange one bureaucratic tangle for 
another. "This is not a situation where you 
are offering block grants with no strings at­
tached," Lazio said. "They are requiring 
more from state and local govemments to 
qualify," he said. 

HUD responded to Lazio's critique this 
week in a policy statement contending that 
the plan "outlines a reasonable framework" 
of regulations. "To allocate tens of billions of 
doUars 'without any attached strings' would 
be irresponsible,* it said. 

Controversy over performance grants like­
ly will be hashed out when the plan moves to 
Congress, but lines have already been drawn 
in the debate over public and assisted hous­
ing, where advocates charge that the propos­
al could eliminate thousands of units of low-
income housing, cripple local housing authori­
ties and cause the govemment to spend more 
money serving fewer people. 

"The proposal is breathtaklngly irresp 
ble," said Michael Kane, director of the J^-
îonal Alliance of HUD Tenants. "To come 

up with this out of the blue is a disaster. I t ' 
should be withdrawn." 

Kane and others say that going to a vouch­
er system for public housing would a 
large numbers of people to abandon projects 
in search of low-income private housing, im-^ 
posing unreasonable burdens on local housing, 
officials who will have to maintain and service 
buildings relying on rents from fewer tenants. 

For the tu'ban eyesores, this policy might 
be good riddance, said Richard Y, Nelson Jr., 
executive director of the National Associa­
tion of Housing and Redevelopment Officials. 
"But what about marginal developments j 
which, if the authorities had a small amount' 
of subsidy, could be modernized and well-
managed?̂ ' 'v- . . . I 

Furthermore, advocates say, voucheifs} 
cost more per family than subsidized hous- ' 
ing, making it likely that fewer people would ! 
be served under the new HUD plan, and, 
making it aU but impossible to expand the i 
system in the future. , 

"The HUD plan isn't something that j 
solves the problems of our industry," said, 
Robert Armstrong, Housing and Redevelop­
ment Officials president. "It soWes HUD's 
problems." 
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HUD tpants decry Clinton plan 
By Michael GrunwaU 

GLOBE STAFF 

About 100 Boston tenants yesterday uwied 
that President Clinton's plan to replace pubUc and 
subsidized housing with a voucher system wouki 
put 3 million American fiaroiUes at risk of home­
lessness. 

At a local rally at Methunion Manor in the 
South End. tenants of some of the 100,000 pubUc 
and assisted housing units in Massachusetts ac­
cused CUnton of scapegoating the poor to curry 
favor with a RepubUcan Congress. 

They denounced the CUnton administration's 
plan, submitted to Congress last week, as an ex-
(Mjnaive and heartless abandonment of the nation's 
Inw-cwt housing stock. 

"This is the worst assault on affordable hous-. 
inR in American history," said James McNeUl, a 
resident of Roxse Homes in the South End and 
president of the Boston-based National AlUance of 
HUD Tenant̂ ;. The alUance scheduled 28 Save 
Our Homes rallies yesterday in cities from 
Springfield to Dallas to Los Angeles. 

Clinton's propcsal, designed in response to Re­
publican threats to abolish the much-maUgned US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
would end more than 50 years of subsidiea to pub­
lio housing authorities. 

It would also phase out "project-based" rent 
.•subsidies that have reserved apartments for k)w-
income tenants in privately owned projects since 
the War on Poverty. 

Instead, HUD plans to issue vouchers to indi­
vidual tenants, who would be able to use them 
where\er they wanted. But the agency has made 
no estimates how many vouchers uiU be issued, 
how much they will be worth or how long they will 
be valid. 

The re.sult has been panic among local tenants 
and advocates, who say that in a dty with one of 
the highest concentrations of HUD housing, the 
plan could be much more drastic than welfare re­
form. 

The Citizens Housing and Planning As.<»ci-
ation compiled a 15-page response warning of 

"massive displacement of low-income families, 
abandoned projects and further disinvestment in 
distressed urban neighborhoods." Mayor Menino 
declared a housing crisis, and Friday appointed a 
panel to study i t 

In a statement yesterday, HUD assistant Sec­
retary NichoUis PJ Retsinas said the current sys­
tem has provided the nation with "decent, safe 
and sanitary affordable housing that is a valuable 
asset to its communities." 

But he said that with 640,000 subsidized units 
coming up for renewal in the next five years, the 
government can no longer afford the present sys­
tem. 

The way things are 
going, we're ail going to 
be homeless. Or in an 
orphanage, I gues&' 

JOHN BOWDEN 
Of Roabury't Orchard Park developinetd 

The HUD inspector general has warned that 
without reform, project-based rent subsidies could 
require the kind of baUout needed for savings and 
loans. The bask problem has been that rents have 
risen while low-income wages and welfare pay­
ments have remained stagnant, forcing HUD to 
make up the gap. 

"We have conducted an intensive dialogue . . . 
to help find common solutions to these fiscal reaU­
ties," Retsinas said. "We in\ite the industry - and 
these coalition members - to continue that dia­
logue, and to work with HUD to stabilize and pre­
serve this important housing inventory." 

Yesterday at Methunwn Manor, a tenant-
owned cooperative that has been a .symbol of sta­
ble assisted housing, 100 tenants from all over 
Boston added their voices to that dialogue. 

They came from Orient Heights in East Bos­
ton and Academy Homes in Roxbury, Geneva 
Apartments in Dorchester and Mishawum Park in 
Charlestowm. Their message was simple: Vouch­
ers are not the answer. 

"It's insane," said Barbara MeUon, a tenant 
leader at the West Broadway Development in 
South Boston. "We help other countries, but we 
fight the poor in this countrj'." 

Barbara Randolph, 65, moved into Methunion 
when it opened in 1971. The cooperative - fea­
tured in "Common Ground," the Pulitzer Prize-
winning book about busing in Boston - Ls subsi­
dized through Section 8 .subsidies, now on the 
chopping block. 

Tm worried," said Randolph, who works part-
time at Copley Plaza. "Nobody seems to know 
what's going to happen." 

Again and again, residents compared the plan 
to others under consideration in Washington: cap­
ital gains tax cuts, increased defense spending, 
foreign aid. John BowHen, .VI, a resident of Rox-
bury's Orchard Park public housing development 
since it opened in 1942, held a 8ign:"Why always 
the poor?" 

"The way things are going, we're all going to 
be homeless," Bowden said. "Or in an orphanage. 
I guess." 

The blueprint would also reduce HUD micro-
management of pubUc housing, consolidate HUD 
programs, promote mixed-income projects and 
restructure federaUy insured mortgages, reforms 
that have been wekximed by many housing advo­
cates. It would cut funding for ita so^ed preser­
vation program, which has been blasted for fun-
neUng excessive profits to private landlords. 

But the voucher plan has been controversial. 
In a recent meeting with Globe editors and re­
porters, HUD officials admitted they had no idea 
what its cost or effects would be. 

Local HUD union president Carolyn FederofT 
said her agency has overreacted to critkasm of 
misguided programs like preservation, which has 
funneled more than $100 million in profits to the 
owners of 23 .Massachusetts projects. 
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Tenant coalitions urges 
rejection of vouciiers 

NEW ARK—Across Ihc sinte of New Jersey 
a coalition of tenant organizalions nnd icnani 
;idvoc;Hes. which includes the f lUD Tenants' 
Cailiiion cf Newark, ilic New Jersey Tenants 
Preservation Project and rhe New Jer.sey Af­
fordable Housing Network, spoke out in rc-
acnon to President Clinton's budget mes­
sage The response was pan of Nnlional Save 
Our Homes Day called by the National AIH. 
ance of ^','0 Tenatui flSIAHT^ 

At similar events in over 25 cities in 13 
Slates across the country, tenants of federal­
ly-assisted housing were joined by affordable 
housing advocates (o denounce Pi«sident 
Clinton 's plan lo dismantle the nations feder­
al bousing assistance programs. 

"This isn't going lo increase choice, ii's 
going to destroy the siabiliiy of our commu­
niUes New Jersey'srepresentali ves in Wash 
ingion miLsl reject this pJatj." said Bill Good, 
a Newark tenant, nnd bonrd member of tbe 
National Alliance of HUDTcnnnis. 

The Clinton administralion has propnseii 
thai existing subsidy programs for nearly 3 
million units of projeci-based Section 8 and 

publk: housing .should be phased out. Under 
lhe plan these subsidies wotild be replaced 
wilh rem vouchers for imiividuat tenants who 
then could decide lo stay or lo move. 

In New Jersey hundreds of thousands of 
low-income family membcts, senior citizens 
and people wilh disabilities living in neariy 
100,000apartmcnis in 766projects across Ihe 
siaie will be affected by the President's pro­
posal. 

