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U.S. OEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20410-0001 

July 25, 1996 

Honorable Rick A. Lazio 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing 

and Community Opportunity 
Committee on Banking and 

F i n a n c i a l Services 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-6052 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am w r i t i n g co inform vou o£ the Adm i n i s t r a t i o n ' s p o s i t i o n 
on l e a i s l n ^ - i o n vou are c u r r e n t l y addressing i n the Conference 
r e c c n c i l i n g S. 1260 and H.R. 2406, the p u b l i c housing reform 

Tnes- b U l 5 would fundamentally reform the way m which 
rbe'Nation's p u b l i c housing i s administered. I look forward t o 
co n t i n u i n g our c o l l a b o r a t i o n on these b i l l s as you move forward 
m the l e g i s l a t i v e Conference, and t o enacting and c a r r y i n g out 
an important piece of housing reform l e g i s l a t i o n . 

Tb^ z^dministration s t r o n g l y supports the goals of S. 1260 
and HR 2406--to deregulate the Nation's 3,400 p u b l i c housing 
ag-nci-^s ir^ a manner which w i l l b e n e f i t p u b l i c housing r e s i d e n t s , 
-e=5^'lt economic savings t o the f e d e r a l government, and be 
f u l l v accountable to the p u b l i c . Both b i l l s make permanent a 
number of c r i t i c a l reforms the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n and Congress^have 
accomplished through l e g i s l a t i o n which would otherwise expire at 
•ch^ -nd of t h i s f i s c a l year. And both b i l l s would continue the 
Adm-̂ r̂  ̂ r r-atiop's maior transformation of p u b l i c housing by 
promoting t h * f o l l o w i n g : 1) re p l a c i n g the worst p u b l i c housing 
w^th s c a t t e r e d s i t e and townhouse developments and p o r t a b l e 
tenant-based assistance, e s p e c i a l l y through the permanent repeal 
of the one-for-one replacement requirement and f a c i l i t a t i n g 
d e m o l i t i o n and conversion t o tenant-based assistance or 
appropriate s i t e r e v i t a i i z a t i o n ; 2) t u r n i n g around the most 
t r o u b l e d p u b l i c housing a u t h o r i t i e s , e s p e c i a l l y through enhanced 
powers a f f o r d e d t o the Department upon takeover and the r e q u i r e d 
takeover of c e r t a i n severely t r o u b l e d PH-Ẑ s; 3) i n f u s i n g p o s i t i v e 
i n c e r - i v - ^ t o enccurace work among residen t s , i n c l u d i n g ' 
conM^uaticn of rent modifications a l l o w i n g f o r earned income 
adjustments, c e i l i n g rents, and promoting homeownership- as a 
means of a t t a i n i n g s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y ; and 4) demanding 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y from residents, through more vigorous screening, 
e v i c t i o n , and lease enforcement p r o v i s i o n s . 
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As you know from my testimony before both the House and 
Senate Housing Subcommittees during the past year, the 
Administration continues to harbor a series of very serious 
concerns with respect to pa r t i c u l a r provisions m both b i l l s . 
These provisions would swing the pendulum too far--away from 
prudent national standards and appropriate federal oversight_ 
Given reductions i n public housing subsidies enacted m FY 199b 
and FY 1996, and proposed for FY 1997, we remain concerned that 
l o c a l PHAs would be compelled to exercise t h i s d i s c r e t i o n m a 
way that disproportionately harms the Nation's poorest 
households, including the elderly and disabled- The 
Administration remains convinced, however, that our concerns can 
and w i l l be addressed i n the Conference, leading to the enactment 
of an important piece of reform l e g i s l a t i o n . 

The following represents the Administration's most pressing 
concerns. 

I. MAJOR CONCERNS: 

A. DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON THB MOST VULNERABLE 

1. Income Targeting in the Tenant-based Section 8 Rental 
Assistance Program 

Both b i l l s unnecessarily open up income targeting i n the 
Section 8 tenant-based assistance program to families w i th l i t t l e 
or no severe housing needs. Current law targets assistance to 
very low-income families with incomes below 50 percent of the 
area median income. Moreover, federal preferences, which 
previously applied to 90 percent of new Section 8 recipients 
p r i o r to FY 1996, have served to further target assistance to 
families with extremely low incomes--below 30 percent of the 
median income. The median income of Section 8 c e r t i f i c a t e 
holders i s $6,900. 

In contrast, HR 2406 would allow half of a l l Section 8 
tenant-based assistance to go to r e l a t i v e l y higher income 
families, with incomes up to 80 percent of the median income, 
while permanently eliminating federal preferences. S. 1260 would 
allow one fourth of a l l assistance to go to families w i th incomes 
at t h i s l e v e l . The Administration believes that scarce housing 
resources should not be provided to households with incomes at 80 
percent of the median--approximately $40,000 for families i n the 
ten largest metro areas--who are better able to a f f o r d private 
market housing without any subsidy. Additionally, an 80 percent 
median income threshold--equivalent to 250 percent of the poverty 
line--exceeds the income l i m i t s for v i r t u a l l y a l l other federal 
means tested programs. 
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The Administration contends that scarce federal r e n t a l 
subsidies for use i n the private market must be targeted to 
families with the lowest incomes, f o r the following reasons: 1) 
5.3 m i l l i o n very low-income renters now have "worst-case housing 
needs," defined as paying more than 50 percent of t h e i r income 
toward rent or l i v i n g i n substandard housing u n i t s , and these 
families are concentrated at the lowest income levels (below 30 
percent of the area median income); 2) r e l a t i v e l y few households 
with incomes i n the upper ranges allowed under both b i l l s to 
become e l i g i b l e for admission to the Section 8 program (including 
17.5 m i l l i o n unassisted renters) have serious unmet housing 
needs; 3) for the f i r s t time i n the history of the r e n t a l 
assistance program, funding for new incremental assistance has 
been eliminated f o r 2 consecutive years; 4) federal preferences 
have been repealed; 5) public housing income targeting i s to be 
opened up to families with r e l a t i v e l y higher incomes to 
accommodate mixed income communities, r e s u l t i n g i n fewer 
subsidies available for extremely poor families; and 6) tenant-
based r e n t a l assistance easily integrates families with low 
incomes i n t o private, mixed-income housing of t h e i r choice and 
does not suffer from the income concentration problems of 
proj ect-based programs. 

While the Administration supports the repeal of federal 
preferences, the Administration is strongly opposed to both 
bills' income targeting for the Section 8 program. Instead, we 
believe that three-fourths of all Section 8 tenant-based 
assistance should be targeted to extremely poor families with 
incomes at or below 30 percent of the area median income 
(approximately $11,300), with the remainder targeted to families 
at or below 50 percent of the area median income. 

2. Income Targeting i n public housing 

The Administration believes that both b i l l s 
unnecessarily open up income e l i g i b i l i t y i n public housing to 
families earning incomes of up to 80 percent of the median, or 
approximately $40,000, i n the ten largest metro areas. While the 
Administration believes chat i t i s imperative to admit working 
families with incomes high enough to raise- the average median 
income from the current level of 17 percent of the median 
($6,420), the Administration f i r m l y believes that mixed income 
communities can be attained simply through the repeal of federal 
preferences, proposed i n both b i l l s , coupled with allowing the 
admission of families with incomes of up to 60 percent of the 
area median, or approximately $22,700. A 60 percent upper cap, 
moreover, w i l l a l i g n the program's income mix with the HOME and 
low-income housing tax credit programs. 
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The Administration also i s concerned with the House b i l l ' s 
d e f i n i t i o n s of "income," "low-income families" and "very low-
income families". A l l three of these d e f i n i t i o n s vest a u t h o r i t y 
i n the PHA, rather than the Secretary, to determine how income 
w i l l be defined and what income levels w i l l be served. As 
drafted, these provisions could have the eff e c t of thwarting any 
income targeting otherwise set i n the b i l l . 

The Administration supports the Senate requirement of 40 percent 
of new admissions for extremely low-income families in public 
housing; however, the Administration firmly supports an upper cap 
for the remaining new admissions of families with income levels 
no higher than 60 percent of the area median income (or on 
average approximately $22,700 nationally). 

The Administration also seeks a development-by-development target 
that mirrors the PHA-wide target to avert substantial income 
segregation in particular developments. Also, the ability to 
define income and income-eligible families must be vested in the 
Secretary, and not the local PHA. 

3. Rent charges 

a. Rent charges in public housing 

The Administration strongly supports rent structures f o r 
housing assistance which encourage work and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y among 
residents. The Administration also strongly supports the Brooke 
amendment protections from unaffordable rent charges. U n t i l 
recently, the Brooke amendment required every tenant to pay 
approximately 30 percent of t h e i r adjusted income toward rent. 
Current law, as reformed by t h i s Congress i n the FY 1996 VA/HUD 
Appropriation, has eliminated previous work disincentives 
contained i n the public housing rent structure, while also 
ensuring that the poorest families, elderly, and disabled 
households are protected from unaffordable and unfair rent 
charges. Now, PHAs are permitted to establish earned income_ 
adjustments and c e i l i n g rents to encourage work, and to r e t a i n 
and a t t r a c t working families to public housing communities. Under 
current law, public housing residents no longer have to pay 30 
percent of every d o l l a r earned toward rent. Unfortunately, these 
modifications were enacted only for FY 1996 and only i n the 
public housing arena. 

The Adminiatration, therefore, strongly opposes the provisions in 
the House bill repealing Brooke amendment protections. Instead, 
we would support: 1) for families with incomes at or below 60 
percent of the median income, requiring rent charges to be up to 
the Brooke amendment limitation (up to 30 percent of adjusted 
income); and 2) the permanent extension of the current law 
modifications to the Brooke amendment which encourage work. 
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b. Rent Charges i n the Native American Housing programs 

The Administration believes that the House b i l l , while 
reforming the Nation's Native American housing programs m a 
pos i t i v e fashion, does not address rent protections f o r the poor. 
The House b i l l completely removes rent protections f o r poor 
households assisted under the Native American housing programs. 
Neither the Brooke Amendment, nor any modified version, was 
included i n T i t l e V i l of the House b i l l . The re s u l t i s to remove 
the f l o o r and the c e i l i n g i n Indian Housing, allowing the 
t r i b a l l y designated housing entities.(TDHE) to charge any amount 
for rent, regardless of whether the charge would be affordable to 
poor families. The Administration instead supports a provision 
that p a r a l l e l s our position for public housing residents: 
permitting a TDHE to charge up to 3 0 percent of monthly adjusted 
income. Since so much of the decent, safe and sanitary housing 
available on-reservation i s HUD housing, the needs of t h i s 
special population are best served by providing f l e x i b i l i t y to 
serve the broad variety of e l i g i b l e Native American families i n 
these settings, while assuring that the housing w i l l be 
affordable. 

Rents for the Native American housing programs should be 
required to be set by the TDHEs at up to 30 percent of adjusted 
income. 

c. Minimum Rents 

The Administration supports the notion that every family 
receiving assistance should pay rent, to the extent possible. 
In f a c t , the Brooke amendment i s intended to function i n j u s t 
t h i s manner. The minimum rent concept applies only to families 
whose adjusted or gross incomes are so low that the required 
Brooke payment--30 percent of adjusted income--is less than the 
mandatory minimum. 

The Administration i s supportive of allowing PHAs to charge 
a minimum rent of up to $25, as long as i t does not cause_ 
unnecessary hardship (for example, for those families awaiting 
public benefit e l i g i b i l i t y determinations). HUD should have the 
authority, however, to require hardship exemptions. 

The Administration, therefore, opposes the minimum rent provision 
in the House bill. Instead, we support the Senate minimum rent 
requirement, of an amount not to exceed $25, but contend that 
there should be an exemption for hardship cases, as the House 
bill contains, to be determined by the Secretary. 
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4. Moving-to-Work Demonstration for the 21st century 

The Administration strongly opposes the demonstration 
contained i n HR 2406, which functions as a back-door elimination 
of a l l program requirements, including Brooke rent protections 
and income targeting, for up to a half m i l l i o n families. The FY 
1996 Approoriation permits a demonstration for up to 30 PHAS to 
test innovative ways to l i n k families to work, through merging 
funding streams and testing new rent structures while r e t a i n i n g 
reasonable income targeting. The small size of the demonstration 
permits a rigorous evaluation and program r e p l i c a b i l i t y . In 
contrast, HR 2406 expands t h i s small demonstration to 100 PHAs m 
each of the next 3 years, for a t o t a l of 300 PHAs, with perhaps 
half a m i l l i o n units, including a l l 175,000 units of the New York 
City Housing Authority i n the f i r s t year. The provision also 
eliminates current law income targeting and assurances that tne 
same number of families would be served. The Administration 
would entertain a l i m i t e d expansion of the current law 
demonstration, as long as the Secretary may specify additional 
protections, including unit caps, income targeting, rent s e t t i n g 
and l i m i t a t i o n s on funding consolidation. 

The Administration opposes the moving-to-work demonstration as 
provided in HR 2406, and remains concerned that, if enacted, ^ 
perhaps half a million families, including all families residing 
in New York City, will be l e f t without affordability protections 
or other legal protections. The absence of income targeting for 
the demonstration could allow PHAs merely to admit higher income, 
working families, rather than develop strategies to employ the 
two-thirds of public housing families that are not currently 
working. Instead, the Administration supports continued 
authorization of the current move-to-work demonstration, with 
additional protections specified by the Secretary if expanded to 
additional PHAs. 

5. Payment Standard in the Tenant-based Section 8 program 

The Administration remains concerned with the unfettered 
d i s c r e t i o n afforded to PHAs to a l t e r the depth of the subsidy 
level i n the Section 3 tenant-based assistance program. The 
subsidy level i s based upon tenant rent contributions (currently 
the Brooke amendment rents) and also on the rent f o r the u n i t 
capped by the t y p i c a l rent charged for a standard q u a l i t y private 
r e n t a l u n i t of the size the family needs, or the "payment 
standard". The subsidy calculation i s the payment standard, or 
lower rent for the un i t , minus the family rent c o n t r i b u t i o n . 
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Under current law, the payment standard i s t i e d to an area s 
Fair Market Rent (FMR), with exceptions for exceptionally high 
rent sub-markets. The current law payment standard, combined 
with Brooke rents, ensures that assistance w i l l be spread to tne 
maximum number of families possible while s t i l l g i ving families 
access to a broad range of housing units. In contrast, t>oth 
b i l l s allow the payment standard to ri s e to 120 percent of FMRs, 
regardless of whether the area i s a high rent area. These deeper 
subsidies would unnecessarily reduce the t o t a l number of families 
who could be assisted under the program. Ad d i t i o n a l l y , allowing 
the payment standard to be raised above the FMR l i m i t of current 
law combined with loosened income targeting m both b i l l s , would 
allow higher income families, with l i t t l e or no need, to access 
deep and expensive housing subsidies. 