According lo the coaJiiion's position, 
paperi«nt vouc hers oreon average 20 perccM 
more expensive per unit than PiDjecl Based 
Section S and Publk; Housing. 

•This is a thinly veiled effon to make it 
easier lo cut funding ftjriher in lhe future," 
ioid Frank Hutchins of lhe HUD Tenants 
Coalition of Newark, "Once tenants are scat­
tered and subsidies arc 'block granted' il will 
be harder for communities to defend them­
selves. The plan will dcsiroy the stability of 
communities ihroughoui New Jency," 

Because rhe ndininistrjiion is proposing 
lo cut, rather than increase HUD funding, 
state tenant leaders insist that vouchers wilt 

mean displacement of at lca.si 208 of Public 
Housing and Project-Based Seclion 8 
lenanis—over 500,000 people across lhe conn-
try. 

Underf he Clinton plan, curreni tenants of 
public and subsidized housing are not guar­
anteed a voucher. InsteatI the voucher system 
replacing Section 8 and public housing sub­
sidies will be consolidated into a block grant 
to the states—al lower funding levels. Stales 
wiiidecide which tcoantscurrcnily receiving 
subsidies will get vouchers. 

Contrary lo public perception, which as­
sumes thai only large public housing projects 
10 cities like Newark and Camden will be 
efTecled by the Clinton plan, nearly half of 
the effected properties are privately owned 
complexes found in every county in the state. 

"This effects nil of us The Prcsidcni's 
plan is a formula forcniastrophc. Some of Ihc 
mosi sublc alTortlable housing in the si.ire 
may be losi forever if these ill-coiiceivcd 
reforms go through. ' explained Diane Sterner 
of lhe New Jersey Atfordable Housing Nei-

iCmuitiuftl on pant 61 

Reject Vouch in 
(Continued from page 1) 
work. 

The admtoistration's proposal is 
grounded in the belief diat "market 
forces" will insure the quality of bous­
ing. In fact, the Harvard University 
Joint Center on Housing has deter­
mined that at least 25 pcrceu of low -
income bousing oa the private market 

is substandard, while fovemment 
studies have »hown that only 8 per­
cent of project-ba.sed Section 8 and 6 
percent ol public housing is substan­
dard. 

"Widi voucher J we lose all pro­
tections. Clinton is trying to wash hjs 
hands ol die govcmmenu responsi­
bility to enforce its own rules when it 
comes to our homes and communi­
ties." Pat Nastasi of the Graodview 
Tenants' Association in Keansbure 
said. * 

"If they really want to save mon­
ey in Washington they should look at 
the profits these owner; are making 
at lax payers" expense. He (Clinton) 
has decided to stick it t f communities 
and poor people instead," said Nan-. 
cy Zack of the HUD Teaantt Coali­
tion of Newaric. "November didn't 
give anybody a mandate to destroy 
communities." 

Other event? of related interest to 
affordable bousing arc the March i 
against (he Conu^cf with America, 
which is part of a natioiud day of 
taking action in 30 states. The march 
will begin at Washington Park on 
Tuesday, February 14 at 11 a.m. 
On Wednesday, February 15 a 
report from the December 3rd 
housing speak out. "Affordable 
Housing? A Broken Promise." 
* i l l be held at Scion Hall Sthuo'-. 
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So Long, Projects? 
Clinton i^ants more housing vouchers for the poor 

BY JIM McTAGUE • President Clinton, acting very much like a man who got some kind of 

message from the November elections, is pitching the most sweeping reform of the nation's 

public housing system since it was established in the Great Depression. In a blueprint released 

last month and set forth in the budget message he is sending to Capitol Hill this week, the 
IVesident calls for slashing projects 
based rental subsidies lo zero and in­
stead giving the estimated 3.9 million 
poisons now in public-housing projects 
vouchers that could be applied to rental 
p.iytnents anywhere in the country. The 
voucher program, which would be 
phased in over throe lo five years, would 
be managed by the Btates and paid for by 
fedora! block grants. 

"Everyone has been taken aback," 
says Michael Kane, director of the Na-
Ijiinal Alliance of HUD Tenants. "The 
plan came out of the blue. It's beyond 
Kemp and Reagan." Kane contends the 
scheme would cause the loss of hard-won 
projects to either the private sector or 
lhe wrecking ball. The ripple effect could 
also hurt investors who backed the proj­
ects in return for tax benefits in the 
'Seventies and early 'Eighties. They 
could face big "recapture" tax bills if 
projects are sold or go broke. An esti­
mated million persons purchased limited 
partnership units in such tax shelters. 

In theory, the Clinton plan would 
empower current project tenants to 
move into better neighborhoods, where 
there are more job opportunities and 
better schools. At the same time, it would 
force local housing authorities and other 
project landlords either to compete with 
the private sector for tenants by spruc­
ing up rundown properties or to go 
bankrupt 

The vouchers would reflect an area's 
fair market rent, so Ihul WIU\K the 
low-income and poor tenants could not 
afford a penthouse, they could afford the 
same kind of housing available to yoiir 
m.-i-of-uie-mill, unsubsidized Joe. 

The proposal currently enjoys bipar­
tisan support for a number of reasons. 
For one. Congress has promised to slim 
down the federal bureaucracy, and no 
bureaucracy is in greater need of liposuc­
tion than the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, whose $31 bilUon 
budget is over 9% of all domestic discre­
tionary spending. For another, in the 
q to slash federal ouUays, handing a 
person a voucher looks a couple of 
the id dollars cheaper than putting 
him up in a project RepubUcan Jack 
Kcrnp, HUD Secretary under George 
Uush, has been in the forefront of those 
twniiiR YOHPhern w«((•«>-n\f»rl»<l nl(*r 
iiaUve U) housing. 

Ma;yor Lee hlamey of 

VC'jOces-Barre, Pa.: A 

"saturation point" arrived, 

and he asked for—and 

got—a freeze on voudier 

requests. 

But the poliUcal support for the 
CUnton plan could weaken as some reaU­
ties emerge. There are, for example, 
troublemakers among the 4.7 million 
households currently receiving some 
form of HUD rental assistance. One 
HUD landlord figures that just one 
tenant prone to vandalism can cost $10,-
000 a year in damages and thousands for 
the U>gal expenses associated with his 
eviction. In the meantime, well-behaved 
tenants get up and leave. 

Then there's the impact the miUions 
of vouchers in circulation can have on 
suburbs and other communiUes unpre-

iwprt (w llw> rtniR ulnw m\ YinlwM* 
that refugees (han housing prq)ce(a 

might bring. Cities might see apartment 
units once occupied by lax-paying citi­
zens taken over by families who have 
difficulty making ends meet. 

Such prospects aren't the result of 
idle or mean-spirited musing. We have 
seen the future because it is already 
here. 

Housing vouchers date lo 1968, when 
a govemment commission recommended 
giving housing aid directly to poor fami­
lies. What followed were 10 years of 
experiments that were the forerunners 
of HUD's SecUon 8 voucher and certifi­
cate program, which began in earnest in 
the late 'Seventies and grew gradually as 
the construction of new public housing 
units diminished during the Reagan 
years. The department estimates thai 6.6 
million households have used vouchers or 
certificates so far. About 1.5 million 
households received vouchers this fiscal 
year alone; their median income was less 
than $8,000. Another 2.9 million house­
holds live in projects; theu- median in­
come was less than $6,600. 

Vouchers are portable and can be 
used toward any amount of rent If the 
tenant pays less rent than the face 
amount of the voucher, he's allowed to 
pocket the dilTerence. Certificates, on 
the other hand, prohibit the tenant from 
spending more than 30% of his income on 
rent HUD pays the difference directly 
to the landlord. 

HUD's most succcessful voucher-
K̂ ŝ kH pvpprimcnt has been the Gau-
treaux program, centered in Chicago. 
Named for Dorothy Gautreaux. who sued 
HUD and the Chicago Housing Author­
ity for placing her in what she said was a 
segregated project, the court-ordered 
program over the past 14 years has 
plucked poor African-Americans from 
notorious projects like the Robert Taylor 
Homes and Cabrini Green and relocated 
them to predominantly white suburbs. 
Typically, the voucher tenants find jobs 
in their new communities and their chil­
dren finish high school at much higher 
rates than the offspring of those who are 
left behind. 

But the Gautreaux program, which is 
being used to justify the Clinton pro­
posal, is not the whole story. In other 
parts (.f the country, cities and towns 

Willi |ii'tt|wiitu« pltitiKiiiK \m\f^\ m\<n 
•re being IVnded wtth poor people bear­

ing vouchers. Costs for police and bther 
services are rising rapidly at the same 
lime taxpayers are packing their bags. 