The Administration believes, instead, that the upper end of the 
payment standard range should remain at its current level of 100 
percent of the Fair Market Rent, with exception levels for 
locations with unusually high market rents. 

B. SELF SUFFICIENCY 

The Administration f i r m l y believes that residents of public 
housing must assume certain r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s i n return f o r the 
benefits of t h e i r public housing assistance. To t h i s end, the 
Administration supports the many positive reforms m both the 
House and Senate b i l l s which place a premium on resident s e l f -
s u f f i c i e n c y and on l i n k i n g the PHA with e x i s t i n g providers of 
services. Additionally, both b i l l s would toughen screening, 
lease enforcement and eviction requirements. 

However, the Administration remains deeply concerned about 
the House b i l l ' s additional s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y requirements. These 
new sweeping provisions would fundamentally change the public 
housing and section 8 programs and would impose inordinate and 
costly burdens on 3,400 local PHAs whose budgets and 
administrative capacities are already stretched too t h i n . These 
provisions were added to the b i l l on the evening before House 
f l o o r debate, without any opportunity for public review or 
Congressional hearings. In par t i c u l a r , the Administration fears 
that such provisions would too easily result i n harmful and 
unintended consequences for residents. 

Instead, the Administration would strongly support 
authorizing language which emphasizes collaboration between 
federal, state and local enterprises to address welfare reform 
and self-sufficiency in a coordinated manner. For example, the 
Administration supports the provisions in both bills which 
require PHAs to describe in their annual plans the ways in which 
they plan to coordinate witb other local and state welfare and 
service agencies. We also support the Senate provision which 
adds to the existing performance measurement system (PHMAP) an 
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indicator that measures the extent to which PHAs carry out s e l f -
sufficiency activities. Additionally, the Administration would 
support: 1) authorization of 30,000 Section 8 certificates for 
use with local collaborative welfare-to-work initiatives; and 2) 
establishment of a performance measurement indicator for the 
Section 8 program to measure the extent to which section 8 
administrators carry out, or create linkages for, s e l f -
sufficiency activities. 

C. FEDERAL OVERSIGHT 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n supports the Senate b i l l ' s approach t o 
r e v i s i n g the current performance measurement system--the Public 
Housing Management Assessment Program (PHMAP)--for o v e r s i g h t of 
p u b l i c housing, by adding a d d i t i o n a l f a c t o r s which measure the 
degree t o which the PHA c a r r i e s out a c t i v i t i e s promoting the 
s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y of resid e n t s . The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y 
opposes the House b i l l ' s i nappropriate oversight mechanism, which 
e s t a b l i s h e s a new f e d e r a l agency to a c c r e d i t p u b l i c housing 
agencies and providers of the "deep subsidy" programs. This 
s t r u c t u r e w i l l not reduce the size of the f e d e r a l government--it 
w i l l o n l y r e d i s t r i b u t e bureaucracy. The b i l l , moreover, 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y removes HUD's oversight and a u d i t i n g 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s without s u b s t i t u t i n g an adequate method t o 
assure a c c o u n t a b i l i t y f o r f e d e r a l funds. 

Such a s t r u c t u r e i s not appropriate i n an era when HUD's 
r o l e i n a d m i n i s t e r i n g the public.housing program i s t a r g e t e d more 
and more t o t u r n i n g around those PHAs tha t are t r o u b l e d , and t o 
r e v i t a l i z i n g those developments and neighborhoods t h a t are 
d i s t r e s s e d . For the f i r s t time i n three decades, the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has taken an aggressive approach to t r o u b l e d 
p u b l i c housing a u t h o r i t i e s - - b y p l a c i n g some i n r e c e i v e r s h i p , 
i n s t i t u t i n g d i r e c t takeovers of others, or e s t a b l i s h i n g 
i n n o v a t i v e partnerships w i t h others located i n c i t i e s w i t h strong 
l o c a l leadership. I n con t r a s t , the e l i m i n a t i o n of continuous 
f e d e r a l o v e r s i g h t as proposed i n the House b i l l could thwart the 
progress made by t h i s A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , and impede government's 
a b i l i t y t o intervene before i t i s too l a t e . 

The Administration, therefore, supports the Senate bill revisions 
to the PHMAP system and would support the establishment of a Task 
Force to determine the need for and benefits from, if any, the 
establishment of an outside accreditation entity. Additionally, 
the Administration believes that it is critical to have in place 
systems to measure and reward good performance, by: 1) 
establishing a bonus pool setaside from the public housing 
capital fund, to reward high performing PHAs; and 2) measuring 
the performance of Section 8 rental assistance administrators, 
through the establishment p.f the Section Eight Management 
Assessment Plan (SEMAP). The Administration also supports the 
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House and Senate hill provisions for enhanced powers, the 
required takeover of severely troubled PHAs that are not mj*^"^ 
substantial progress, and the House provision for oversight or 
PHAs "at risk" of becoming troubled. 

D. OCCUPANCY STANDARDS 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the House b i l l ' s p r o v i s i o n on 
occupancy standards because i t would reduce p r o t e c t i o n s c u r r e n t l y 
a f f o r d e d t o f a m i l i e s w i t h c h i l d r e n and t o persons w i t h 
d i s a b i l i t i e s under the Fair Housing Act. The p r o v i s i o n would 
i n v i t e s t a t e adoption of absolute occupancy standards of two 
persons per bedroom regardless of the f a c t s of a p a r t i c u l a r 
<=?ituation, or the existence of any h e a l t h or s a f e t y 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n s . Furthermore, the b i l l would also create a sate 
harbor f o r housing providers by imposing an absolute two person 
per bedroom standard i n those states t h a t do not adopt t h e i r own 
occupancy standards. 

Enactment of t h i s p r o v i s i o n could r e s u l t , f o r example, i n 
a l l o w i n g a housing provider t o refuse t o rent a 2-bedroom u n i t t o 
a f a m i l y w i t h three c h i l d r e n , even i f : 1) the bedrooms were 
unusually l a r g e ; 2) one of the c h i l d r e n was an i n f a n t ; or 3) a 
den could reasonably be used as a bedroom. HUD's c u r r e n t 
occupancy standard, which conforms t o Congress's d i r e c t i o n i n the 
FY 1996 HUD A p p r o p r i a t i o n Act, a p p r o p r i a t e l y r e q u i r e s HUD t o 
determine, on a case by case basis, whether a standard i s l e g a l 
under the F a i r Housing Act, and based upon a v a r i e t y of 
circumstances. I n co n t r a s t , the House b i l l does not provide f o r 
such s p e c i a l circumstances t o be taken i n t o account. Moreover, 
the b i l l e f f e c t i v e l y preempts the Fa i r Housing Act by presuming 
t h a t any state-enacted occupancy standard i s reasonable. 

E. DEFINITION OF "PERSON WITH DISABILITIES" 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y opposes the House b i l l ' s changes 
to the cu r r e n t law d e f i n i t i o n of "person w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s " 
because the changes d i r e c t l y c o n f l i c t w i t h A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s goals 
of encouraging economic s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y , and would d r a s t i c a l l y 
c u r t a i l access t o housing f o r low-income persons w i t h 
d i s a b i l i t i e s . The b i l l ' drops from the d e f i n i t i o n persons who 
have p r e v i o u s l y been defined as "handicapped" by v i r t u e of.a 
s u b s t a n t i a l , long-term physical or mental impairment. This prong 
of the d e f i n i t i o n covers i n d i v i d u a l s who are disab l e d , but who 
are able t o work i n some capacity. Because t h i s d e f i n i t i o n 
determines e l i g i b i l i t y f o r housing resources i n c l u d i n g designated 
p u b l i c housing. Section 811 housing, and Section 8 tenant-based 
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assistance, the p r o v i s i o n would unnecessarily e v i s c e r a t e the 
a b i l i t y of low-income, disabled i n d i v i d u a l s t o access t a r g e t e d 
resources merely because they work. Moreover, the p r o v i s i o n 
could induce persons w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s t o remain dependent on 
p u b l i c b e n e f i t s r a t h e r than j o i n the work f o r c e , m order t o 
continue e l i g i b i l i t y f o r housing assistance. 

F. RESIDENT EMPOWERMENT 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y supports p r o v i s i o n s i n both 
b i l l s which empower residents, ensure t h a t they p a r t i c i p a t e m 
decisions a f f e c t i n g t h e i r l i v e s , and p r o t e c t them from 
unwarranted i n t r u s i o n s . A d d i t i o n a l l y , we support r e t e n t i o n of 
c e r t a i n elements of current law which are not m e i t h e r b i l l . Tne 
f i n a l conferenced b i l l must include, at l e a s t , the f o l l o w i n g : 

• Reauthorization of the Tenant Opportunity Program, as 
provided i n both b i l l s , which provides funds t o 
resid e n t groups t o undertake a c t i v i t i e s , i n c l u d i n g 
those which lead to resident s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y . 

• The Senate a u t h o r i z a t i o n of the supportive service s 
funding, o r i g i n a l l y authorized i n the FY 1996 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n . 

• Resident membership requirements on the p u b l i c housing 
board, as provided i n both b i l l s , and the House b i l l ' s 
r e q u i r e d plan review period f o r a f f e c t e d r e s i d e n t s . 

• Current law r i g h t s of c o n s u l t a t i o n a f f o r d e d t o tenants 
i n the demo/dispo process; 

• The Senate b i l l lease and grievance procedures, as w e l l 
as i n f o r m a l hearing appeal r i g h t s a f f o r d e d t o 
app l i c a n t s m the House b i l l , i n c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h 
e v i c t i o n and admissions procedures, 

G. UNNECESSARILY DIMINISHING AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK IN THE 
SECTION 8 PROJECT-BASED PROGRAM 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has proposed a comprehensive approach t o 
addressing the issue of Section 8 contract renewals, over-market 
subsidies, and the gradual r e o r i e n t a t i o n of a p o r t i o n of the 
p o r t f o l i o t o a mixed-income environment. The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
b e l i e v e s t h a t these issues must be handled i n a s t r u c t u r e d , 
coherent manner, and ther e f o r e opposes the House b i l l ' s piecemeal 
approach t o s o l v i n g these problems. However, the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
would support something less than a comprehensive s o l u t i o n o f _ t h e 
Section 8 renewal and oversu b s i d i z a t i o n issues i f Congress f a i l s 
t o address these issues comprehensively i n t h i s l e g i s l a t i v e 
session, and i f the b i l l were modified t o contain a d d i t i o n a l 
f i n a n c i a l and resident p r o t e c t i o n s . 
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H. SECTION 108 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the House b i l l ' s r e s t r i c t i o n on 
Section 108 homeownership a c t i v i t i e s t o no more than 50 percent 
of each a p p l i c a t i o n . Such a r e s t r i c t i o n would preclude small 
e n t i t i e s , w i t h funding requests f o r j u s t one p r o j e c t , from 
engaging i n any economic development a c t i v i t y i f the s i n g l e 
p r o j e c t was housing-related. 

JI. OTHER CONCERNS 

A. ELIMINATION OF THE 1937 ACT 

At the request of the House Banking Committee, the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has conducted an extensive review of the 
i m p l i c a t i o n s of the repeal of the 1937 Act. We have determined 
t h a t there are, at a minimum, over 500 references t o the 1937 Act 
from o t h e r s t a t u t e s , located both w i t h i n and outside of the 
j u r i s d i c t i o n of the Congressional Banking Committees. ^ 
A d d i t i o n a l l y , the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has i d e n t i f i e d a s e r i e s ot 
issues which the Conferees should address i f the repeal i s 
accepted i n the Conference. Moreover, coupling the 1937 Act 
repeal w i t h s e l f implemention of v i r t u a l l y the e n t i r e Act, as 
provided i n the House b i l l , would i n h i b i t the a b i l i t y of the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n t o ensure t h a t the new law i s c a r r i e d out 
un i f o r m l y , w i t h adequate guidance. The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
t h e r e f o r e , urges Congress t o ensure t h a t any repeal of the 193/ 
Act i s done c a u t i o u s l y and c a r e f u l l y . 

B. MCKINNEY ACT 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n supports the i n t e n t of the House b i l l 
provision--making s e l f - h e l p homeownership an e l i g i b l e a c t i v i t y 
f o r n o n p r o f i t groups seeking surplus property. However, the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the p r o v i s i o n ' s current p r i o r i t i z a t i o n ot 
s e l f - h e l p homeownership t r a n s f e r s over and above a l l t r a n s f e r s 
under the e x i s t i n g McKinney Act r i g h t of f i r s t r e f u s a l f o r 
p r o v i d e r s of services t o homeless i n d i v i d u a l s and f a m i l i e s . 
Instead, e n t i t i e s i n t e r e s t e d i n engaging i n s e l f - h e l p _ 
homeownership f o r low-income i n d i v i d u a l s as w e l l as e n t i t i e s 
engaging i n a c t i v i t i e s f o r the homeless should be a f f o r d e d an 
equal oDportunity t o apply f o r a surplus property t r a n s f e r . To 
t h i s end, the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n also opposes the House b i l l ' s 
complete e l i m i n a t i o n iby deeming c e r t a i n t r a n s f e r s t o be i n 
compliance w i t h the McKinney Act) of current law's r i g h t of f i r s t 
r e f u s a l t o homeless groups f o r surplus p r o p e r t i e s w i t h p a r t i c u l a r 
f e a t u r e s and dimensions. 
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C. HOME AND CDBG INCOME TARGETING 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the House b i l l ' s unnecessarily 
loosened income t a r g e t i n g i n both the CDBG and HOME programs 
a l l o w i n g f a m i l i e s w i t h incomes even above moderate income ranges 
to b e n e f i t from these programs. These changes would e v i s c e r a t e 
the low-mod b e n e f i t requirement i n those programs as w e l l as area 
t a r g e t i n g f o r CDBG, and, at a minimum, would immediately r a i s e 
the income l i m i t f o r both programs i n 35 r e l a t i v e l y higher income 
m e t r o p o l i t a n areas. 