Two loyal Democratic mayors, Lee 
Namey of Wilkes-Barre, Pa., and Patri­
cia Ticer of Alexandria, Va., have en­
countered significant problems with the 
current program and are urging the 
Presideni to shift from fast-forward to 
slow-speed ahead. 

The soft-spoken Namey has openly 
defied HUD and Secretary Henry Cis­
neros over vouchers for more than a year 
by trying to cap the number being used 
in his northeastern Pennsylvania city of 
47,000. Because Wilkes-Barre is the only 
area in Luzerne County with a large 
stock of affordable housing, it was over­
run by the county's voucher-bearing 
poor. The newcomers put pressure on 
city services w ĥile contributing to the 
night of wage-earners; the community, 
depends on a 3% levy on gross earnings 
for most of its revenues. 

'This was not done lightly or maU-
ciously," says Namey, "but there's a 
saturation point" About a year and a half 
ago, Namey decided Wilkes-Barre had 

Mayor Patricia Ticer of 

Alexandria, Va.: Because 

"58% of OUT /lousing consists 

of rental propenies. . . u>e 
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rc.'iched that point Statistics showed that 
14% of the city's population depended on 
some kind of housing subsidy, be it proj­
ect-based, voucher or certificate. Nol only 
that but 48% of all public assistance in 
Luzerne County was coming to Wilkes-
Barre. 

Vouchers currently are distributed by 
HUD to housing authorities that apply for 
tliem. There are two in Name/s immedi­
ate area, one run by the county and one in 
Wilkes-Barre. Namey has no direct con­
trol over either. But when he asked that 
the city aulhority place a freeze on further 
voucher requests, it acceded. Taxpayer 
reaction was positive and the local news­
paper published an editorial praising the 
mayor. 

Mayor Ticer's city, just a few miles 
from the Capitol, hasn't been overrun, but 
she's afraid that might happen under the 
Clinton proposal because Alexandria has 
one of the largest stocks of rental housmg 
in the entire region. "Fifty-eight percent 
of our housing consists of rental proper­
ties." she reports. 'That's very unusual. 
We are very vulnerable." Echoing Namey, 
she says the voucher program won't work 
as intended unless other communities pull 
Iheir share of the weight 

Wilh more than 1,100 voucher- and 
certificate-bearing residents in her com- • -
m unity ab-eady, she's seen a preview of the 
problems that may be at hand. After 
moving inlo rental units in two working-
class communities, the voucher tenants • 
caused so many problems wilh police and 
their new neighbors that the cily had to 
increase its inspections of rental unils. But 
HUD rules make it difficult to get inside. 

"In one particular neighborhood, we've 
had poor upkeep and nuisance complaints, 
and high criminal and drug activity," Ticer 
»iiys. Nonetheless, HUD rules make it a 
long and arduous process to evict even the 
mosl troublesome tenants. 

Another community, Riverdale, a vil­
lage south of Chicago, has a story to tell 
scarier than Wilkes-Barre's and Alexan­
dria's. A whole section of the community 
became a slum when voucher tenants 
cuncenlraled in a single building. Because 
the residents have litUe disposable in­
come, merchants nearby are threatened, 
raising the prospect of a boarded-up com­
mercial area, according to Frank Koehler, 
who is in charge of the Seclion 8 housing 
program there. Riverdale has begun coun­
selling the voucher users as lo housing 
opportunities in other communities. 

After its introduction in the late 'Sev­
enties, the voucher prograin failed to lake 
off as expecied, primarily because all but 
the most lenanl-hungry landlords avoided 
them. Once a landlord accepts a single 
Section 8 applicant, no other Section 8 
applicant can be turned down at any of the 
Lindlord's properties. According to a sur­
vey by ABT Associates for the national 
Multi Housing Council, a trade associa­
tion, the requirement keeps many land­
lords from trying the program at all. 
Another drawback of the voucher program 
for landlords is the difficulty of ejecting a 
troublemaker when a lease is up. All leases 
must be renewed automatically unless the 
landlord can prove good cause to a court 
This delays the removal of disruptive 
residents and can lead to the flight of 
"good" tenants, according to the ABT 
report 

Washington from thne to time haa 
tl It'll lo Olltii m\\i\ of lli(> |ii lift) iiniR ill' 
fects, but without nmcli success. The 
Clinton Administration in 1993 introduced 

Delores Irvin, who manages Chicago's celebrated 

Gautreaux program: Her staff counsels voucher tenants on 

how to live in neighorhoods away from projects, where 

tliey luive spent all tlieir lives. No one, she believes, should 

be forced to live in a project. 

a new and improved voucher program in 
five cities to move inner-city residents to 
the suburbs as part of a 10-year experi­
ment The plan, purportedly modeled after 
the Gautreaux program, had actually been 
proposed during the Bush Administration 
by Kemp. But the backlash from subur­
banites was so shrill that the Senate last 
year killed all but the fu^l year's fund­
ing. 

DemocraUc Sen. Barbara Mikulski of 
Maryland, a vocal housing advocate, was 
among those who opposed continued fund­
ing. She complained that voucher recipi­
ents weren't required to gel jobs nor were 
they provided with counseling. She also 
faulted officials in Baltunore and the 
community organization that was to 
operate the program there for bungling 
the effort 

Why has Gautreaux succeeded where 
other programs have failed? James Rosen-
baum, an urban affairs expert at North­
western University, notes, first, that all 
applicants are screened by a local housing 
group that administers the program, the 
Leadership Council for Metropolitan 
Open Communities, and that landlords are 
happy to take the group's hand-picked 
li'iiiiiiU. 9i<i'iiiiil, itiiRiMiliiiiiiii iilmi!iVW, lliii 
voucher bearers are nol free to move 
anywhere, as they are in other programs. 

To avoid resegregating themselves, the 
tenants must move into a community that 
is at least 70% while. "Free-ehoice 
vouchers won't necessarily work," he says. 
"People will choose to live in communities 
they know and feel comfortable in. That 
leads lo resegregalion." 

HUD appears to be taking some les­
sons from Gautreaux. Michael Stegman, 
assistant secretary for policy development 
and research, declares that changes will 
give landlords greater flexibiiity in 
screening voucher bearers. For example, 
the "take one and Lake all" rule will be 
dropped, and rules will be adopted making 
it easier for landlords to evict unruly 
tenants or terminate their leases. HUD 
wUl offer funds to ciiies to counsel voucher 
recipients about housing opportunilies in 
outlying areas. But they will not teU them 
where lo Uve. 

Delores Irvin, who manages the Gau­
treaux project for the MetropoUtan Coun­
cil, doesn't believe anyone should be 
forced to live in a project But the projects 
are nol without supporters; and like the 
mayors, they question the wisdom of the 
Administration's giant step into 
voucliera. 

!?Ollli' pl iijiM-lii illii fill tti'll l llll Il|;(l Ihiiy 
boast wailing lists that number in the 
thousands. The projects' managers have 

usually succeeded in creating an economic 
and ethnic~'mu( that results in a safe, 
comfortable environment Disque Deane 
has such a mix at Starrett City, a 5,881-
unit complex in Brooklyn with views of 
Jamaica Bay from the Belt Parkway. The 
project which has middle-income Canar-
sie on one side and the mean streets of 
East New York on the other, is self-
contained with its own shopping centers, 
poUce force and gas-powered power plant 
There are schools, recreation centers and 
social services for the elderly all within the 
complex. It is financed by bonds backed by 
New York State Housing Finance Agency, 
but the cash flow to service the debt 
depends on federal subsidies paid to Star­
rett and on tax breaks from the city. 

New York State wants out of its role 
and HUD wants to end its direct subsidies 
because they've grown so steep. So Deane 
has been working on a plan to tum the 
project into a cooperative. But a switch to 
vouchers would torpedo that plan and, he 
says, probably bankrupt his complex, 
whose $320 milUon mortgage is guaran­
teed by the state agency. 

The reason, Deane explains, is that the 
complex would lose its most stable tenants, 
primarily middle-income famiUes who live 
in units subsidized by HUD's 236 pro­
gram. Like the poorer Section 8 tenants, 
residents in the 236 program need pay no 
more than 30% of their income for rent. 
Should their subsidies become portable, 
they'd flee the buUding to escape the 
growing population of Seclion 8 tenants, 
whom Deane describes as "the bottom of 
the social barrel." And who would replace 
the residents under the 236 program? 
More Section 8 people, most likely, and 
Deane fears his project would then be­
come a nightmare Uke Chicago's Cabrini 
Green. If the apartments remained vacant 
the project would lose cash flow and go 
bankrupt unless the partners were able to 
sell i t 

Right now, selUng a project can pres­
ent as many headaches as bankruptcy for 
the original limited partners, because they 
were attracted by generous federal tax 
benefits. A sale or a bankruptcy would 
trigger "recapture " taxes. 

Deane has proposed that Congress 
make i l easier for owners to sell and get 
say, a 6% return on investinent if the sale 
is made in the form of a co-op. Other 
landlord advocates argue that if Congress 
does adopt a Clinton-type voucher pro­
gram, there should be a transition period 
to shield owners from financial disaster. 
Deane contends that there are hundreds 
of projects like his in New York Slate 
whose mortgages, totaling in the billions of 
dollars, are guaranteed by the Housing 
Finance Agency. They'd all be threatened. 
"The federal government could end up 
bankrupting New York State," he warns. 

"We're not sounding the alarm bells 
yet" says a spokesman at the agency. Five 
HFA projects that receive federal rent 
subsidies have agreements with HUD that 
run for the term of the bonds. Only 
Starrett City has a contract with HUD 
coming up for expiration. But another 
spokesman at the agency concedes that 
"we are concemed." 

Says HUD's Michael Stegman: "Obvi­
ously, we don't want to force well-run 
housing finance agency projects into fore­
closure. We're looking into how to handle 
them." 

For Sl«n"i»n find his fplleapea at 
II III), i l will ii.i i>iii> hf iiiiih^' \)\'\i\)\iim lliiil 
must be hanilled if an expanded voucher 
program Mvil] fly. P 



NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF HUD TENANTS 
353 Columbus Avenue. Boston, MA 02116. Tel: 617.267.9564 Fax: 617.267.4769 

Boinl of Oireetors 

Rctienl. dtwEaglaad 

J'niMcNiai 
ROXSE T«an Council 

Sprint Maadow Aucn 
of Rnpanafalt Ttnanti 
Corretpondrnf StcritirY 

AnWItan 
Homnmn Council of 
GrMiMdSaiteii 
TrHlwif 

IUgiOTll.fatCfa«tMYfMJ 

AikyntSMdi 
HaniMn Houit Taimtt A<itn 
RKoring Seanvy 

MG«ii4 
Odugiis Hamun Tmnu Anm 

Joan Wheeler 
TatwiM Pirtncrdiip 
tor Sill Hilp 

Rigion HL bet Coast Central 

Geerge Meeei 
Liberty Perk Ruident Cound 
Vke-Prtadent Eait 

BMiy Periih 
Cretksde Tenim AssaciatioA 

Rtgltn V. Midwest 

CrntuRfcd 
She:i(lan Gumiian Tenant Aim 
Vice-PrMidem Nonh 

EitfUeBRMi 
HonMown RBadvti Council 
Finenciri SecTetery 

Region VI. Southwest 

ThelmeOent 

Higtihnd Road Rtsidnti Council 

Trait Oilan 
RoMng Miidons Tanait Aucn 

Regiga IX. Wait Coatt 

Cerol Berman 
Oeeenview Aperonentj Ajscn 

Mary OeoghwtT 
Thorn*} Paine Squire 
Tenant Aucn 

To: Congressional Members and Staff 

From: Michael Kane, Executive Director 
National Alliance of HUD Tenants 

Date: February 24, 1995 

RE: Reforming the Title VI Preservation Program by Limiting Windfall Profits 
to the Industry 

This memorandum is to provide additional information regarding 
NAHTs suggestion that at least $20 billion could be saved over 15 years from 
the Title VI Preservation Program without adverse impact on low and moderate 
income tenants and the capital repair needs of the 450,000 units in the Title VI 
eligible stock. 

The National Alliance of HUD Tenants (NAHT) is a coalition of 76 
tenant and associate member groups in HUD-subsidized, multi-family housing. 
Founded in 1992, NAHT is the first and only national voice of the families 
affected by Title VI. The NAHT Board, consisting of HUD tenant leaders 
elected at our Annual Meeting last March, presented these ideas to Secretary 
Cisneros in a face-to-face meeting on November 4. 

In NAHTs view, a basic flaw in the Title n and VI programs is the 
notion that owners are legally entitled to realize unrestricted full market value 
fi-om the refinancing or sale of "Expiring Use Restriction" (EUR) properties, 
with HUD paying for huge equity windfalls as the price for preserving the 
housing for low/moderate income people. HUD's Inspector General-and 
recently the Office of Management and Budget-have justifiably criticized the 
negative consequences of this aspect of the program. 

Indeed, by allowing owners to raise rents to meet inflated appraisal 
levels under Title n/VI, as the IG has pointed out, HUD has actually been 
paying for the loss of moderate income units and the disruption of mixed 
income, diverse conununities in at least some Title II "stay-in" deals. 
Although Title VI (amended with a form of Shallow Rent Subsidy last fall) 
corrects for some of the defects in Title II, more could be done to redress this 
problem. 

Tenants United for Affordable Housing 



Reform, not repeal. NAHT must emphasize, however, that the remedy must not be 
repeal, but reform of the Preservation Program. Repeal (and allowing owners to realize 
unrestricted market values through mortgage prepayment) might yield short-term savings to 
HUD, but would wreak havoc on hundreds of thousands of low income families who would 
be displaced from their homes. While granted that many owners would not in fact be able to 
raise post-prepayment rents as high as some inflated appraisals in Title II would suggest, rent 
increases would no doubt be too high for most low income residents, who have benefitted 
from Title n to date. The public~and HUD-would pay the price for increased 
homelessness, social problems, and permanent loss of scarce affordable housing stock which 
is not increasing apace with a rising population of lower income people. 

Funds needed for minimal preservation objectives. Thus, NAHT urges Congress to 
preserve some funds for a Preservation Program and to work with NAHT and others to meet 
basic preservation objectives in the most cost effective manner. Bottom line, minimal 
preservation objectives for which SOME budget funds must be available include: 

a) Preventing displacement of existing residents (both low and moderate income) 
b) Permanent preservation of the existing mixed income profile of the buildings 

(which Title U/Wl has not always done in practice) 
c) Preserving mixed income, multi-racial diversity in Expiring Use developments 
d) Providing for current and future capital repair needs and operating budgets 
e) Promoting sales to residents, nonprofit owners or public agencies committed to 

these objectives on a permanent basis 
f) Limiting windfall profits to the owners so that limited dollars maximally serve 

the above objectives 

Promoting sales to residents and nonprofits. This important objective is not only 
good social policy, which some conservatives have supported in the past; it helps save HUD 
money at the "back end", when EUR mortgages expire, by limiting the need for yet another 
round of subsidy outlays to bribe the owners to preserve the housing (or indirect costs if 
tenants are displaced at mortgage termination). Resident, nonprofit, and/or pubUc agency 
owners are less likely to speculate on housing stock and displace residents. 

This is another reason why Title VI should be reformed, not repealed. The 
encouragement of sales to resident/nonprofit groups was one of the most attractive features of 
Title VI when it was passed in 1990. Several NAHT member groups have successfully 
bought their developments under Title II or VI; many other tenant groups are "in the pipeline" 
now, having donated years of volunteer time by low income tenants and raised the hopes of 
thousands of the poor that at last they might own a piece of America. U would be a cruel 
letdowTi to tell these tenants now that "Let them eat vouchers" is the best they can hope for 
from their govemment. 

Instead, the Congress should consider reforming Title VI to encourage more sales. 
It is now evident that only about 25% of the eligible properties nationally are being offered 



for sale, as opposed to refinanced. Congress should consider reducing benefits (such as 
241(f) mortgage insurance) to owners who "stay in" as opposed to sell to promote this 
objective. Given the long-term cost savings aspects of public sector sales. Congress should 
consider a subsidy prenuum (for example, allowing a higher "regulated market" value, as 
below) for sales, similar to the provision of the Boston Rent Equity ordinance which allows 
higher valuations for sales than for stay-ins. 

Why vouchers won't work. Providing vouchers to very low income residents 
(especially only 4,500!) will not prevent displacement of all affected families; will result in 
the permanent loss of irreplaceable affordable housing stock; and will usually cost more per 
family than providing for project-based subsidy in an EUR building, since Section 8 contract 
rents are typically lower than Section 8 FMR's for certificate-holders in many markets. The 
only way this approach could "save money" is if there is a "hidden agenda" of cutting off 
eligible households over time (since the proposed voucher set-aside falls short of the actual 
need, some certificate holders may not be able to find housing, and many scattered recipients 
get "lost through the cracks" at renewal time or otherwise in the certificate program). 

Moreover, if HUD and Congress adopted federal "cost control" legislation which 
provided for a regulated market value to the owners (rather than "unrestricted", or highest and 
best use, market value). Section 8 contract rents could be reduced substantially below FMR 
levels. This would not only yield substantial program savings, but limit "moderate income 
flight" by putting a lower "ceiling" on rents charged to moderate income tenants. This 
would both save money and better meet NAHTs "minimal preservation objectives" outlined 
above, which the program as currently designed does not do. 