D. DISCRETION TO SETTLE LAWSUITS 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the House b i l l ' s p r o v i s i o n which 
re q u i r e s the Secretary of HUD t o consult a l l adjacent t o l o c a l 
governments, when s e t t l i n g any lawsuit i n v o l v i n g HUD, a PHA, and 
a l o c a l government. This p r o v i s i o n i s an unnecessary i n t r u s i o n 
i n t o th^- executive's a b i l i t y t o adjudicate i t s own a f f a i r s . 
Moreover,, the J u s t i c e Department represents HUD m s e t t l i n g 
l a w s u i t s . We believe i t unwise t o require the Secretary of HUD 
to engage i n p a r t i c u l a r consultations t h a t may c o n f l i c t w i t h or 
d u p l i c a t e the e f f o r t s of the Justice Department m t h i s same 
regard. At a minimum, t h i s p r o v i s i o n w i l l be extremely c o s t l y 
f o r the f e d e r a l government, since i t w i l l hinder the a b i l i t y t o 
s e t t l e l a w s u i t s i n a t i m e l y and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e manner. F i n a l l y , 
the p r o v i s i o n i s o v e r l y broad, since i t would r e q u i r e such 
c o n s u l t a t i o n f o r a l l matters, whether t r i v i a l or s u b s t a n t i a l . 

E. LABOR STANDARDS 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n believes t h a t i t i s imperative t h a t 
strong labor standards r e l a t i n g t o Fe d e r a l l y - a s s i s t e d housing be 
maintained t o p r o t e c t workers, residents, and communities. Among 
the most important labor p r o t e c t i o n s are the Davis-Bacon and 
r e l a t e d acts, which ensure that f e d e r a l c o n s t r u c t i o n p r o j e c t s do 
not undercut the wages of workers or impair the a b i l i t y of l o c a l 

i <-K.=.i>- cmr^i ovroec r'nmnf»te. As a r e s u l t , the not undercut the wages ot worKers or impaii i.iic ciij.Lxj.i-jr 
c o n t r a c t o r s and t h e i r employees t o compete. As a r e s u l t , the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y opposes the p r o v i s i o n m the House b i 
th a t would allow a waiver of Davis-Bacon p r o t e c t i o n s f o r a l l 
I n d i a n housing developments. We believe t h a t 
Native Americans warrant the same p r o t e c t i o n s 
developments under the Davis-Bacon and r e l a t e d 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n also has other concerns regarding 
exemptions from the Davis-Bacon p r o t e c t i o n s which w i l l be 
t r a n s m i t t e d t o Conference s t a f f separately. 
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F. SINGLE AUDIT ACT 

Regardless of the oversight mechanism u t i l i z e d to measure a 
PHA's performance, the Administration believes i t i s absolutely 
essential that PHAs continue to be covered by the Single Audit 
Act. The House b i l l ' s accreditation board proposal eliminates 
the Single Audit Act, i n direct contrast to the findings of 
recent studies, which have determined that the Single Audit Act 
has improved the management of Federal funds. 

III. TECHNICAL COMMENTS AND OTHER ITEMS SUPPORTED BY THE 
ADMINIS TRATION 

The Administration has provided Conference s t a f f wich 
information regarding other technical and substantive concerns, 
as well as l i s t s of other provisions which we support. We intend 
to continue to provide additional helpful materials of t h i s 
nature separately. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The Office of Management and Budget advises there i s no 
objection to the submission of t h i s report from the standpoint of 
the Administration's program. 

Thank you for' your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Henry G. Cisneros 
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EXeCimVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENfT 
OFPICC OF MÂM.©eMÊT AND BUDGET 

viAsn\nGTOK. D C. 80503 Mav 8, 1996 
(House) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(THIS STAIBKBKT tus BEBN cooRDihUTEP BY OMB THE CONCBKNED AOENOES.) 

ILR. 2^0^ - T'niTfd SrSTr̂ iiQUsing Act nfl99^ 
(Lazio (R) NY and 18 cosponsors) 

The Administration supports tbe obiectives of H.R. 2406, to streamline and strengthen public 
housmg and to give locaJ commumiies more flexibilitv to administer housing assistance in accord 
with local needs and conditions. The bill would codify and make permaiicnt much ofthe 
Adnmsiration's agenda for transfonning the Nation's public housing svsiem by: (1) facilitating 
the demolttion and replacemem of .<̂ cvereb. dist.̂ essed projevns; (2) improving the most troublftd 
pubhc housms authonties (PRAs); (3) encouraging work, (4) gening tougher on crime and 
(5) requinng the replacement of public housing assistance for cenain distressed project^ witli 
portable, section 8 rental subsidies. 

The AdminisrratioD understands a managpr'.v amendment will be offered that will make a number 
of improvement* ,n the b)II. For example, the amendment u-iU: (1) address some ofthe 
Administratic.n's concems regarding rent caps and income targeting, (2) restore the essoitial 
portability feature of tenant-based section 8 renial a^istarce, (3) establish two public housing 
funds rather lhan just one. (4) provide the, Secretaiy uith more oversight of public housing plans 
and (5) retain i pro.gram that enhances econo.mic opponunities for low- and verv low-income ' 
pnsons. 

Wliile pleased uith thĉ e improvements. Lh< A.imini«;rTT>T:on rr̂ m.-.n. oppn<pH to ̂  T̂, unless 
It Ji amended to: 

• ^aiCLlh£^'(^tfkg am f̂>dnriiT >vhir.h rgquirĝ ; ihat Public housing «nd ^ Fft-jtotT 
pay ng m<̂r̂- than ?0 pcrcgnr pf thfiLinâ m̂̂ for rent, and make permanent r̂ j.ni'in 
r̂ t-5cninp flf̂ vibilines enacted in thr. 0.1̂  r̂̂ r̂inllî y ? ,°̂ rnrirn for î 9f, j»î y,r yj . . 
i m ^ . As reported. H.R. 2406 would repeal the Brooke amendment under the guise thai 
It inappropnately rcstrias the abibty of PHA? to adjust rent recjuirements The 
Administration believes that provisions in the Balanced Budget Dowiipayment Aca I 
already provide PHAs wth adequate rent-setting flexibility to create work incentives for 
residents v.^c protecting the most vulnerable ver>' lyw.income tenaats against 
unwarrarited rent increases. 

• £fl;afafcininimurn rent rcguircment at no more than s?̂  p̂ r r̂.̂ th for tha pnnr̂ r r«m;i;̂ ^ / 
uLEubbc hQwnt nnd î i'ow wwers cf this Tt̂ qim f̂f̂ f pĵ nî iiflir hyilahip n.i iCi B>-
placing no uppej limit on the mirjmum rent that PHAs can char̂ 'e. H.R. 2406 as reported 
c<̂ uld result in many veiy low-incomft individuals paying an extrer̂ iely high percentage of 
their income for rent. This would effectively repeal the Brooke amendment for these 
households 
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• Mamiain thr tnrgms ehebilriY Icvgi for section 8 portable hô n̂g assî vt̂ ncft >t sn p̂^̂>r̂  
pf flffifl median mcome and funher tarpe.t 7S r̂Tĉ r̂ t nfrĥ  subsidies to ĥ usehoid̂  with ^ 
mcQmes frgjgw 30 pgrcfim ofthe area median inpf̂ mff By .setting income eligibyit̂ 'at 80 
percent of area median income, H.R. 2406 as reponed would change the focus of this 
program from one that is currently well targeted to ver>' loŵ -income families to one that 
largely sen/es families with minimal need for assistance. 

• Establish an income limit fnr admission to puMir. hoyang that is no more than fin rffrcgnt 
gf the argfl rn̂ Am income and require that ftt l̂ act 40 percent of new residftntc \r̂ ^ 
particular PIMK. housing devdonment have inf̂ mes below 0̂ percent of tha area maHiar, 
mfiCmfi These eligibility requirements would encourage PHAs to achieve a mix of 
incomes in their developments, while maintaining the fundamental mission of public 
housing - to serve low-income Americans unable to afford decent and safe housing in the 
private sector. In contrast, H.R. 2406 as reported would loosen eligibility requirements to 
the point that the most desirable public housing developments could be rented exclusively 
to households with moderate-to-middle incomes, 

• Continug HUP'«̂  authoritY to mŝ ire ar̂ -ountabilitv of Federal puhlir. hon̂ mg 
ĝ ĉnditurgg The Administration is open to the establishment of a task force to evaluate ^ 
the need for an outside entity to accredit PHAs. H.R. 2406. however, would 
inappropriately establish a new Federal agenc>' for this purpose without determining 
whether this approach would ensure that Federal tax dollars would be spent accountablj 

• Rgvistf the volunteer provisions to eliminate conflirf^ ŷ -jTh th^ F>.,r r »^or StandarH^ Agi 
CELSA}- H.R 2406 ds reported would create potential conflicts with the volunteer 
provisions ofthe FLSA by; (1) incorporating an overly broad definition of volunteers that 
includes individuals who receive expenses, benefits, and fees; and (2) removing 
protections for certain public agency employees by aJlowing such employees to be 
classified as volunteers when performing services for which they generally receive 
compensation. 

The Administration understands that the Native American Housing Assistance and Self-
Detennination Art of 1996 (the Act) will be offered as an amendment to H.R, 2406. The 
Administration supports the objectives ofthe Act, which would establish a new block grant 
program to provide affordable housing for Native Americans. The new program would pro\'ide 
increased flexibility for Indian tribes and their tn"bally designated housing entities (TDHEs), 
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The Administration, however, has certain concems with the Act and recommends that it be 
amended to: 

Eliminate waiver from Davis-Raron Act requirements for contracts for construction or 
rehabilitation financed bv yrant funds proviriad bv the Art The Administration Strongly 
opposes repeal ofthe Davis-Bacon Act, including proposals such as this that would result 
in piecemeal repeal of its basic coverage. 

• Structure loan guarantee programs to cnpform with the Federal Cred^ ]̂ eform Ar; and 
existing QMB guidance for Federal credit programs As drafted, certain aspects of the 
loan guarantee programs are contrary to Federal credit policy. For example, the Act 
includes a prohibition against Federal Finandng Bank fibaancing when 100 percent Federal 
loan guarantees would be extended to obligations issued by Indian tribes to finance 
authorized housing activities. 

• Qlinfy thai the Brooke -̂ mgndment applies to verv low-income NfltivK Afperican familie.̂  
in rental units covered bv this Act. As mentioned earlier, the Administration strongly 
supports the Brooke Amendment and believes that the .Art's expanded flexibility for 
Indian tribes and TDHEs could result in vei)' low-income Native American families being 
required to pay higher percentages of their incomes for rent. 
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5̂ay 8, 1596 
12:30 pm draft 

"KanagerB" Amendmeat to HR 2406 
Summary 

evening of May 1, 1996, the day before, the HR 2406 i« 
scheduled to come up on the Floor, the Majority Koueing 
Subcommittee circulated a 115»paged proposed amendment m the 
House public housing reform b i l l . The description of thie 
amendment was circulated at 12:10 am on t:hA morning of May 8 
1996. Note that thie amendment has not been embraced by a l l the 
b i l l ' s managers, and reflects only the pofiitior.B of the chairman. 

The troubling componenr..*; nf this amendrr.enn include. 

1- Pyi>Jio Housing Tneom* Targetingc Targete 3 0 pc-cont of the ^ 
p o r t f o l i o to families below 30 percent of the median incorr.e 
ContinuPK r.o open up the rornaindcr of vc^concica to families-up to 
80 percent of the median income, which, in the top 10 me^ro 
aresH, le ovtir $40,000 or 2.<50Jf of. the poverty l i n e . 

>. S««otion S lnoe»« Targeting, Targe.tB 50 percent of Lt^nuxit-based 
Section B_ assistance to familioe below 60 perce,nt of the mPdian 
.vncoma, With tha rcrr.aining half of a l l sloLb uuened up to 
tam.ilies up to 80 percent of the median income. Eepecially when 
woret-04oc houaing needs «x-e rising tu Lh«ir highest level yftt 
b.3 mllLlon familiae the amendment's targeting would be a 
complete, and harmful, itvc-iaal of current policy chat directs 
scarce portable tenant-ba.«3fed cubsidies for use i n the prWate 
"""^"frv,^"^ familiea with che greatest need. Instead, assistance 
would be opened up to 17.4 milUon families, a majority of whom 
need uo as«iatance co afford ,houeing i n the private market or 
nave any other serious houoing problems. 

3. Brooke R«nt Protaetions: Retains Brooke for current and 
Piuapeative families with incomes below 30 percent of the area 
median income, and for currant elderly and disabled families'at 
a l l income levels, continues to repeal Brooke for i ) a l l very-low 
income ^ f f ^ i j a between 30 and 50 percent of the median income, 
^) f o r a l l prospective elderly and disabled families, whose 

percent of the median; and 3) For a l l Inw 
income families with incomeG above 50 percent of -the median 
incottie, 

^̂ '̂  B=fooJce Repeal: Adds a demonstration to rh« h i l l 
1 y^^^ V^^^iF^Tahd which must 
include New York City immediately, to el imi 
Creating ' " 
exam; 
Cong 
demon 
unnecessarily increase ths nuinber'of'PHAS' and'uni' ""^ 

1996 demor.stration above the lavel pertilttecTTn the PY^'"'' ""̂  
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appropriation -- 30 PHAs (thereby impeding the a b i l i t y to 
adequately monitor and evaluate the resulte) ; 3) require 
adherence to any other elements of the Act, such aa the Fair 
Housing laws. 

b) Tlae^iiimttB for Public Koueing vhich penalize Horki For the 
f i r s t time i n the history of federal housing assistance, rixjiHr^R 
every adult member of a nousehoid with children to sign leasee 
agreeing to time l i m i t s . Because time l i m i t s would be rr-iggered 
upon residents working and attaining self-sufficiency, they would 
operate to penalize work and residency by working families. 

6) Federal Oversighti The amendment f^SIf? to am«lioi-at« the 
b i l l ' s relinquishment of federal accountability to the taxpayer 
by continuing to place ove;rsighr. nut.sid* of the ag«ncy 
responsible for administering the public housing program. I t 
would set up a brand n̂ w rederal agency. I t would not reduce the 
bureaucracy but would recreate i t and add to i c . Additionally, 
in the very f^rpt• year of tho nav public houoing aystem, t_he 
amendment places some oversight responsibility :.n the hands of a 
pr.ivAt.fl f ? n t i t y c a l l e d tho " N a t i c r i a l Center f o r Houeii^icf 
Management". 