Preservation vs. windfall profits. If Congress had simply repealed the owners' pre­
payment "right" in 1987, no funds would have been "needed" to incentivize owners to 
continue providing low/moderate income housing; the status quo ante would simply have been 
extended. Even in this case, however, SOME level of "preservation" funding would be 
required, to recapitalize repair needs (both current and future) in aging buildings, and to 
prevent displacement of existing very low/ low income families who pay disproportionate 
shares of income on rent. In this hypothetical case, the cost of "preservation" would not be 
the $37 billion estimated by the IG (over 15 years), but some fraction (say, 25-35%) of this 
amoimt. 

The problem comes with the balance of program funds "needed" to pay unrestricted 
market values to owners. It is hard to imagine any pohcy justification for this giveaway. It 
is "corporate welfare" of the worst sort, paid out to what is in reality a tiny handful of 
extremely wealthy individuals and corporations who have aheady rich ahnost entirely due to 
govemment largess. Anecdotal research (apparently, HUD doesn't know) has identified only 
six individuals or corporations who own close to 50% of the EUR stock of 450,000 units.* 

*They are: National Housing Partnership (60,000 units); Bruce Rozette (50.000 units); CRI (30,000? 
units); Alan Bird (29.000 units); Johnson and Shuman/Meridian Corporation (35,000? units); and Insignia 
Corpora tion/Farkas (20,000+ units). The top 20 individuals or corporations probably own over 2/3 of the 
affected stock. 



The portion of "preservation" dollars not needed for actual repairs or tenant protection 
represents an "uneamed increment" or speculative windfall with no social utility whatsover. 
At least other frequently criticized "welfare for the wealthy" scams, such as agribusiness 
subsidies, produce some new socially useful products, achieve other "spin-off" benefits (such 
as aiding marginal farm conmiunities), or benefit a larger class of well-to-do "welfare" 
recipients. No such claims can be made for the owners of EUR housing. It is simply a 
transfer of wealth from tenants and taxpayers to a greedy few. 

Allowing owners to prepay and realize unrestricted market values would be similarly 
unfair, and disastrous to existing tenants and communities. Owners would be rewarded with 
an uneamed benefit whose "value" was uhimately created by the taxpayer, causing hardship 
to tenants and commimities, and costing taxpayers again through new outlays for the attendant 
social problems. 

Congress, not the owners, should decide what to do with the equity value which 
taxpayers have paid for. Unhke most "private sector" industries, the taxpayers have 
actually created most of the "equity" which the owners now want to take out. The subsidized 
housing industry required less than 10% actual equity investment from the original 
owner/sponsors. Over 90% of the "equity" was insured and subsidized (mortgage interest 
and operating subsidies) by the taxpayer from the outset. Subsidies, management fees, and 
regulated rate of retum have been similarly guaranteed and largely paid by HUD over the 
years. 

Moreover, owners typically made huge windfall profits at the point of construction 
through the sale of tax shelters—typically 250% gains on acmal cash invested in the first few 
years! These tax losses of course represent an indirect subsidy paid by taxpayers. In the 
early 1980's, many mvestor/syndicators (who now appear to own the bulk of the inventory) 
made a second windfall on the "resyndication" of HUD housing encouraged by the Economic 
Recovery and Tax Act (ERTA) of 1981, which allowed accelerated depreciation of occupied 
HUD housing. 

Ironically, tax shelter profits were premised on the hypothetical "depreciation" or loss 
in value of the buildings, which were in fact gaining in value during these years. So the 
owners claimed the buildings were losing money, and received govemment subsidies in the 
form of tax shelters for their "losses"; now, owners claim that, oops, their buildings didn't 
really lose value, they gained value, and they want the govemment to pay for this too. At the 
very least. Title VI should be reformed to deduct previously realized depreciation from 
current market values to prevent this "double-dipping" (as recently recommended by HUD's 
Boston Office). 

Regulated vs. unrestricted market values. In principle. Congress could 
determine what a fair rate of retum should be for the subsidized housing owners, and define 
this through Title VI reform legislation. The current standard of imrestricted market value in 
Title n/VI would unfairly reward the owners, displace low income tenants and fail to preserve 



the stock. 

An altemative method would be to allow owners to realize gains on the actual equity 
they invested in the properties, or (easier to measure) the 10% equity required as a 
Builder/Sponsor Profit and Risk Allowance when the properties were built. Fomiulas 
adiustmg this forward for inlation and perhaps adjusting for tax shelter losses and/or 
subsequent refinancings could be devised. NAHTs predecessor Assisted Housing 
Preservation Network suggested this approach in the legislative debates on Title VI m 1990; 
Congressman Joe Kemiedy and several others raised this idea in Committee, but were unable 
to muster sufficient support. • 

At the time. Congressional experts concurred with our estunate that this altemative 
fonnula would yield between $9 to 16 billion in savings from an esthnated program cost of 
$25-30 billion Updating for the IG's estimate of $37 billion over 15 years, we believe this 
approach could yield $15-$20 billion in savings over a comparable time. The mdustry would 
still make a healthy (though lower) windfall profit through this "regulated market value 
approach, sufficient to defend against court challenges re: "unjustified takmgs". 

hi principle, this approach is similar to that adopted by localities m establishing Fair Net 
Operating hicome standards for rent control systems. A study by the Boston HUD Tenant 
Alliance of the hnpact of local rent control ordinances on Title Q appraisals confums that 
savmgs of this magnitude can easily be achieved; in fact, HUD has aheady saved several 
million dollars by the partial application of the Boston rent control ordmance m its appraisal 

reviews. 

Regulating market values in this manner would have the additional benefit of 
elmunating the problem of "moderate mcome flight" which occurs when unrestncted market 
values are used m Title n/VI deals, smce the rent established by HUD's appraisals acts as a 
ceiling for moderate mcome tenants. Lower "regulated market" rents would mean lower 
ceiling rents paid by these tenants, as confinned by the Boston data and HUD's recent 
appraisal of Tower West m New York's Upper West Side. 

If Congressional members or staff are interested in this approach to reform, NAHT 
and other groups would be happy to help devise formulas and standards to include m cost 
control legislation. Short of this, there are other ways to refonn the Title VI appraisal and 
PCNA processes to achieve more modest unprovements. However, it is essential to preserve 
n̂rrxe fimdmg fnr Title VI so that a reform, not repeal, dialogue can proceed. 

Objections to regulating market values, hidustry objections, echoed in Congress, 

have been twofold: 

a) original mortgage contracts included the "prepayment" provision. It would be 
illegal/unmoral for the govemment to abrogate this "right". A deal's a deal. 



b) Congress has no legal or constitional right to restrict building "values". Any 
restrictions would be an unconstitutional "taking". Owners are entitled to the full 
equity value of the buildings. 

NAHT believes these arguments are refutable. (Attached is a law review article with 
the legal rationale.) Congress, under the Constitution, can indeed abrogate or amend 
contracts, especially when there is an overriding public purpose. Weighing the equities here 
creates a lopsided ledger m favor of contract Ihnitation to protect tenants and preserve 
affordable housing at the least cost to the taxpayer. On the other side is a request by a 20 or 
so people for a multi-billion handout. Congress and the pubhc should be able to sort this one 
out. 

Regardmg Congressional right to limit/regulate market rents, the courts have long 
upheld the right of localities to establish rent controls. Whether or not one supports these 
measures, the fact that courts have allowed limitations on unrestricted market profits in order 
to achieve overriding public purposes (preventmg displacement, preserving housing) cannot be 
disputed. 

If local jurisdictions can control rents, why can't Congress? Moreover, here we are 
speakmg only of HUD-subsidized housing, where all tenants are by definition low/moderate 
income "means tested" households, in contrast to private market rent controls, which have 
been criticized by landlords for "subsidizing" middle class tenants in some cases, hi 
addition, it was Congress (not the owners) which has built up most of the "equity" in HUD 
housmg through generous subsidies over the years. Why shouldn't Congress be able to 
redefine and recapture the taxpayers' "equhy" investment, in order to achieve important public 
purposes and save money? 

h will be objected that the industry will go to court to overtum any effort by Congress 
to restrict market values. No doubt they will. We believe that the govemment will prevail 
on this question. What is there to lose? hi the worst case scenario, the courts overtum 
restrictions on value, and we're back to where we are today. 

ft will also be objected that regulated values will never "fly" m Congress. Perhaps that 
was so a few months ago. But budget pressures have created a radically new situation, 
hi a climate where some have recommended defunding or repeal of Title VI or even HUD 
itself, the Administration has proposed a radical "voucherization" plan which NAHT believes 
would destroy the nation's system of affordable housing and leave over 500,000 families 
homeless, and some in Congress have proposed even deeper cuts, a sensible proposal to 
"preserve presei-vation" through cost control legislation should no longer be deemed "beyond 
the pale" of Beltway discussion. 

Congressional leadership can change the terms of debate bv proposing cost-control 
legislation. NAHT believes that budget-conscious members of Congress have the power to 
change the terms of the wmdfall profits debate. Congressional leaders could declare that the 



7 

unexpectedly high cost of preservation to date, and the imbalance between windfall profits vs. 
repairs/tenant protections, has created a growing budget crisis which deserves drastic 
measures-but not at the expense of the affordable housmg stock or current residents. The 
waste is in "coiporate welfare" to a tiny few. 

By proposing reduction (not elimination) of profits to the industry, Congress could 
boldly propose $20 billion m savings, while maintaining the moral high ground of what 
preservation is supposed to be about. With regulated market values, the mdustry would 
have to settle for half a loaf; it certamly will not be "losing" money, and will in fact still do 
pretty well compared to the status quo ante. Many in the industry may welcome this 
ahemative to outright repeal of the program, to the extent that a risky future fraught with 
tenant fights and unknown market conditions may diminish their ability to realize 
"unrestricted" values through prepayment. 

At a very minimum, Congress could recommend repeal of the current language in 
Title VI which preempts state/local laws controlling rents in Title VI eligible buildings. This 
would cost the govemment nothing, but could save billions as NAHT campaigns for local 
laws such as those now on the books in Boston, New York, New Jersey, and Califomia. 
Even if the federal govenunent does not have the chutzpah to impose federal cost controls, at 
least don't hamper local and state govemments which might want to. 



AGORM 
February 13,1995 

MEMORANDUM TO: Assistant Secretary Stegman 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 

FROM: Jerry Jones, Legislative Director 
ACORN 

SUBJECT: Voucher Proposal for Public and Indian Housing 

As we discussed last week, ACORN remains unpersuaded by the 
Administration's assurances that all public housing residents will receive a 
voucher under HUD's existing budget levels. If this is reaUy the case, such 
vouchers would not nearly approximate fair market rents. I have 
summarized our analysis of housing costs for 18 major public housing 
authorities. 

Summary of Findings 

This memorandum presents a cost comparison analysis between 
conventional public housing units and rental vouchers. The Clinton 
Administration has proposed shifting the existing public housing budget into"^ 
a voucher system, thus abolishing all direct subsidies to public housing 
developments. Residents of these developments would be required to use 
their new vouchers to obtain housing, either in their present developments 
or in the private housing market. 

ACORN examined the total HUD expenditures for 18 pubUc housing agencies 
(PHAs) over the Fiscal Year 1993 period. For these PHAs, approximately $1.9 
billion in federal subsidies were awarded to 317,057 public housing units. 
These subsidies represent nearly one in three public housing dollars spent by 
HUD during Fiscal Year 1993. 

The 18 PHAs include areas in which the ACORN Tenant Union is organizing 
democratic resident chapters, and have been selected for this study on that 

Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now 
National Oflice: 739 8th Street S.E.. Washington. D.C. 20003 • 202-547-2500 FAX 202-546-2483 



basis. The ACORN Tenant Union is a grassroots membership organization 
fighting for tenant rights and greater accountability in public housing. 

In summary, ACORN found that the per unit costs for each PHA were 
substantially less than Section 8 rental voucher costs for comparably sized 
apartments. The most significant cost differentials include the D.C. 
Department of Public and Assisted Housing, Minneapolis Public Housing 
Authority, Metro Dade County Housing Authority, and the Housing 
Authority of East Baton Rouge, where Section 8 costs for the same number of 
units would be more than double that of conventional public housing. ^ 

housm^S^ction 8 costs of Fiscal Year 1993, the most recent year availat 
for a complete analysis of all public housing expenditures. 

The difference in cost between public housing and rental vouchers for these 
PHAs would exceed $857 million, an additional 29 percent beyond actual 
public housing expenditures. 

Based on these findings, the Clinton Administration's proposal to eliminate 
public housing and replace those subsidies with rental vouchers would 
require an increased appropriation of $3.0 billion each year, if those vouchers 
are to be sufficient in value for private market use. Under existing budget 
levels, there is not enough money to implement the voucher transition. 

Comparative Costs 

The Clinton Administration's HUD Reinvention Blueprint, dated December 
19,1994, proposes to aboUsh 14 pubUc housing programs. These programs 
include Moderiuzation, Development, Public and Indian Housing 
Amendments, Major Reconstruction, Severely Distressed Housing, Vacancy 
Reduction, Tenant Opportxinity Program, Family Investment Centers, Youth 
Apprenticeship, Operating Subsidies, Drug Elimination, Family Self 
Sufficiency, Early Childhood Development, and Public Housing Service 
Coordinators. 

In the place of these programs, tenants of public housing would receive rental 
vouchers, which they could theoretically use to move out of public housing: 

All formerly project-based public housing operating subsidies 
would now be completely portable certificates. Public housing 
residents would have the choice of staying or moving, using 



their portable certificates to help pay for housing on the private 
market. Public housing authorities would compete for 
subsidized and unsubsidized low-income families in a 
competitive marketplace. 

(HUD Reinvention Blueprint, p. 13) 

The central flaw in the Administration's proposal is the assumption that 
rental vouchers and conventional public housing are comparably priced 
subsidies. They are not. Common sense explains this difference in cost, since 
market-rate, private apartments under Section 8 would predictably cost more 
than publicly owned properties with no debt service. Pubhc housing 
overhead expenses are largely determined by social service needs of residents 
and the physical maintenance of aging developments. Because public 
housing admissions are based on low-income eligibility controls and long 
waiting lists, its costs are not directly influenced by private apartment rates 
and remain lower by comparison. Conversely, the overhead expenses for 
Section 8 housing are governed by market dynamics, since the actual voucher 
subsidy is based on a percentage of the average rental costs for each area. 

Since vouchers cost more than public housing, unit for unit, the 
Admirustration has not explained how it intends to accomplish the proposed 
transition from public housing to vouchers without increased appropriations. 
Ironically, HUD has developed its more costly voucher proposal in respor\se 
to the expectation of fewer subsidies in future years. Instead, the costs of the 
Administration's Reinventing HUD proposal would far outstrip the larger 
political possiblities in Congress now. Replacing the current public housing 
programs with a more expensive system will only exacerbate the effects of 
potential budget cuts, should Congress decide to reduce funding. 

A tabulation of the total costs for public housing and Section 8 vouchers is 
found in the four table pages which follow. Public housing figiires include 
the sum of all expenditures for the 14 public housing programs slated for 
elimination, divided by the number of units over a twelve month period. 
Voucher costs include the sum of monthly Fair Market Rent levels for a two-
bedroom unit, plus administration expenses for the Section 8 program as 
established by HUD. 

The table pages provide a detailed tabulation of these various program 
expenditures. For summary purposes, here are the per uiut costs: 



Public Housing Agency 

Little Rock 
Oakland 
Washington, DC 
Miami/Dade 
Atlanta 
New Orleans 
Chicago 
Baton Rouge 
Baltimore 
Boston 
Minneapolis 
St. Paul 
St. Louis 
Kansas City, KS 
New York City 
Dallas 
Houston 
Milwaukee 
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Public Housing Rental Voucher 

Unit Costs Unit Costs 

$280.96 S505.29 
500.35 900.22 
422.36 924.03 
307.24 777.96 
461.73 627.56 
382.38 487.98 
680.58 748.74 • 
197.06 545.33 
452.28 641.63 
856.36 875.34 
280.70 681.66 
414.09 681.66 
526.09 544.25 
306.46 529.10 
473.91 736.84 
395.08 617.82 
427.48 528.02 
363.68 555.07 

{in every case. Please refer to the tables which 



DweUing Units = Number of units which received operating subsidies in FY93. 

allocations 
and ouOays for ihese PHAs during FY89 - 94 appears in the Appendix. 

Dtvdopmcnt = Awards B>adtPHAs for consm.cUon o, r=plac»,=m of pobUc hoosins. Ofndal a«»ds 
notice appears in the Appendix. 



P H S i iLd on oie proportion of FY93 Developmenl funding awarded lo each respecuve PHA. 

MROP = Major reconstruction of obsolete projects Offi^^^^jfp!?^^^^ ffig'^wards 
for FY93-94. Figures used in lhe above calculauon reflea the FY93 poruon oi mese lunomg d dius 
for each PHA. 