7) One-Striket Makes amendments to the toughened standards for 
Admission and eviction cf residents, or i ^ i n o i l l y enacted as pare 
of the Housing Opportunity Program Extension Act of 1996. The. 
Adminj.etration ia currently unclear i~n Lo the effect or need fer 
these amendments. While the Dapartment iv=5 supportive of 
extending similar provielovtfi LL> the assisted housing p o r t t o l i o , 
such provisions should be analoc^ious. 

8) Occupancy Standardsi Significantly weakens the laws governing 
occupancy stana<iLaf< by prohibiting federal occupancy standards 
and declaring any occupancy Btand&rds established by etatae to be 
presuniptlvtsly reasonable, regardless of their content. 

9) Mark-co-MarJt«c 1 Allows any owners of any Section 8 proj ect-
based assisted housing to opt out of the program (for 4 0 percent 
oj; t h e i r units) and raise rants on residents, as long ae contract 
rents exceed FMRa. This means that those oroperties i n good 
neighborhoods, with high value -- l i k e l y to be the only 
affordable houeing in those neighborhoods -- w i l l be 
unneceesarlly l o s t . There needa to be a systemic solution that 
does not aggravate the overall needs of the p o r t f o l i o . 

10) CDBO/ROMEi Diminishes income tarceting i n both thn CDBG and 
HOME programs redirecting limited federal resources to 
r e l a t i v e l y higher income bens-.f i c i a r i e s . 

Seems to make important moves in the following-

• Minimum rents: Allow:-: ir-.lniniU.Ti rê nr.r, to b« At l o a t t $25 and 
no more than $50, with exceptions for hjirdship. 



May 8, 1996 
1:00 pm 

SLmstZJi 

HUD'a Top Concerns 
on HR 2406 and Maxiager's Amendaent 

C u r r e n t turn* T 
1 . S rcoKe swendment 

a d j u a t i n e o c e a l l o w PHAa l o 
eDnouragc «#oTk t h r o u g h 
more f l e x i b l e c e n t 
a l r u c t u r c B . 3,t PHA- s 

3. C i ; i i i 119 r e n t e a l l o w 
POfih t o p i i c e u n i t e 
c o a j > e t i t i v « f l V I ' i t h t l»e 
Q ^ r k e t , a l l o w i n g toe 
r e c e i i t i o n o t m i x e d inconae 
o c c u p a n c y . They ca3 i«> t be 
IsMfcr tha r . o p e r a t i a ^ 

(.^UnimuTB r e n t , ea j rned 
income , ?ind c c i l i n j renc 
adiJugtmentK e j t p i r e a t eJul 
o f E i u c a l 1>S>6) . 

ER 2 4 0 £ 

1 . X « p e a - a BrcK.H* ^ No 
l i n i i i or. r e n t ckv j rge s . 
2 . R e q u i r e s ?IUU3 t o 
make c e r t a i n 
ad jus t !*anC8 Jor parivod 
iccor>e . 
3 . C o n t a i n s c e i l i r > g 
r e r t t p i o / i s i o r . s t h a t 
a r e d i f f e r e n t f r o i o 
c u r r e n t l a w , enac t ed 
on 1/J6/Sb ( e . g . ciocc 
n o t r e q i i i «•« op«raLi . '>3 
c o a t B aB f l o o r ) . 
R e t a i n s BTOoJce f o r 
c u r r e n t and prx>upeccive 
t i a i l i ^ 3 w i t j iftcom«»£. 
b e l e w 10 p e r c e n t o f t he 
a r e a cBe<lian incoBie, dnd 
f o r c u r r e n t a l d e r l y i u d 
d i s e i > l e « l f a i u i l i e * a t 
a l l income l i v e l s . 

M a n a g e r ' s a a a a d — a t EfJD 

C e p c c i a Erool ta t o r : 
) A U l o w - l n 3 0 « e 

f e i t s i l i e e : j i t h 
i n c o n e a above JO 
p e r c e n t <-£ t h e 
r c d i a n i n c a n a , 
e x c e p t c u r r e n t 
e l d e r l y and d i s a b l e d 
. l o u s e h o l c s . 
i ) A _ l f » i » i l i e s i n 
}!«•» ? o r k C i t y . 
)> A L l f E j a i l i e a i n 
500 P E A B t h a t w l l i 
txi p a c t o t a move t o 
wr j rk demo. (Back­
door r e p e a l c f 
B r o o k e ) , 
ftetalna Brooke f o r 
c u r r e n t and 
p r o a p e c t L v e l a i i i l i e a 
w i t h ' incoatea b e l c w 
3 0 p e r c e a t o f t h e 
.^reak m e d i a n . i nco« . e , 
and f o r c-u^xent i 
e l d e r l y Jmd d l a a t l e d | 
f a a l l i e a a t a l l 
iojzcaoe l e v t s l a . I 

P r o t e c t tJye v e r y 
i o w - J n c o n e , 
v u l a a r A t l e , and 
t a m i l i e e w i c h 
wor J t- c-.Lce 
h o u n i n g a s a i s , 
w h i l e a x t d r e s e i n g 
taitccd incoate 
occupaocy t b r o t / g l i 
0 tJbar Bwao o . 

1 . k « : c a i n Brooke 
aKeJidneot. 
2 . ? e r i r . an ' i n t l y 
anac t e a m e d 
incoice 
a d j i s t m e n t s a n d 
c e i l i n g r e n t 
p r o v i e i o n s ea 
a u t h o r i i e ^ l v n d e r 
c u r r e n t ( p o € t -
J a n . 19S6 CSl 
Law. 



P r o v i s i o n 

KIrkLsrua Kent 
Rc:juireo PHAa ai>d tne 
Ssrret*ry to charge every 
public bouainig aad 
Section 8 reaicent a 
nOnlanaa rent of At least 
S2S anJ no mort than ^SO. 

KJ. 2 4 t « 

E e q u i r e a e v e r / p u k l i c 
h o u a i n g and S i c t i o n 3 
r e s i d e n t t o p j y a 
c u n i o u m ii«i>t c f ft'. 
i i ^ £ l T h f i r e i e no 
upi>!^r l i t t i e t o what a 
.•>HA o r S e c t i c n B 
l a n d l o r d i»ay cb<ir<je f o r 
A mis i n t r a r e n t , 

A t l e i s t 5-5 , ao 
i r o r e t h a n Ŝ SC>. w i t b 
FHA e x c e p - i o n j 
b a r d s b i p , 

f o r 

p u b l i c l i o u a i n g 
C O T 1 . 75-85 o f a l l new 

a d m i s s i o n s ^e lDw SO 
p e r c t u t o £ t h e w o J i a o 
ir.cocu<j. 
2 . 15-25 can go t o »0 
(bu t u s u a l l y d o n ' t 

because o t f e d e r a l 
p r e f e r e n c e s ) . 
3. P r o j e c t h y p r o j e c t 
t a r g e t i n g i o 7S peccec:; 
Ol ncK a d u i a a i o u a i n e a c h 
p r o ; i e c t m j s t bave i n c o ^ a 
b e l o w 50 p^^rcent o f t^»; 
vkhdiaf. 

1 . 25 p e r c e n t o f 
ad«>-iso»o-:vi> kfc low 30 . 
2 . 7S |v«rr>oii» car. QO 
t o 8 0 . 
^ . Uo p r - 3 j e c t by 
p r o . i e c t oerc-entaye 
r e q \ j i r c « f 5 i i t . 

up 

)0 p s c c t r t b t l o w 
p e r c e n t c t t f ^ 
o e d i a n i r .com^. T b ; 
resa: ; .n i iKi 70 p e r c e n t 
j£ t b e p o r t f C l i o 
;<ould nov )oo opan^id 
up t o f a a i l i e s w i t b 
i n c o m s up tc 80 
p e r c e n t i o r , i u t b e 
t o p 10 m e t r o art;<*a, 
o v e r $-40,000 o r 
o f t:-i<* p o v e r t y l i n e ) 

HJD 

B i i a i i n a t e m i n i a u a 
r e n c reguir tSJenc/ : 
w h i c h t ' j l J 
r i i apxr^pocZioBa t e l 
y on C h ^ i f w i t l i 
t i i e l o w e s t 
tni.OBi«ii( *nd ;i»e 

C VTJ J ' i e r a o l * . 

A l l c w PWVS t o 
c h a r g e n u n i n u n 
r e n t s o f up . o 
$ 2 5 . SiiSOftr - l i a t 
t h e r e j r t 
p r o v i u i c ^ i S 
a l l o w i n g w a i v e r 
o i nlni.-trata r i n t a 
i n p o r t i(:;ii\.a<: 
cases c f 
h j u r d s h i ^ . 

CO '-hoet mos-t in 
r.ebd whiie 
actiinirt^ mixed 
iacome; occupancy. 
Avert pct^>nr:iaJ 
for project 
inc ewe 
eegrregra 11 oja . 
rax-je-tliis jmjct Jbe 
limred Co t'SW 
AdmisBiofie cJily. 
otherwise, it 
will bs years 
bc£ojce poor 
families wovld be 
cXijibie for 

SkdSiBtADCe. 

1 . t o b e l o w 30 
2 . 60 CAP go u p 
t o 6 0 (no t 6 0 ) . 
3 . P r o j e c t - b y -
P r o j e c t : 4 0 t e l c w 
3 0 . 



XnoooM Targe^fJog f o r 
S e c t i o c & 

Corront Lav 

lOO percent belo«» S5-

Tl«« b l a i t a for 
Public Housiag 

Uk 3406 

100 percent below 80. 
:Mo t a r g e t i n g 
i#batooever.) 

Federal hoc3 lag 
aeaietancc haa nevei 
L iwe - l i m i t e d 

V A 

50 below SO, 
reiaalr^der pe lcv 80. 
Mo tai^etLaoi to 
cxtroTiely low ineoTwe 
houseKold* 

P.eqoirea a l l * d u l l 
••-irhers of faek i l les 
w i t h c h i l d r e n t o 
si.gr. lease 
AgreeaentB a-jrcelng 
lo a GjxsciCic- date 
•or t e rmina t ion ot 
fcouB^ng aasisthnce, 
t i e d t o a e l f -
Buf f jo i s ix ry . Could 
(li6Coiir*9<» work (by 
^enoinat inq 
assistance upon 
atta^nmert o t s e l f -
3 u f f 1 c i e tcv) and i. o 
i i k e . y to d i a c o u r i g e 
working f a n i l i e s 
f row e u t e r i n g p i ibLic 
housing and fceconiing 
v i t a l oo«po**tmtB of 
n ivf td income 
c rjfom-in i t ies.. 

ICH) 

Tar^rst portaWe 
aaaisCitnce Lo 

1 cfir*s31 i jcoTfea. 

1. 7S percent 
below 30 percent 
of the area 
nedicin. 
2. 100 psTcent 
be lev 50 

Oppcse t.i.ri^. 
l i m i t s . lov-wage 
working f a « i i l l e s 
need ae3i8t;«;»ce 
t o a f f o r d p r i v a t e 
housing i n »any 
marKets. 



P r o v i s i o n 

jrundiog fltzt>ctur« 

C a r i M t t HB 2406 

Piograatd are a e p a r r . t e l y :>oe f a n d , K a « s d 
i n i t i a l l y oo eiuo o f 
t o r a n l a s f o r c a p i t a l 
a n d • j p c r a t i n ^ . 

; f u n d s , no bor.ua 
p o c l . 

Heed t o c o n t r o l 
o u t J a y 
v x p t ^ u J i Cure* 

9 r , B u r i n g 
dd&quacy o t 
f r t n d r n g l o r b o t h 
capJ t a J Jnr/ 
o p e r a t i r r y i j eeds 

d i a t j n c : . 

i X. "wo f u n d s . 
' ?.. A b i l i t y t o 

t i e s up CO 10 
p e r c e n c be tween 
t u n d G. 
5 . Bon'.u p o c l a a 
a r e w a r d t o r 
s u p e r i o r 
p>ftrtoi:gLance . 



r a 4 « r a l O v c r s l s ^ t : 
S e c r e t a r y ' * PoMera 
I n a«v"l«nrl l t9 PlaAB 

C o r r » c t Uan 

S e c r e t a r y ha3 b a e i c 
a p p r o v a l r e a p o n a i b l l l c y 
i o r a l l p u b l i c h o u s i n g 
p r o g r a m s , i n c ' . i i d i b g Pomp 
G r a n t . Most pcogr iB ie a r e 
g o v e r n e d by e x p l i c i t 
i taTKtate. 

F c k l e r a l O v a r s l g h t : 
A c = r * d i t a t i a t > 

S e c r f i t A r y o-yeraees a l l 
progzaiAs . 

tm 240< 

V i r t u a l l y e l i m i n a t e s 
S e c r e t a r y ' s a b i l i t y -.o 
ove^BCe progr tuo and 
r e v i e w PHA f l a n . 

S e t s u p a ritw f e d e r a l 
a g e i c y t o becoaie an 
a c c r e d i t a t i o n b o a r d co 
m o n i t o r . Q c c r c d i t , and 
e v a l i u ^ t e p i ib l .vc 
h o u s i n g . t e t a n t - b a a e J 
S e c t i o n a AKD p r o j e c t -
based S e c t i o n B l i o u s i n g 
p r o g i ^ n t s . 

Ok 

k e t i l n s t h e 
A c c r e d i t a t i o n B o « r d 
i n ua 2406 , o u t 
makes oans 
a o e c d n e n t a w ^ i c h 
i n v o l v e U3« o t o t h e r 
o u t s i d e e n t i t i e s i n 
d e v e l o p i n g a t a n d A C d » 
i n t h e f i r o t y e o r . 

g g P 

Birpecisll-/ where 
PH/.s are jiven 
di £c:jrccion, 
fJecretary ar.tiit Jbe 
a .f forded aritii 
s a f f i c i f i a t pjaji 
reviev pc>vt^s to 
ensure 
accrn tn t .AbiJ I r y i r . 
stpertdLTt^t CAKpsyer 
d o l l a j r s , and 
b-ijl c a b l e 
prctcfocion 3/ t:lie 
poor in 
a c f o r x l a / i c e wi ch 

1 . Sasu re Coat 
r c v i - j v ; powers a t 
i s s r r r . i r r c r 
t h e s e u n d t r 
O ' j r r t n t l a w i n 
r e v i f . w l i i q p j j s l i c 
bcMcin,^/ comp. 
g r s n t p l a n s . 
2 . Enaurc z'i.at 
pl^n.? CAn bs 
r e j e c t e d .vf t n c y 
are i n c o n s i s t e n t 
w i t h f e d e r a l l a v . 