HOPE 6 - Grant subsidies for severely distressed public housing, as provided to ACORN by the HUD 
"""" o L ^ T ^ o ^ ^ n ^ ^ L ^ S l i ^ ^ o n and M£nu:nance. THe complete Ust of grants appears m the 

Appendix. 

Vacancy Reduction = Grant subsidies lo combat high vacancy rales in P"^"^^^;^^^^^ 
noUce appears in the Appendix for FY93-94. Figures used m ihe above calculauon reflect ine M :̂* 
portion of these funding awards for each PHA. 

TOP = Tenant Opportunity Program, a grant which is ^ - ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ 
n'93^arS^pear L ihe Appendix, as Fovided lo ACORN by the HUD Office of Resident 
Initiatives. 



PHA (con't) FC Youth App. Sen/ice Coord. 1 Early Childhd. 

1 1 i \ 

Linle Rock 0 01 330,200 01 0 

Oakland 0 01 660,098 Ol 0 

Washington, DC 0 01 0 01 0 

Dade County 0 0 0 ol 0 

Atlanta 0 0 1,067,651 01 ' 0 

New Orleans 0 0 0 ol 0 

Chicago 0 0 5.950.650 0 0 

Baton Rouge 0 0 230.000 0 0 

Baltimore 0 0 0 0 0 

Boston 0 0 1,941,750 0 0 

Minneapolis 0 0 1.001,290 0 0 

St. Paul 0 0 851.000 0 0 

St. Louis 0 0 1.015.350 0 0 

Kansas City, KS 0 0 403,400 0 0 

New York City 0 0 15,500.836 0 0 

Dallas 0 0 1,023,300 0 0 

Houston 0 0 805,400 0 0 

Milwaukee 0 0 950.800 0 0 

n c = FamUy Investment Centers, for which HUD staff have confinned that no awards were made in FY93. 
Federal law under section 102(a)(4)(C) of the HUD Refonn Act of 1989 requires public notification of 
awards for ihLs program. Federal Register indices have no record of FY93 awards, funher confinning 
that no grants were made. 

Youth Apprenticeship = Public housing programing for youih, for which HUD staff have confirmed that 
no awards were made in FY93. Federal law under section 102(a)(4)(C) of the HUD Reform Act of 
1989 requires public notificauon of awards for this program. Federal Register indices have no record of 
FY93 awards, further confirming that no grants were made. 

DE? = Drug Elimination Grant Program in response to drug-related crime in public housing. Official 
awards notice appears in tbe î pendix. 

Service Coordinators = Subsidy funding primarily designed lo assist special needs populations in public 
housing, for which HUD staff have confinned that no awards were made in FY93. Federal law under 
section 102(a)(4)(Q of the HUD Refonn Act of 1989 requires public notification of awards for this 
program. Federal Register indices have no record of FY93 awards, funher confinning that no grants 
were made. 

Eaiiy Childhood Development = Child care demonstration grants, as provided to ACORN by the HUD 
Office of Resident Iniiiauves. The complete list of grants appears in lhe Appendix. 



PHA (con't) \TOTAL UMA TOTAL FY93FMR Admin. Costs TOTAL Sec. B 

• \ Little Rock 1 5,542,748 280.96 4671 38.291 505.29 

Oakland \ 19,813,895 500.35 8321 68.221 900.22 

Washington, DC\ 57.946.548 422.36 854| 70.031 924.03 

Dade County 1 41.127.381 307.24 7191 58.961 • 777.96 

Atlanta 1 79.234,869 461.73 580 47.561 627.56 

New Orleans 1 61.496.163 382.38 4 5 l | 36.981 487.98 

Chicago 1 324.066,786 680.58 6921 56.741 748.74 

Baton Rouge 1 3.147,443 197.06 504 41.331 545.33 

Baltimore ' 98.171,141 452.28 593 | 48.631 641.63 

Boston \ 127.981.618 856.36 809 66.341 875.34 

Minneapolis 22.669.672 280.70 630 51.66 681.66 

St. Paul 21.099.782 414.09 630 51.66 681.66 

St. Louis 39.753.380 526.09 503 41.25 544.25 

Kansas City, KS 7.980.277 306.46 489 40.10 529.10 

New York City 885.855.606 473.91 681 55.84 736.84 

Dallas 32.039,293 395.08 571 46.82 617.82 

Houston 18,554,267 427.48 488 40.02 528.02 

Milwaukee 20.720.793 363.68 513 42.07 555.07 

COMPARE 

Total = Total federal subsidies under the 14 public housing programs scheduled for elimination under the 
HUD Reinvention Blueprint of December 19,1994. 

Total UMA = Total federal subsidies per unit on a monthly basis. 

FMR = Fair Market Rent for a 2-bedroom for each PHA jurisdiction, reflecting the cost of Section 8 
rental subsidies. 

Administratix-e Costs = Seclion 8 adminisuation funds awarded to PHAs in retum for local management 
of the rental assistance program. These adminisuative expenses are based on HUD guidelines of 8.2 
percent of Fair Market Rent HUD guidelines appear in the Appendix. 

Total Seclion 8 = Section 8 rental costs and adminisuative costs for each two-bedroom voucher. 



Other Federal Budget Considerations 

Aside from being more expensive, rental vouchers will also have a 
devastating impact on HUD's other low-income housing programs over 
time. This side-effect is due to Congressional spending guidelines which 
were passed into law in 1993. 

As we discussed last week. Title XIV of the 1993 tax bill creates an absolute 
freeze on the federal goverrtment's discretionary spending. These spending 
caps not only limit the amount of money that Congress may approve for 
federal agencies each year (which is why HUD's budget has remained fairly 
constant over the past three years despite inflation), but also limit the amount 
that HUD can actually spend in any given year. 

Spending oudays vary tremendously for different HUD programs. 
Construction programs like Modernization and Severely Distressed Housing 
spend funds over a five or six year period, while rental subsidies spend 
almost all of their funds during the same fiscal year. Because rental subsidies 
spend funds more quickly than public housing construction programs, and 
because HUD's outlay levels will continue to be restricted under the 1993 Act, 
the budgetary effect of a multi-bUlion dollar switch from conventional public 
housing to vouchers will be enormous. 

With outlays frozen at current levels, HUD does not have the luxury of 
shifting core components of its budget to faster spending programs. Other 
parts of HUD's budget, such as community development grants and housing 
production assistance, will face severe reductions to compensate for this 
radical change in rental assistance. V\mile it may seem a bureaucratic issue in 
accounting, the practical consequences of replacing a slow-spending public 
housing program with fast-spending rental vouchers will be massive cuts m . 
other sectors of HUD's budget. Outlay demands created by the voucher 
program will crowd out other spending requirements. 

Vouchers are Poor Public Policy 

In addition to the fact that HUD cannot afford the voucher proposal without 
substantial increases in appropriation and outlays, the Reinvention Blueprmt 
for public housing also makes bad policy choices. The most outstanding 
faults with the voucher proposal are discussed below. 

1. Massive demolition will result. 

HUD wants to give every public housing tenant a voucher, which they could 
either apply towards their existing unit or use elsewhere like Section 8. In 
order to compete with the private market for these vouchers, PHAs would be 
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deregulated. PHAs would certainly demolish or sell off thousands of units, 
for at least three reasons: 

a) PHAs would be forced to tear down or sell off those buildings which 
couid not be maintained on the rental receipts of voucher income, 
since there would no longer be a Modernization program for repairs. 

b) PHAs would sell buildings located on prime real estate, such as 
North Beach overlooking the San Francisco Bay and Edgemere Homes 
on the Jamaica Bay coast in New York. There are many existing public 
housing developments which would be more profitable for luxury 
housing redevelopment or commercial use instead of low-rent 
housing. 

c) PHAs would have an incentive to tear down unpopular 
developments which local officials view as political liabilities, rather 
than commit the police and social services necessary to make them 
livable. 

2. Temporary vouchers are not permanent housing. 

Rental subsidies are or\ly good for the duration of their terms. Usually, 
Section 8 is provided in 5 year terms. However, the Administration is 
considering shorter terms under the new voucher proposal. Unless Congress 
renews the vouchers, they expire. And the commitment of the new Congress 
to affordable housing programs is suspect at best. 

If Congress decides to cut present public housing programs, PHAs will be 
forced to develop budgets with fewer resources. Maintenance will be 
deferred, staff workers will be laid off, and garbage removal schedules would 
lengthen. The cumulative effects of such cuts would contribute to the overall 
decline of public housing developments, making such budget cuts 
irresponsible and pimitive. Residents as a group would ultimately suffer the 
consequences. However, individual tenant leases are not endangered directly 
by cuts in public housing programs. Budget cuts to voucher programs have a 
more personal impact: such cuts terminate lease contracts, with the direct 
consequence of placing families on the streets. Given the ruthless attitudes of 
new Congressional leaders toward low-income persons, shifting four million 
households of public housing into such a voucher system would endanger 
countless families with homelessness. 