Re'vise ejciflCin^f 
perfcnsance 
evaiixdtion jyatea 
(PfXAP) while 

t^Mk f a r o ' s CO 
JocJc i n t o t i e 
a p p o p x i a t i : r o l e , 
i ( A n y , c f a t ict t 
e n t i t y t r / jAryed 
w i t b o v e r « > e e i n 9 
p i i t - l i c b o u s i n y . 



P r o v i a i o n 

T r c o b l a d p a l t l i o 
b o u s i n g a u t b o r l t l i 

C a x x » n t Law 

1 . P rocess f o i 
I d e n t . f y l n g t r o u b l s d 
laanageoent . and f o r 
i j ( iproveo>eot , k u t ris h a r d 
t r l g g e r c r e q u i r i n g HUD t o 
t a k e a c t i o n . / ' . I so , l a c i 
o f cnJiauced pcwera f o r 
r s c e i . v e r o o r VUD upon 
t a k e o v e r o f A t r o u b l e d 
PHA. 
2. NO d l e t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n 
t r o u b l e d *JQd 
" c h r o n i c a l l y * t r o u b l e d 
PUA3 . 

as 240S 

1. I n e t l t u c e a ari 
i r a p c r t a n t p r o c e s s i n 
i r n f i t o v i n g t r o u b l e d 
PHAfl, s e t t i n g a h a r d 
t r i g g e r , Jind p r o v i d i i i g 
enhanced j>awera upon 
t a k e o v e r . 
2 . V i t h i n 6 (oonthe c f 
erkactrnent, r ^^qu l rea 
t a k e o v e r o f a l l 
" c h r o n i c a l l y " t r o u b l e d 
PHAt ( t i o u b l a d f o v 3 
y e a r s ) . 

Maaaga r ' J aaffndawwt 300 

C h i \ > J J i c * l l y 
t r o j i > i « c f P«*3 
s h o i l d be a e a c e d 
t b e SJU»e a s a l I 
t r o L j b J e J PHAs: 
G i v ^ i one yea r to 
i mprove . o r eJ ee 
t.aksin o y e r by iiiX> 
o r a r e c e i v e r . 

A t s n i a i a u n , the 
provi&icn for. 
c h r o n i c a l l y 
t r o u b l e d must 

I exeitrpt -.hose 
I a l r e a d y i o 
j r f ^ rH i v e r o h i p o r 
i HUD t a k e o v e r , and 
i choae ,-ilred<ly 

x i a k l n g 
e a c i o f a c t o r y 
p r o g r e a J . 



P r a v l a i O B 

I , - : n k l r g B * a i d « a t « t o 
Joba : p u b l i c l u t u i l i i g 
aad s « c t l a a B 

Currcra t LtM 

V c u r i s t / o f 
j o b o / s j p p o r t r . v e t e r v i c e s 
prograT.s a f o : l a b l e t o r 
l i n k i n g r e s i d e n t a t c 
j c b a . Ma f i i n d l a g f o x 

1 p i o g r o n a f t<>rgete<i 
economic d.rvelop»iejf i t 
e x p l i c i t l i n t a g s o t o j c b o 
f o r pub l - i c h o u s i n g 
re e i d e n t s . 

Se^iuirfcji deacripiloD of 
liok^ea witb sta;p 
welfaJre =gencie6 va fEA 
pLan. Allcvs Ptft 
•xsrforoanct co b^i 
oeAttnred il: chie 
reqard. Continues 
i/airiety of pfy^rcMB. 

1 . t l e i j u l r \ B B e l f -
i5uf f iclencT'/ and 
• o v i n g t o work, -a a 
vay t h a t c o j l d 
{ . c r a l i z a w o r k U i g 
l o r t i l i e n ond n o / i ^ g 
t o wcrW by 
t e r w i i n a t i j i g t i v e l r 
a s n i t t a n c e . W i l l 
d i n c o u r a g f t w o r k i u s 
f a n i I l e a t r o w movLn^ 
- n t r p u b l i c housi.-jg 
ai id i« i>ec xr.oows 
occupanc i e s 

E s t a b l i s h < i » a 
rsovc t o -«5rk demo 
r.>" lOU ERRS, »*ll=tl 
jkuEt i n c l u c ; : Kew 
^o-.k C l t " / l u i t b ovi»r 
. .75,000 v i i : i t t ) wbicA 
i£) c r i o a t e d t o w « r d 
iJOtK j n d ; * e l i -
s u f E l c i e n c / , b e t hae 
!it-. r--^>np.tr«ilnts t h a i , 
w o j l - i p r o t e c t 
r e s i d e f » t a » 3 t ^ e y 
nialte C.'JK t r a n s i t i o n . 

J , iJutborii^ 
iBove - to hrork 

and ailJJon in 

CO l l t J c i o g 
f a m J l r e s i n 
p u b J i t i .oueJs9 t o 
j o i i s . r r i a 3/K>J1«< 

I i i»i t eo t o -to 
tnare th^.T 
p i u i , t J enable 
Cfia tXept. t o 
iuo.ni Cor ar.d 
cva lua l re recsiJCJ?, 
a:id fe-jsrore t h a t 
f d v i l l i c j i d j r en - t 

dlfc-crec-^cji. also., 

r s ^ j f j i r e 

i tnd t i r j c t 

v e r y low icco^f" 

2 . A u t h o r i Z b r e i . 
S e c t J y n a 
c o r t i f i c a - . e a f o i : 
J fcielfare-to-trorJc 
deao, dsa i i / ced co 
i i n J f S e - c i o f l e 
bouf feho lda co 
•jobB, e i U ' j a c t o n , 
snd t r a i n i n ? , 
cbrcHiyb 
c o c r d i n a t i o D 

e g ^ n c i e a . fir:at« 
?ri<^ l o c a l wpJraLTe 
t u l o a a e f f o r t s . 
P rog raa fcotild 
i n c l t d s an 
o p j f i o r t t a i i t y 
ro^juFel iogr" J 



P r o v l a i o i l 

nomecwneortfblp 
o p p c r t u n d ^ o i f o r 
p u b l i c b o u a i n o 
r s j i l d e n t a 

S e s t l o a • ^WBAKt-

F o r t a b ! 1 i c y 

X t t e s p t e t 
hoi«e owners 
PHA plauQ, 
e n t l t l e a . 
downE/ay<»en 
r e s i d e n t ' c 
c e * o u r c e £ . 

c f » c i l : t i » t e 
h i ? t l u r o u g h 
e l i j l b l e 
R e x f i i r e b 
, f r o m 

T e n a n t - b a u » e d S e c t i o n e 
a s » i » t a n c « i s c o w t l e t e l y 
p o r t a b l e 

Sef.ns t o f a c i l i t a t e 
f o x e o w n e r s h i p t o r 
t c t h p u b l i c Vioueii-.g 
and S e c t i o n 6 
a s s i s t e d c e s i d e n t a . 
r o v e v a r , p l a c e s no 
c o n s t r a i n i t B on t h « 
£ « o u i i t o f o p e r a t i n g 
j u b i a i d i e j t h a " c o ^ i l d 
be u t e d i n 
c o n n e c t i o n w i c h 
hof f iecwnersb ip , even 
,<rtfcx a r e a i d i n t >.ac 
pi i i -chaaed a hawxe . 

E l i n i n a l C D p o r t a b i l i t y 

HtXiieowiMrrijbifi a 
v i a b l e ) o p t i o j j f o r 
c e r t a i n p u b l i c 
h o u s i n g and 
5 e c t i o i i S 
r e a i d c u C s , h / 
e r i i n - r i n g 
w o r k a b i l i t y y f 
p r o v i s i c n . 

1 . C i a i r i i y 
e l x c i b i i i t y f o r 
hctfoeownersh i p 
o p t i o n . 
2 . P e r m i t Ba le t o 
o t i r c r c E t i t i e e 
f o r u l t i m a t e 
r e s a l e t o 
t e n a n t e ; 
i . a l l o w use o t 
HQ r e j s e j v c f o r 
t e c b n i c a l 
a s a i a c a n c e f o r 
hoioeownerabip 
progr-ama ; 
4 , Er^cuj-e t ^ a t 
o p e r a t i n g e v b e i d y 
can be VLSed 
t e r j p o r a r i l y f o r 
a d ^ l i t l o » ^ U p v i b l i c 
h o u a i n g u n i t e 
d « s v a l o p e d w i t h 
p r o c e e d * f r o m 
a a l 3 3 t o t e n c i n t e . 

{(•t.qtorea p o r t a b i l i t y SecCicai 6 c t o i c t 
bafi<ed A s s i » o & d 
i i o u a i o g nt isc 
r e t a i a 
p o r t a b i l i t y 
f e a t u r e . 



P r o v l B l o i a 

S o c t l o a J : B e o n o n l c 
O p p o r t u n l t L f t * *o« 
U ^ - fcifcd V e r y - L O V 
i n c o n * T e r s o a a 

C u r r a m t Law 

PHAs « t d t h e i r 
c o ^ t r ^ < ' t o r . 3 a n d suba a re 
r e^?u i red t o «oa>te b e s t 
e f f o r t s t o p r o v i d e 
t r 3 i n i : i g and i«--ba t o 
r e s i d e n t s and c t h a r v e r / -
low income c o o m u n i t y 
r e w i d e a t B : n 
a w a r d i n g / s p e n d i n g p u b l i c 
n o u ^ i n j K o d . HOPE VT, and 
O p e r a t i n g Eund«-

K l i r e i n a t e s Sevztioa 1 
requ l re i%ent a i d u e r e l y 
r e q u i r e e PHA« t o nake 
b e e t a f f o r i a t o e n t e r 
I n t o a g r « e f n e n c s w i t h 
c o n t r a c t o r s and s r b s t o 
p r o v i d e r e s i d e n t s w i t h 
i r a i r l n g , j o b 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s a»»d 
i n t e r n s h i p * . 

WM>a<i»g' * afl>«a>.a»«Tit 

Seens t o r e e t o r e 
p r o f t r i r g 

R e t a i D c u r r e n t 
l a ^ , s i n c e i t 
e n s a r e e t.*iat 
f e tdexa l . l e i J a r s 
t e a e f i t l o w -
i n c c w e f * s » < J i e 3 
i n t h e c ' r«u«t:or: 
e f jo^» j n d 
t r a i n i n g 
o p p t r t r u n i t i e * « i 

CCS7 t o t b e 
/ecJor^ J 
i^.>verrvuient. 
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DRAFT: J u l y 9, 1596 
6:00 pm 

L e t t e r t o the Conferees 

Dear Conferee: 

I am w r i t i n g to inform you of the Administration's p o s i t i o n on 
l e g i s l a t i o n you are c u r r e n t l y addressing i n the Conference 
r e c o n c i l i n g S. 1260 and H.R. 2406, the publ i c housing reform b i l l s . 
These b i l l s would fundamentally reform the way i n which the 
Nation's p u b l i c housing i s administered. I look forward t o 
co n t i n u i n g our c o l l a b o r a t i o n on these b i l l s as you move forward i n 
the l e g i s l a t i v e Conference, and t o enacting and c a r r y i n g out an 
important piece of housing reform l e g i s l a t i o n . 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y supports the goals of S. 1260 and 
HR 2406 t o deregulate the Nation's 3,300 p u b l i c housing agencies 
i n a manner which w i l l r e s u l t i n economic savings t o the f e d e r a l 7 ^ ' 
government and be f u l l y accountable t o the p u b l i c . Both b i l l s make J(t^ (/^'^. 
permanent a number of c r i t i c a l reforms the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has 
i n i t i a t e d through l e g i s l a t i o n which would otherwise expire at the 
end of t h i s f i s c a l year. And both b i l l s would continue the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s major transformation of p u b l i c housing by 
promoting the f o l l o w i n g : 1) replacing the worst p u b l i c housing w i t h 
scattered s i t e and townhouse developments and portable tenant-based 
assistance, e s p e c i a l l y through the permanent repeal of the one-for-
one replacement requirement and the mandatory demolition/conversion 
t o tenant-based assistance or s i t e r e v i t a i i z a t i o n ; 2) t u r n i n g 
around the most tr o u b l e d p u b l i c housing a u t h o r i t i e s , e s p e c i a l l y 
through, enhanced powers afforded t o the Department upon takeover 
and the "death penalty" f o r severely tr o u b l e d PHAs; 3) i n f u s i n g 
p o s i t i v e i n c e n t i v e s t o encourage work among re s i d e n t s , i n c l u d i n g 
c o n t i n u a t i o n of rent m o d i f i c a t i o n s allowi n g f o r earned income 
adjustments, c e i l i n g rente, and promoting homeownership as a means 
of a t t a i n i n g s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y ; and 4) demanding r e s p o n s i b i l i t y from 
r e s i d e n t s , through more vigorous screening, e v i c t i o n , and lease 
enforcement p r o v i s i o n s . / 

As you know from my testimony before both t/he House and Senate 
Housing Subcommittees during the past year,' the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
continues to^Jiarbor a series of very serious concerns w i t h respect 
t o p a r t i c u l a r p r o v i s i o n s i n both b i l l s . These p r o v i s i o n s would 
swing the pendulum too f a r -- towards u n f e t t e r e d c o n t r o l by l o c a l 
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bureaucracies and away from prudent n a t i o n a l standards and 
appropriate f e d e r a l oversight. Given reductions i n p u b l i c housing 
subsidies enacted i n FY 1995 and FY 1996, and proposed f o r FY 1997, 
we remain concerned t h a t l o c a l PHAs would be compelled t o exercise 
t h i s d i s c r e t i o n i n a way that d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y harms the Nation's 
poorest households, i n c l u d i n g the e l d e r l y and disabled. The~~| . ^ 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n remains convinced, however, tha t our concerns can 1 '̂ '̂  • 
and w i l l be addressed i n the Conference, leading t o the enactment \ 
of an important piece of reform l e g i s l a t i on 

The f o l l o w i n g represents the Administration's most pressing 
concerns. 

I. MAJOR CONCERNS: 

A. DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON THE MOST VULNERABLE 

1. R e d i r e c t i n g scarce f e d e r a l housing assistance under the 
tenant-based Section 8 program away from thoae w i t h the 
most severe housing needs to those w i t h l i t t l e or no 
needs. 

Both b i l l s unnecessarily open up income t a r g e t i n g i n the 
Section 8 tenant-based assistance program t o f a m i l i e s w i t h l i t t l e 
or no severe housing needs. Current law targets assistance t o very 
low-income f a m i l i e s w i t h incomes below 50 percent of the median 
income. Moreover, federal preferences, which p r e v i o u s l y applied t o 
90 percent of new Section 8 r e c i p i e n t s p r i o r t o FY 1996, have 
served t o f u r t h e r target assistance to f a m i l i e s w i t h extremely low 
incomes -- below 3 0 percent of the median income. The average 
median income f o r Section 8 c e r t i f i c a t e holders i s : $6,900. 

I n c o n t r a s t , HR 2406 would allow h a l f of a l l Section 8 tenant-
based assistance t o go t o r e l a t i v e l y higher income f a m i l i e s , w i t h 
incomes up t o 80 percent of the median income, while permanently 
e l i m i n a t i n g f e d e r a l preferences. S. 1260 would allow one f o u r t h of 
a l l assistance t o go t o f a m i l i e s w i t h incomes at t h i s l e v e l . The 
Adm i n i s t r a t i o n believes that households w i t h incomes at 80 percent 
of the median -- approximately $40,000 f o r f a m i l i e s i n the ten 
l a r g e s t metro areas -- can a f f o r d t o pay f o r p r i v a t e market housing 
w i t h o u t any subsidy. A d d i t i o n a l l y , an 80 percent median income 
th r e s h o l d -- equivalent t o 250 percent of the poverty l i n e 
exceeds the income l i m i t s f o r v i r t u a l l y a l l other f e d e r a l means 
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tested programs. 

The Administration contends that scarce federal rental 
subsidies f o r use i n the private market must be targeted to 
families with the lowest incomes, for the following reasons: 1) 5.3 
m i l l i o n families now have "worst-case housing needs," defined as 
families paying more than 50 percent of th e i r income toward rent or 
l i v i n g i n substandard housing units, and these families are 
concentrated at the lowest income levels; 2) r e l a t i v e l y few 
households with incomes i n the upper ranges allowed under both 
b i l l s to become e l i g i b l e for admission to the Section 8 program 
(including 17.5 m i l l i o n unassisted renters) have serious unmet 
housing needs; 3) for the f i r s t time i n the history of the rental 
assistance program, funding for new incremental assistance has been 
eliminated f o r 2 consecutive years; 4) federal preferences have 
been repealed; 5) public housing income targeting i s to be opened 
up to families with r e l a t i v e l y higher incomes to accommodate mixed 
income communities, resulting i n fewer subsidies available for 
extremely poor families; and 6) tenant-based rental assistance 
easily integrates families with low-incomes into private, mixed-
income housing of the i r choice and does not suffer from the income 
concentration problems of project-based programs. 

While the Administration supports the repeal of federal 
preferences, the Administration is strongly opposed to both bills' 
income targeting for the Section 8 program. Instead, we believe 
that three-fourths of all Section 8 tenant-based assistance should 
be targeted to extremely poor~TaJ7ii2ies with-inc^sses at or below~30 
percent of tha area median Income^jMPProximately $11,300), with' the 
remainder targeted to families at or below 50 percent of the area 
median income. 

Additionally, the Administration remains opposed to the Section 8 
payment standard range set in both bills. This provision is 
especially harmful when coupled with loosened income targeting by 
uimecesflarlly allowing for deeper, more costly subsidies to higher 
income families in locations that are not exceptionally high rent 
areas. Instead, the upper end of the payment atandard range should 
remain at its current level of 100 percent of the Fair Market Rent, 
with exception levels for locations with unusually high market 
rents. 
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2. Income Targeting in public housing 

The Administration believes that both b i l l s 
unnecessarily open' up income e l i g i b i l i t y i n public housing to 
families earning incomes of up to 80 percent of the median, or 
approximately $40,000, i n the ten largest metro areas. While the 
Administration believes that i t is imperative to admit working 
families with incomes high enough to raise the average median 
income from the current level of 17 percent of the median ($6,420), 
the Administration f i r m l y believes that mixed income communities 
can be attained simply through the repeal of federal preferences, 
proposed i n both b i l l s , coupled with allowing the admission of 
families with incomes of up to 60 percent of the area median, or 
approximately $22,700. A 60 percent upper cap, moreover, w i l l 
align the program's income mix with the HOME and low-income housing 
tax c r e d i t programs. 

Additio n a l l y , the Administration remains concerned with the 
House b i l l ' s d e f i n i t i o n s of "low income families" and "very low 
income families", and the provision regarding adjusted income. A l l 
three of these provisions vest authority i n the PHA, rather than 
the Secretary, to determine how income w i l l be defined and what 
income levels w i l l be served. As drafted, these provisions could 
have the effect of thwarting any income targeting otherwise set i n 
the b i l l . 

The Administration supports the Senate requirement of 40 percent of 
new admissions for extremely lov-income families in public'housing; 
however, the Administration firmly supports an upper cap for the 
remaining new admissions of families with income levels no higher 
than go par-cent of the median (or approximately $22,700). 

Additionally, the Administration seeks a development-by-development 
target that mirrors the PHA-wide target to avert substantial income 
segregation in particular developments. Also, the ability to define 
Income and adjusted incomes must be vested in the Secretary, and 
not the local PHA. 

3. Rent charges 

a. Rent charges i n public housing 

The Administration strongly supports rent structures for 
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housing assistance which encourage work and re s p o n s i b i l i t y among 
residents. The Administration also strongly supports the Brooke 
amendment protections from unaffordable rent 'charges. U n t i l 
recently, the Brooke amendment required every tenant to pay 
approximately 30 percent of t h e i r adjusted income toward rent. 
Current law, as reformed by th i s Congress i n the FY 1996 
appropriations context, has eliminated previous work disincentives 
contained i n the public housing rent structure, while also ensuring 
that the poorest families, elderly, and disabled households are 
protected from unaffordable and unfair rent charges. Now, PHAs are 
permitted to establish earned income adjustments and c e i l i n g rents 
to encourage work, and to retain and at t r a c t working families to 
public housing communities. Under current law, public housing 
residents no longer have to pay 30 percent of every d o l l a r earned 
toward rent. Unfortunately, these modifications were enacted only 
for FY 1996 and only i n the public housing arena. 

The Administration, therefore, strongly opposes the provisions 
especially in the House bill repealing Brooke amendment 
protections. Instead, we would support 1} the Senate bill's 
retention of Brooke amendment protections, but for families with 
incomes at or below 60 percent _of the median income; and 2) the 
permanent extension for both public housing and the Section 8 
program of the current law modifications to the Brooke amendment 
which encourage work. 

b. Rent Charges i n the Native American Housing programs 

The Administration believes that the b i l l , while reforming the 
Nation's Native American housing programs i n a positive fashion, 
does not address rent protections for the poor. The House b i l l 
completely removes rent protections for poor households assisted 
under the Native American housing programs. Neither the Brooke 
Amendment, nor any modified version, was included i n T i t l e V I I of 
the House b i l l . The result i s to remove the fl o o r and the c e i l i n g 
i n Indian Housing, allowing the t r i b a l l y designated housing 
e n t i t i e s (TDHE) to charge rents that are less than 30 percent of a 
family's adjusted income, or more than 30 percent. The TDHE could 
thereXore—charge__any amount for rent, regardless of whether the 
charge would be affordable to poor families. The Administration 
instead supports a provision that parallels our position for public 
housing residents: permitting a TDHE to charge up to 3 0 percent of 
monthly adjusted income, as determined by the TDHE. Since so much 
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of the decent, safe and s a n i t a r y housing a v a i l a b l e on-reservation 
i s HUD housing, the needs of t h i s special p o p u l a t i o n are best 
served by p r o v i d i n g f l e x i b i l i t y t o serve the broad v a r i e t y of 
e l i g i b l e I n d i a n f a m i l i e s found i n these s e t t i n g s . 

Rents for the Native American housing programs should be set 
by the TDHEs at up to 30 percent of adjusted income. 

c. Minimum Rents 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n supports the not i o n t h a t every f a m i l y 
r e c e i v i n g assistance should pay rent, to the extent p o s s i b l e . 
In f a c t , the Brooke amendment i s intended t o f u n c t i o n i n j u s t t h i s 
manner. The minimum rent concept applies only t o f a m i l i e s whose 
adjusted or gross incomes are so low th a t the re q u i r e d Brooke 
payment -- 30 percent of adjusted income -- i s less than the 
mandatory minimum. 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s supportive of allowing PHAe t o charge a 
minimum rent of up t o $25, as long as i t does not cause unnecessary 
hardship ( f o r example, f o r those f a m i l i e s awaiting p u b l i c b e n e f i t 
e l i g i b i l i t y d eterminations). HUD should have the a u t h o r i t y , 
however, t o r e q u i r e hardship exemptions. 

The Administration, therefore, opposes the minimum rent provision 
in the House bill. Instead, we support the Senate minimum rent 
requirement, of an amount not to exceed $25, but contend that 
there should be an exemption for hardship cases, as the House bill 
contains, to bo determined by the Secretary. 

4. Moving-to-Work Demonstration for the 2lBt century. 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y opposes the demonstration 
contained i n HR 2406, which functions as a back-door e l i m i n a t i o n of 
a l l program requirements, i n c l u d i n g Brooke rent p r o t e c t i o n s and 
income t a r g e t i n g , f o r up to a h a l f m i l l i o n f a m i l i e s . Current law, 
as enacted i n the FY 1996 appropriations context, permits a 
demonstration f o r up t o 30 PHAs t o t e s t innovative ways t o l i n k 
f a m i l i e s t o work, through merging funding streams, t e s t i n g new rent 
s t r u c t u r e s , and engaging i n extensive modelling and e v a l u a t i o n . 
Reasonable income t a r g e t i n g i s reta i n e d and rent charges are 
circumscribed. I n contrast, HR 2406 expands t h i s small 
demonstration t o 100 PHAs i n each of the next 3 years, f o r a t o t a l 
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of 300 PHAs, w i t h perhaps h a l f a m i l l i o n u n i t s , i n c l u d i n g a l l 
175,000 u n i t s . o f the New York C i t y Housing A u t h o r i t y i n the f i r s t 
year. The p r o v i s i o n also eliminates current law income t a r g e t i n g 
and rent p r o t e c t i o n s . The Administration would e n t e r t a i n a l i m i t e d 
scale^ expansion of the current TavT—aemon3tration_^ as long as 
a d d i t i o n a l guidance regarding u n i t caps, income t a r g e t i n g , rent 
s e t t i n g and permissible funding c o n s o l i d a t i o n i s provided. 

The Administration opposes the moving-to-work demonstration as 
provided in HR 2406, and remains concerned that, if enacted, 
perhaps half a million families, including all families residing in 
New York City, will be l e f t without affordability protections or 
other legal protections. The absence of income targeting for the 
demonstration aduld allow PHAs merely to admit higher income, 
working families, rather than develop strategies to employ the two-
thirds of public housing families that are not currently working. 
Instead, the Administration supports continued authorization of the 
current move-to-work demonstration, with additional guidance 
provided by the Secretary if expanded to additional PHAs. 

B. SELF SUKFICIENCY 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n f i r m l y believes that r e s i d e n t s of p u b l i c 
housing must assume c e r t a i n r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s i n r e t u r n f o r the 
b e n e f i t s of t h e i r p u b l i c housing assistance. To t h i s end, the 
Ad m i n i s t r a t i o n supports the many p o s i t i v e reforms i n both the House 
and Senate b i l l s which place a premium on resident s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y 
and on l i n k i n g the PHA w i t h e x i s t i n g providers of services. 
A d d i t i o n a l l y , b o t h i b i l l s would toughen screening, lease enforcement 
and e v i c t i o n requirements. 

However, the Administration remains deeply concerned about the 
House b i l l ' s a d d i t i o n a l s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y requirements. These new 
sweeping p r o v i s i o n s would fundamentally change the p u b l i c housing 
and s e c t i o n 8 programs and would impose i n o r d i n a t e and c o s t l y 
burdens upon 3,400 l o c a l PHAs whose budgets and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
c a p a c i t i e s are already stretched too t h i n l y . These pr o v i s i o n s were 
added t o the b i l l on the evening before House f l o o r debate, without 
any. o p p o r t u n i t y f o r p u b l i c review or Congressional hearings. i n 
p a r t i c u l a r , the Administration fears that such provisions would too 
e a s i l y r e s u l t i n harmful and unintended consequences. 
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Jnstead, tha AcLminls tra tion would strongly support authorizing 
language which emphasizes collaboratives of federal, state and 
local enterprises to address welfare reform and self-sufficiency in 
a coordinated manner. For example, the Administration supports the 
provisions in both bills which require PHAs to describe in their 
annual plans the ways in which they plan to coordinate with other 
local and state welfare and service agencies. We also support the 
Senate provision which adds to the existing performance measurement 
system (PHMAP) an indicator that measures the extent to which PHAs 
carry out self-sufficiency activities. Additionally, the 
Administration would support: 1) authorization of 30,000 Section 8 
certificates for use with local collaborative welfare-to-work 
initiati ves; and 2) establishment of a performance measurement 
indicator for the Section_8_jprogram to measure the extent to which 
section 8 administrators carry out, or create linkages for, s e l f -
sufficiency activities. 

C. FEDERAL OVERSIGHT 

The Administration supports the Senate b i l l ' s approach to 
revising the current performance measurement system -- the Public 
Housing Management Assessment Program (PHMAP) -- for oversight of 
public housing, by adding additional factors which measure the 
degree to which the PHA carries out a c t i v i t i e s promoting the s e l f -
sufficiency of resp-dents. The Administration strongly opposes the 

Jiouse_j3ill's inappropriate oversight mechanism, which establishes 
a new federal agency jto__accredit public housing agencies and 
providers of the "deep subsidy" programs. This structure w i l l not 
reduce the size of the federal government -- i t w i l l only 
r e d i s t r i b u t e bureaucracy. The b i l l , moreover, completely removes 
HUD's oversight and auditing responsibilities without substituting 
an adequate method to assure accountability for federal funds. 

Such a structure i s not appropriate i n an era when HUD's role 
i n administering the public housing program i s targeted more and 
more to turning around those PHAs that are troubled, and to 
r e v i t a l i z i n g those developments and neighborhoods that are 
distressed. For the f i r s t time i n three decades, the 
Administration has taken an aggressive approach to troubled public 
housing authorities --by placing some in receivership, i n s t i t u t i n g 
direct takeovers of others, or establishing innovative partnerships 
with others located i n c i t i e s with strong local leadership. In 
contrast, the elimination of continuous federal oversight as 



JUL-10-1996 13:07 TO:144 -'M. BROSTROM FROM:DADE, J. P. 12/1̂  

proposed i n the House b i l l could thwart the progress made by t h i s 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , and impede government's a b i l i t y t o intervene before 
i t i s too l a t e . 