3. Vouchers do not guarantee housing. 

Only one in five families who are legally, legitimately eligible for 
Section 8 actually receive a voucher, because there are relatively few resources 
in that program. Of those fortunate enough to receive a voucher, over half 
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return their voucher unused, because there simply are not any apartments 
they can find or afford. Among large famiUes and minority families, over /5 
percent return their vouchers unused. 

These statistics reflect the enormous shortfall of lower rent apartments in the 
private market, even with the benefit of federal aid for voucher recipients. 
Once public housing is replaced by a voucher program, the stock of voucher 
eligible units in the private market will tighten even more. Residents are not 
able to use market-rate vouchers for private apartments in most cases, and 
the HUD proposal does not guarantee market-rate assistance. 

4. Vouchers don't create new affordable stock. 

The basic reason why low-income families must rely on federal subsidies is 
because there is not enough privately affordable housing stock available. The 
permanent solution to reducing the demand for public housmg is the 
creation of additional low-rent private apartments. Measures such as the 
Community Reinvestment Act have been instrumental in leveraging private 
capital for this purpose. 

In contrast, vouchers do not create permanent affordable housinĝ  No 
developer or nonprofit housing organization can go to a bank and obtam 
financing for a project that relies on rental vouchers, because portable rental 
subsidies are not predictable project income. Congress does not have to 
renew vouchers (as discussed above), and residents may choose to use their 
vouchers elsewhere. Vouchers are only useful for housing recipient families 
in existing units and do not contribute to the creation of new stock. They 
represent a stop-gap response to a much larger problem. 

5. Vital support programs will be lost. 

Of the fourteen pubUc housing programs to be abolished under the HUD 
Remvention Blueprint, almost half have specific purposes which do not fund 
the physical operation of public housing developments. (Should these non-
housing programs be taken out of the cost comparision analysis in the 
attached tables, the ratio between public housing units and rental vouchers 
would be more accurate and even more disparate). Drug Himination Grants 
combat drug-related crime in public housing through inaeased secunty; the 
Tenant Opportunity Program supports resident initiatives and economic 
development; Early Childhood Development funds Head Start programs, and 
so on. Congress has created these programs to respond to speafic defiaenaes 
in PHA operating budgets. Many of these programs serve speaahzed needs 
which will not be met by PHAs on their own. Their loss will expedite the 
further decline of public housing commuruties. 
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6. Deregulation of PHAs will be a disaster. 

As part of the Administration's voucher proposal, public housing agencies 
will be completely deregulated from federal performance standards and 
measures. In particular, rules for tenant rights and lease grievance 
protections will be abolished. 

This type of deregulation will reduce accountability in a system which has 
failed to meet the modest requirements already in place. While micro-
management of PHAs from Washington is not a goal supported by ACORN, 
the legal assurance that PHAs will abide by uniform rules of conduct must 
continue. PHAs are the public stewards of billions of dollars in federally 
financed real estate, and must be held accountable to national standards 
through regulation. 

Summary 

The Clinton Administiation's proposed voucher system for public housing is 
unworkable in numerous respects. There is not enough money under 
present budget levels to provide residents with a real voucher, and HUD's 
budget consti-aints are more likely to worsen rather than increase in the years 
ahead. Vouchers cannot provide a credible exit opportionity to residents, 
because they will not match the fair market price of private apartinents. 

Residents will not only be trapped in tiieir existing pubUc housing units with 
these vouchers, but theu: developments will also be defunded of operatirig 
and support subsidies which are currentiy in place. The Administiration's 
voucher proposal will only exacerbate tiie challenges which residents now 
face. 



IMAMUIMAL ALLIANCE OF HUD TENANTS 
353 Columbus Avenue. Boston, MA 02116. Tel: 617.267.9564 Fax: 617.267.4769 

Talking Points on Project-Based Section 8 Ji Public Housing 

.HJST SAY NO TO VOUCIIERS 

* 77/̂  plan io replace Public Housing anti Project-Based Scciion S witlt Vouchers will destroy 
ajfordable housing. President Clinton wiiiits to plinsc out all public housing and pri)jcct-bascd Seclion 
8 subsidy proy,rains. lie wants lo replace Ihis housing wilh icnl vouchers for individual IcnaiUs, who 
could decide lo slay or move. IZnding Ihc public housing operating subsidies and Section 8 conlracls 
means much of lhe nearly 3 million unils of ihis housing will deteriorate, as sonic lenaiUs move out. 
Tenanls who can't find available housing elsewhere-large lamilies, minorilies or lhe elderly-will be left 
behind in deteriorating buildings, while opeialing subsidies to owners are cut. Slill other units in high 
maikel areas will be lost as owners "genlrify" buildings. Either way, lhe President's proposal will destroy 
our homes and our communities. 

* Vouchers will mean homelessness. Vouchers arc 20% more expensive per unit than public 
housing and projecl-bascd Section 8. The Presideni is proposing lo cul, nol increase HUD funding, so 
vouchers mean that al least 20% oflenanls ofprojecl-based Seclion 8 and public housing will be 
displaced. As many as 500,000 families could be made homeless by Clinlon's voucher plan, liven more 
will be displaced ifClinlon and/or Congress cut funds below current levels. 

* Block grants slash housing funding and aid fewer tenants. The Clinion plan docs \ M 
guaranlce vouchers lo all curreiU public and subsidized housing Icnaiils. liislcad. Clinlon proposes lo 
consolidalc public housing and Scciion 8 .subsidies inlo a block grant lo Ihc slatcs-al much lower funding 
levels, l l would be up lo lhe slalcs lo decide which public and subsidized housing lenanls would be able 
lo gel vouchers. After lhe housing subsidies are "block-granlcd" and lenanls scallcied, il will be easier 
for Congress lo cul lunds even more and harder for lenanls and coinnuiivilies lo resist. 

* Vouchers don't mean decent, ajfordable housing. Unlike public housing and project-based 
Seclion 8. vouchers don't necessarily guaranlce affordable rents for lenanls. When a low-income tenant ' 
has a fixed-iciit voucher, a landlord wants lo charge as much as he or she can gel. I3ut in public housing .. 
and piojccl-based Seclion 8. rents are guaianleed lo be alToidablc lo low-income lenanls. In many . 
markets, lenanls wilh vouchers are unable lo find decent housing due lo lack of available units, ."p'^ij^^i 
discriminalion, moving costs, access lo transportation, or high rental costs. ' ' ;. ti'^^i?.; 

* Public Housing and Project-Based Section S provide low-income housing Jor a diverse range)^^}^-.. 
of Americans. We cannot ajford to lose this housing. There are more than 1.4 million units or;r4!^Sli^^{ 
public housing and over 1.5 million unils ofprojecl-based Section 8 in lhe country. People in urban,'i;:̂ '̂| f̂ ^̂ ^ 
rural, and suburban communities live in this housing. Hundreds of thousands ofthese units are sel aside''̂ f^t'fCI^ 
for senior citizens, people with disabilities and formerly homeless jieople. Once lost, these uni 
extremely hard to replace. . , 

* Public Housing and Project-Based Section S provides better-<iuality housing than the ^ 

V, real estate market. 25% of low-income housing on lhe private markci is substandard (Harvard i^^i'll? 
,/ \ University Joing Center on Housing), while only 7% ofprojecl-based Section 8 (HUD Policy ''•'^^.^^^.x^ 

• / Development and Research Division) and 6% of public housing (National Commission on Distressed 
p-^' . Public Housing) is substandard. While some public and piojecl-ba.scd Seclion 8 housing needs inajoroi^^^-
pi;::' . iin|)ioveincnts, vouchers cliiiiiiialc the best pKJtectioii Iciumts have lor decent housi 
| K . ; HUD they can use to enforce housing quality standards. Wilh vouchers, tenants lose 
•i -

ng-a contract w i ' U / ^ ^ ^ ^ p 
le this contract an^'ilf?#^^| 

protections. • ' ' ^ ^ ^ m 

" Vouchers don 7 really save money. Real cost-savings lor the federal government can come [ :om 'z^0^ 
refinancing the ])rojecl-bascd Section 8 buildings, vvliich is one iiicco ol"the President's housing proposal 
we can support. In addition, there arc tremendous savings available tiuough cutting widfall profits given 
k) owners l1nt̂ C1•iKn1rv̂ 44JH) wttHiftMiii-ly •htntsiitg -IH-D^HMUS. 