The Administration, therefore, supports the Senate bill revisions 
to the PHMAP system and would support the establishment of a Task 
Force to determine the need for and benefits from, if any, the 
establishmeat of anj outfllda accreditation entity. Additionally, the 
Administration believes that It Is critical to_haye_jCn^pIace 
gygtarns fco measure and reward good performance, by 1) establishing 
a bonus pool setaside from the public housing capital fund, to 
reward high performing PHAs; and 2) measuring the performance of 
Section 8 rental assistance administrators, through the 
establishment of the Section Eight Management Assessment Plan 
(SEMAP). The Administration also supports the House and Senate bill 
provisions for enhanced powers and the "death penalty" in 
connection with severely troubled PHAs, and the House provision for 
oversight of PHAs "at risk" of becoming troubled. 

D. OCCUPANCY STANDARDS / ^ 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the House b i l l ' s p r o v i s i o n on 
occupancy standards because i t would reduce p r o t e c t i o n s c u r r e n t l y 
afforded t o f a m i l i e s w i t h c h i l d r e n and t o persons w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s 
under the Fair Housing Act. The p r o v i s i o n would i n v i t e s t a t e 
adoption of absolute occupancy standards of two persons per bedroom 
regardless of the f a c t s of a p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , or the existence 
of any health or safety j u s t i f i c a t i o n s . Furthermore, the b i l l would 
also create a safe harbor f o r housing providers by imposing an 
absolute two person per bedroom standard i n those s t a t e s t h a t do 
not adopt t h e i r own occupancy standards. 

Enactment of t h i s p r o v i s i o n could r e s u l t , f o r example, i n 
al l o w i n g a housing provider t o refuse to rent a 2-bedroom u n i t t o 
a f a m i l y w i t h three c h i l d r e n , even i f : l ) the bedrooms were 
unusually l a r g e ; 2) one of the c h i l d r e n was an i n f a n t ; or 3) a den 
could reasonably be used as a bedroom. HUD's curr e n t occupancy 
standard, which conforms t o Congress's d i r e c t i o n i n the FY 1996 HUD 
Ap p r o p r i a t i o n Act, a p p r o p r i a t e l y requires HUD t o determine, on a 
case by case basis, whether a standard i s l e g a l under the Fa i r 
Housing Act, and based upon a v a r i e t y of circumstances. I n 
co n t r a s t , the House b i l l does not provide f o r such s p e c i a l 
circumstances t o be taken i n t o account. Moreover, the b i l l 
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e f f e c t i v e l y preempts the Fair Housing Act by presuming t h a t any 
state-enacted occupancy standard i s reasonable. 

E. DEFINITION OF "PERSON WITH DISABILITIES" 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y opposes the House b i l l ' s changes 
to the current law d e f i n i t i o n of "person w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s " because 
the changes d i r e c t l y c o n f l i c t w i t h A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s goals of 
encouraging economic s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y , and would d r a s t i c a l l y 
c u r t a i l access t o housing f o r low-income persons w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s . 
The b i l l drops from the d e f i n i t i o n persons who have p r e v i o u s l y been 
defin e d as "handicapped" by v i r t u e of a s u b s t a n t i a l , long-term 
physical or mental impairment. This prong of the d e f i n i t i o n covers 
i n d i v i d u a l s who are disabled, but who are able t o work i n some 
capacity. Because t h i s d e f i n i t i o n determines e l i g i b i l i t y f o r 
housing resources i n c l u d i n g designated p u b l i c housing. Section 811 
housing, and Section 8 tenant-based assistance, the p r o v i s i o n would 
unnecessarily eviscerate the a b i l i t y of low-income, disabled 
i n d i v i d u a l s t o access targeted resources merely because they work. 
Moreover, the p r o v i s i o n could induce persons w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s t o 
remain dependent on p u b l i c b e n e f i t s r a t h e r than j o i n the work 
fo r c e , i n order t o continue e l i g i b i l i t y f o r housing assistance. 

F. RESIDENT EMPOWERMENT 

The Ad m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y supports provisions i n both b i l l s 
which empower residents, ensure that they p a r t i c i p a t e i n decisions 
a f f e c t i n g t h e i r l i v e s , and pr o t e c t them from unwarranted 
i n t r u s i o n s . We believe t h a t the f i n a l conferenced b i l l must 
include, at l e a s t , the f o l l o w i n g : 

• Reauthorization of the Tenant Opportunity Program, as 
provided i n both b i l l s , which provides funds t o resident 
groups t o undertake a c t i v i t i e s, i n c l u d i n g those which 
lead t o resident s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y . 

• The Senate a u t h o r i z a t i o n of a new res i d e n t s e l f -
s u f f i c i e n c y program, o r i g i n a l l y authorized i n the FY 1996 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n . 

• Resident membership requirements on the p u b l i c housing 
board, as provided i n both b i l l s , and the House b i l l ' s 
r e q u i r e d 60-day plan review period f o r a f f e c t e d 

10 
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residents. 

Rights of n o t i f i c a t i o n and c o n s u l t a t i o n a f f o r d e d t o 
tenants i n the House demo/dispo process; and r i g h t s of 
f i r s t r e f u s a l afforded t o tenants i n the homeownership 
process. 

Continued due process r i g h t s afforded t o residents i n the 
House b i l l i n conjunction w i t h e v i c t i o n and admissions 
procedures. 

G. UNNECESSARILY DIMINISHING AFFORDABLE HOUSINO STOCK IN THE 
SECTION 8 PROJECT-BASED PROGRAM: 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has proposed a comprehensive approach t o 
addressing the issue of Section 8 contract renewals, over-market 
subsidies, and the gradual r e o r i e n t a t i o n of a p o r t i o n of the 
p o r t f o l i o t o a mixed-income environment. The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
believes t h a t these issues must be handled i n a s t r u c t u r e d , 
coherent manner, and t h e r e f o r e opposes the House b i l l ' s piecemeal 
approach t o s o l v i n g these problems. However, the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
would support something less than a comprehensive s o l u t i o n of the 
Section 8 renewal and oversubsidization issues i f Congress f a i l s t o 
address these issues comprehensively i n t h i s l e g i s l a t i v e session, 
and i f the b i l l were modified t o contain a d d i t i o n a l f i n a n c i a l and 
resident p r o t e c t i o n s . A d d i t i o n a l l y , the b i l l should ensure t h a t the 
Secretary has u l t i m a t e a u t h o r i t y t o approve or disapprove an 
owner's d e c i s i o n t o opt out of Section 8 assistance. 

H. SECTION 108 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the House b i l l ' s r e s t r i c t i o n on 
Section 108 homeownership a c t i v i t i e s to no more than 50 percent of 
each a p p l i c a t i o n . Such a r e s t r i c t i o n would preclude small e n t i t i e s , 
w i t h funding requests f o r j u s t one p r o j e c t , from engaging i n any 
economic development a c t i v i t y i f the s i n g l e p r o j e c t was housing-
r e l a t e d . A d d i t i o n a l l y , t h i s r e s t r i c t i o n would preclude 
homeownership zones -- large scale single home t r a c t development --
a c r i t i c a l component of redeveloping urban centers and abandoned 
bro w n f i e l d s . 

IJ. OTHER CONCERNS 

11 
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A. ELIMINATION OP THE 1937 ACT 

At the request of the House Banking Committee, the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has conducted an extensive review of the 
i m p l i c a t i o n s of the repeal of the 1937 Act. We have determined 
t h a t there are, at a minimum, over 500 references t o the 1937 Act 
from other s t a t u t e s , located both w i t h i n and outside of the 
j u r i s d i c t i o n of the Congressional Banking Committees. 
A d d i t i o n a l l y , the Administration has i d e n t i f i e d a series of issues 
which the Conferees should address i f the repeal i s accepted i n the 
Conference. Moreover, coupling the 1937 Act repeal w i t h a ban on 
new r e g u l a t i o n s , as provided i n the House b i l l , would i n h i b i t the 
a b i l i t y of the Administration t o ensure th a t the new law i s c a r r i e d 
out u n i f o r m l y , w i t h adequate guidance. The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , 
t h e r e f o r e , urges Congress to ensure th a t any repeal of the 1937 Act 
i s done c a u t i o u s l y and c a r e f u l l y . 

B. MCKINNEY ACT: 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n supports the i n t e n t of the House b i l l 
p r o v i s i o n -- making s e l f - h e l p homeownership an e l i g i b l e a c t i v i t y 
f o r n o n p r o f i t groups seeking surplus property. However, the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the provision's current p r i o r i t i z a t i o n of 
s e l f - h e l p homeownership t r a n s f e r s over and above a l l t r a n s f e r s 
under the e x i s t i n g McKinney Act'^ r i g h t of f i r s t r e f u s a l f o r 
p r o v i d e r s of services t o homeless i n d i v i d u a l s and f a m i l i e s . 
Instead, e n t i t i e s i n t e r e s t e d i n engaging i n s e l f - h e l p homeownership 
f o r low-income i n d i v i d u a l s as w e l l as e n t i t i e s engaging i n 
a c t i v i t i e s f o r the homeless should be afforded an equal o p p o r t u n i t y 
t o apply f o r a surplus property t r a n s f e r . To t h i s end, the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n also opposes the House b i l l ' s complete e l i m i n a t i o n 
(by deeming c e r t a i n t r a n s f e r s to be i n compliance w i t h the McKinney 
Act) of current law's r i g h t of f i r s t r e f u s a l t o homeless groups f o r 
surplus p r o p e r t i e s w i t h p a r t i c u l a r features and dimensions. 

C. DISCRETION TO SETTLE LAWSUITS 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n opposes the House b i l l ' s p r o v i s i o n which 
requires the Secretary of HUD to consult a l l adjacent t o l o c a l 
governments, when s e t t l i n g any lawsuit i n v o l v i n g HUD, a PHA, and a 
l o c a l government. This p r o v i s i o n i s an unnecessary i n t r u s i o n i n t o 
the executive's a b i l i t y t o adjudicate i t s own a f f a i r s . At a 
minimum, t h i s p r o v i s i o n w i l l be extremely c o s t l y f o r the f e d e r a l 
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government, since i t w i l l hinder the a b i l i t y t o s e t t l e lawsuits i n 
a t i m e l y and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e manner. F i n a l l y , the p r o v i s i o n i s 
overbroad, since i t would require such c o n s u l t a t i o n f o r a l l 
matters, whether t r i v i a l or s u b s t a n t i a l . 

D. LABOR STANDARDS 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n believes that i t i s imperative t h a t strong 
labor standards r e l a t i n g t o Federally-assisted housing be 
maintained t o p r o t e c t workers, residents, and communities. Among 
the most important labor p r o t e c t i o n s are the Davis-Bacon and 
r e l a t e d acts, which ensure that f e d e r a l c o n s t r u c t i o n p r o j e c t e do 
not undercut the wages of workers or impair the a b i l i t y of l o c a l 
c o n t r a c t o r s and t h e i r employees to compete. 

The House b i l l also contains numerous exceptions t o the Davis-
Bacon Act coverage f o r i n d i v i d u a l s who "volunteer" t h e i r services. 
Theee p r o v i s i o n s , e s p e c i a l l y , must be revised t o be consistent w i t h 
the F a i r Labor Standards Act and the Federal A c q u i s i t i o n 
S t r e a m l i n i n g Act. 

E. SINGLE AUDIT ACT 

Regardless of the oversight mechanism u t i l i z e d t o measure a 
PHA's performance, the Ad m i n i s t r a t i o n believes i t i s a b s o l u t e l y 
essentia] t h a t PHAs continue to be covered by the Single Audit Act. 
The House b i l l ' s a c c r e d i t a t i o n board proposal eliminates the Single 
Audit Act, i n d i r e c t contrast t o the f i n d i n g s of recent s t u d i e s , 
which have determined t h a t the Single Audit Act has improved the 
management of Federal funds. 

I I I . TECHNICAL COMMENTS AND OTHER ITEMS SUPPORTED BY THE 
ADMINISTRATION 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n intends t o provide the Conferees w i t h 
i n f o r m a t i o n regarding other technical and substantive concerns, as 
w e l l as l i s t s of other provisions which we support, under a 
separate cover. 

13 
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e x t r a l a s t page on payment standard 

Payment S t a n d a r d i n the Tenant-based S e e t i o n B program 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n remains concerned w i t h the u n f e t t e r e d 
• d i s c r e t i o n afforded t o PHAs to a l t e r the depth of the subidy l e v e l 

i n the Section 8 tenant-based assistance program. The subsidy 
l e v e l i s based upon tenant rent c o n t r i b u t i o n s ( c u r r e n t l y the Brooke 
amendment rents) and also on the t y p i c a l r ent charged f o r a 
standard q u a l i t y p r i v a t e r e n t a l u n i t of the size the f a m i l y needs, 
or the "payment standard". The subsidy c a l c u l a t i o n i s the payment 
standard minus the f a m i l y rent c o n t r i b u t i o n . 

Under current law, the payment standard i s t i e d t o an area's 
Fair Market Rent (FMR), w i t h exceptions f o r e x c e p t i o n a l l y high rent 
sub-markets. The current law payment standard, combined w i t h Brooke 
rents, ensures t h a t assistance w i l l be spread t o the maximum number 
of f a m i l i e s possible while s t i l l g i v i n g f a m i l i e s access t o a broad 
range of housing .units. I n contrast, both b i l l s allow the payment 
standard t o r i s e t o 120 percent of FMRs, regardless of whether the 
area i s a high rent area. These deeper subsidies would 
unnecessarily reduce the t o t a l number of f a m i l i e s who could be 
as s i s t e d under the program. A d d i t i o n a l l y , a l l o w i n g the payment 
standard t o be rais e d above the FMR l i m i t of current law, combined 

• w i t h loosened income t a r g e t i n g i n both b i l l s , would allow higher 
income f a m i l i e s , w i t h l i t t l e or no need, t o access deep and 
expensive housing subsidies. 



DPC Comments/Concerns with HUD Conferee Letter on HR 2406 and S 1260 

General Message: DPC would like to discuss inclusion of language that articulates a bottom 
line. We believe it is important to be clear that there are positions that we will not support in 
a final bill. We understand that there may be strategic reasons why this message cannot be 
stated in the letter, but we need to know what those are. If there is no strong reason not to 
include a bottom line, we believe it would be helpful to articulate it. 

Self Sufficiency/Time Limits: Per discussion with Lori Bamberger of HUD, DPC would 
like to participate in a meeting/discussion of why time limits are different for housing 
assistance than for welfare before taking a position. 

Title V McKinney: DPC supports language added to McKinney concems that says that we 
oppose (4)(a) and (4)(b) of Section 506. (Jacquie Lawing of CPD is drafting language.) 

Occupancy Standards/Disability Deflnition: Proposed language that clarifies and strengthens 
our position is attached. 
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Yice President Gorc*« Remarla 
Public Housing Cocfertacc 

(as prepared) 

Thaak you for oomlnf here today from ail over this counw to work on the reinvention of 
public housbg — a reinvention that deals with a lot more than bricks and mortar—a 
reinvention that dwlf with tho Uves of 3 millioo cf tho poorest Amerieoas — moving 
them from welfare to work—from bopclefisncss to hope—from fear lo security. 

Together, we are transforming the most dangerous, desolate and desperate slums in this 
country into thriving neighborhoods — setting the Stage for the resurrection of our inner 
cities. 

The partnership that is reinventing public housiog joins tiic White House, HUU and 
Congress with all of you here today—public housing residents, local housinj 
authorities, state and local govemmonts, and the private, real e5ta:e developers. It's a 
partDcralalp that trtutfcends dificrcncca of party, of geography, of race, of levels of 
govemment. It's a partaership diat gets things done. 

Thii partnmhlp is new. In years past Washington told people around the country v/iax to 
do, dictating wisdom from on high. And, let's be honest: some of that wisdom ... really 
wasn't veary wise. A lot of mistftltes were made. 

High-rise public housing turned into isolated ghenos of poverty. And the old niles kept 
you from getting rid of them. Every detnnHBhed unit had to be replaced with a new one. 
But ainoe there wasnt ejvough money for that, almosi nothing got demolished and 
replaced. 

Admission policies pushed working fuoiiits out ofthe housing, fUUng it with the poorest 
ofthe p<v̂ r, Reritnilej Vinedrenple»fi incentive to work, by making them pay more rem 
as their incomes rose. 

In the end, public housing became a place where few people worked, few fathers lived 
with their families, and tt)le models were scarce. The most sucoessful men around were 
drug dealers and gaag iBesnbers. 

Federal mlcromfknagement aad regulations even kcpi yuu ftum focusing ŵui thne luid 
attention on the problems — forcing you to spend thousands of hours nillng out forms 
and reports. 

All that happened before reinvemion. So when wc came imo office, U was pre»ry obvious 
ihta a new ttppryach >*a4 ueedul, We took it. 
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Wo created a portaerehip with you at ^ state and looo! level beoausc wc came to a 
revolutionaiy conclualon: not every good idea is bom in Washington, (You knew ihat all 
aiotxg. eliein't you'f) 

We realized that public housing residents and people working to help them know local 
conditions beet. And to w* listened to what you had to tell ua. Then wa joined you aa 
allies instead of advenaries. to improve public housing. 

Together, we've accomplished a lot; 

•Like the demolition of over 30,000 units tbut ŵ -.re nothing but wnrf houses for the 
poor. That's more than came down in the previous /2 years. We're replacing them 
with tuwuhumes aiul golden upttrlmwiu —' aiJicl willi liuu îjî  vuuuheni so people con 
find a place on the private market. 

•Wft'va etnekflrfl rfown on crime find drugs. President Clintfin's "One RtriVe snd 
You're Out" guidelines let you keep drug dealers and other criminal* from moving 
into public hovttlng, ud evlot those tlieedy there. Aad ItUD's Operation Salt Home 
has resulted in thousands of anests of gang members and drug dealers, and 
conflscadon of dieir gims and drugs. 

•We're encouraging residents to get jobs. Tbey can go to work to keep a bigger share 
of their income. Aud wc repealed the rules thei restricted public housing to the veî -
poor, so now working famiUes can Uve there too. 

These initialives are about more than public housing. They're about better and safer lives 
— about brighter futures. Let me give you an example. 

Annie Antolnc lives in a new public housing community in Cleveland, called 
Renaissance Village, It's a model oi'what we all want in public housing — ninety 
townhouses with Aeir own front and back doors. A fence surrounds ihe Village, and it's 
brightly lit at night 

There's no crime at the village a far ciy from the high-rise public housing Annie 
Antoine used to live in. She says that was plagued by drugs, prostimtes, and killings. She 
says that moving into Renaissance Village "was like going from hell to heaven." 

But a£ nice as it ic, Amiie and the other resldent£ don't see R.enaiseaac« Village ac the end 
ofthe line. There are training end education programs for oil ages. And already, five 
famlllc* have goacn on ihelr ffccx and moved out onto the prlvaie economy. 

Out in St Louis, Charlene Moore has the same goal. She's the mother of six and was a 
long-time resident of tht nov/-demolished Vaughan pro.icci. Chwlcne's helping to plan 
the new townhouse community, where construction is jun beginning. Already it's 
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changed her life. She's back ia school studying administration and business. Ahd she 
has a job with the new ptoject developer waiting for her whan she finishes school. 

Stories like Annie's a&d Chariene's are being repeated again and again. But we're 
deteimi&ed to maka those stories downright eemuienplace. 

And that's why I've come here today, i m going to tell you what we want to do for the 
rest of this century to accelerate the reinvention of public housing — to iraensify the 
Clinion Adminifitration'a program to make public housing a doorway to opportanli)' — 
instead of a dead-ead to welfare. 

First, we'll dcxnolish more blgh-riae public housing — a lot more. 

These crime-lnfested monumenti to a failed policy are killing the neighborhoods around 
Ihcm. They act as magnets for dn>g dealers, vandftls. n̂i gun-toting gangs. By tearing 
them down and replacing them with apartments aad townhomes, we lay the foundations 
foi vibi«Dt noighboihoods tliat will bilug oui Uuiei cities bd«;k to life. 

Tm announcing today that we plan lo demolish 100,000 units of high-rise public bousing 
around the country ihrough the year 2000. Thai's the .lO.OOO units Approved slrê dy. plus 
70,000 more. This is clearly an historic federal commitment. 

Second, vra're giving local housing authorities a new tool to keep dmg dealers and other 
criminals out. 

For the first time, the 3,400 publie housing authorities around the nation will gain access 
to orimixud records on file with the FBI's National Crime Infonnation Center. Tlic access 
is authorized under legislation signed by President Clinton that's pan ofthe President's 
One Strike and You're Out policy. Housing authorities will use the crime databank to 
determine If applioanta for public housing are convicted eriminala. 

Third, we're lounohinif e new initlntivc to help publie bousing rcaidcnta |ct jobs and 
become sclf-sufEcicnl. In my role as head of the Community Empowerment Board, I am 
willing on all Cabinet Uepaitmenis — primarily Labor, Commerce, Education, and 
Health and Human Services — to work together with HUD and with you to provide 
education and job training pregrams for public housing residents. 

We want to make pubhc housing into virtual Campuses of Learners, The first model 
campus IS in Denver's North Lincoln Park development, and others will be named soon. 
To live at a Campus of Learners, aduhs and school-age children need to enroll in an 
education program Involving computer technology, job training, and comprehensive 
.support sf!r\nr*«, People will Hve nt n emnpiis fnr up trt fiv# V .̂TTS TO rompli»te their 
training, just as students live on a college campus for a limiicd time. (As ell you parents 
of eoUejp st̂ idr.nts know, five years is the t>'plcaJ time it takes to feel a foui-ycrar (.Ic-gic-t;,) 



Gî LB/HOUSING 10:202-395-1307 JUN 14'96 20:10 No.012 P.05 

And finally, I challenge the governor of every state to review all their public housing laws 
and regulations. Get rid ofthe rules that keep common sense and hope out of public 
bousing- Qivt hauling authorities the fiexibiUty to work with the private sector to 
finance and develop new affordable housing. Worit with us in parmcrehip to complete 
the reinvention. 

So that's our direction for the fiiture. We'll continue bringing down the monuments of 
hopeleksnesfi and replace them with homes on a humno sc*^t. 

We'll make all public housiog a place where law-abiding people can live in peace and get 
the educadon and traintog they need to get jobs, become self-supporting and move Into 
tht private housing market 

1 know that these are just the kind of changes that many of you had been wanting to moke 
for decades. We vdll condnue to make them together. 

Let's keep our partaership strong. We in the fedcrul govemment will keep listening, 
Wa'll keep finding ways to become an even bener psrmer — w>y« to giva you more 
opportunity to make ihe improvements you've been wanting to make. Wc ask you to seize 
those opportunities—eagerly. 

That's the essence of reinvented government. Government that's a strong partner. 
Ooveminent that providat more opponunities and rtsponsibiliiieji. Oovemment thR( 
helps people and communities solve theii- O'ATI problems, 

Thank you all for being such great partners. 
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U S . DEPARTMENT OF HOUStfiG AND URBAN DEVELOPMETfT 
TH6 SKRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C-20^10^01 

S a y 8 , 1 9 9 6 

Tbe Honorable Rick Lazio, Chairman ^^r+«r,li-v 
House Subcommittee on Housing and community o p p o r t u n i t y 
cannon House O f f i c e B u i l d i n g , 'Roam. 314 
Mashingi^Qn, D-C. 205i5 

Deax ChairEiaii Lazio: 

I am w r i t i z i g t o c l a r i f y t h e Dapartaent's P°^i"t?;°°^°^?^;^, 
u n i t e d States H o L i n g Act o f 1S96 CH.R. 2406) , who^cti xs scheduled 
f o r House f l o o r debate l a t e r t h i s weeJ:. 

"Ebe Department f t i l l y s ^ p o r t s t h e o b j e c t i v e s .S-R_-^2406: 
t o s t r e a m l i n e and stre n g t i i e n p u b l i c housing and t o JJ^J 
communities more f l e ^ c L b i l i t y tro admoiiister bousing assistance 
c o n s i s t e n t w i t h l o c a l needs ajid c o n d i t i o n s . 

The Department i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t e d i n making 
permanent a s e r i e s of f a r - r e a c h i n g reforms t o the b a s i c laws 
goveming p u b l i c housing- These refonas i n c l u d e ; 

r e p e a l i n g t h e one-for-one replacement m l e ; 

r e v i s i n g t h e modernization program t o al l o w f o r d e m o l i t i o n 
and replacement; 

r e p e a l i n g admission p o l i c i e s so t h a t p u b l i c housing agencies 
can create preferences f o r working f a m i l i e s ; 

changing r e n t r u l e s t o end the discouragement «f P^JP?-; 
worK and t o help working f a m i l i e s r e n a i n i n p u b l i c housing, 
and 

st r e n g t h e n i n g admission and e v i c t i o n standards t o enhance 
t h e Department's crackdown on gangs and crime m p u b l i c -
housing. 

These reforms have already been incl u d e d as p a r t o f the FY 
1996 a p p r o p r i a t i o n s l a v . They remain f ^ ^ ^ ^ ' 
f o r t h e ' ^ f i s c - l year ending September 30, 1596 ^ f ^ ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ g f 
agencies have c o n s i s t e n t l y t o l d the Department t h a t t h e u r a b i l i t y 
t o implement these p r o v i s i o n s depends upon p r o v i d i n g _ g r e a t | r 
c e r t a i n t y i n the law. By making these reforms permanent,^H.R-
" 2 4 0 r ^ l l ~ ^ p r o v i d e t h e c e r t a i n t y necessary f o r p u b l i c housing 
a g e n c i e s t o move f o r w a r d . 



03/10/D6 17:09 CTR FOR COMM CHG 0003 

05/10/9S 11:52 ©202 225 9322 REP KENNEDY 1^003/003 

page two • ::-';;| • 

H n 240G howevci:, contains a sf t r i e s " ot reforms Lu r e n t and 
i n c c i n ^ ' ? ; r | i l ? ; g ; ? ; ^ 5 l o S ^ Which t:he 

h i l l r e p e a l ! th«̂  o l d Brooke amendment ( r e q u i r i n g t h a t 
pSSlic h p n S ^ :.nd S ^ o n S residents pay percent o f t h e i r 
i Scoie rSr reSt) and provides m i n i m i ^°"°^%^!I?"''i:^t2t^se 
S e p u b l i c housing and S.ct.ion 8 g ^ f J;^ J ^ - ? r . S J ^ . ^ ^ X I 
p r o v i s i o n s tfOUid expose veiry low income 
l e n t increases and r e d i r e c t scarce FRcieral . ^ ^ ^ ^ 
f«nilies w i t h t h e greatest: need f o r housing a a s i G t ^ c e t o others 
w i t i i more housing o l t e m a t i v e e . 

I understand th<.t you have f i l e d a ji^nager's ̂ Tnendment 
v h i c h i n t e r a l i a . (1) r e t a i n s Brooke p r o t e c t i o n s f u ^ a l l 
; i i S ; n S - l ^ x i i t i i g and prospective) w i t h iaoo»ec b«lov 30 

of ̂ ^irea mcSian; (2) r e t a i n s Brooke P^<^t^f^f J5!^5°^3f ̂  
E x i s t i n g r e s i d e n t s who are e l d e r l y ot h a ^ S-''^^ii!s^'p£i 
e s t a b l i l h e s a d e a o n ^ t i o n t o giv» 300 hzgh 
g r e a t s : f l e x i b i l i t y i n the s e t t i n g of r e n t s ; (4) -̂ a-̂ ** J^As tne 
d i s c r e t i o n t o gr a n t "Uardship ei:efflptionc" t o thos^ rP-<51dents V̂ O 
SaSS? pSy minLum r«nts n a n L t e d by tne b i l l ; ^ ( 5 ) ^«guirej PHAS 
? n S r g S ^ a ? l e a s t 30 p e r c ^ t of th«ir p u b l i c ^^^^J? " ^ J - f 

r e q u i t e s PHAs t o t a r g e t =t Ic a e t 50 p ^ c p n t of t h e i r s e c t i o n 8 
r S t i l L s i s t a n c e t o f a m i l i e s w i t h incomes below so percent of 
area median. 

r b e l i e v e such an amendment rep^iesents movement i n t h o r i g h t 
d i r e c t i o n . Y^, as i l l u s t r a t e d by tho attached Statement o f 
Ad m i n i s t r a t i o n Poljoy, ma^or dif f e r e n c e s reoeon on what r e n t 
p o l i c i e s and income t a r ^ t i n g should goyam p u b l i c h o u s i n g ^ d 
Section 8. I look forward to working closely with i^u in any 
f u t u r e House/aenate conrer*iiice on t h i s important l a g i c l a r i o n . 

sincereiy, 


