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ing and purchasing food. They are augmented
by others on loan from Safeway, Grand Union
and Hot Shoppes.

Three dietitians are at work on the cam
paign, one from the welfare department, the
other two at Howard University. Residents of
Resurrection Cl1;y usually get cold cereal,
fruit juice, rolls and a beverage for break
fast, a sandwich, fruit, cookies and a bev
erage for lunCh, and a hot meal In the
evening.

The meat-and-potatoes portion of the hot
meal comes from the Howard kitchens. The
vegetables are prepared by volunteers at st.
Stephen and the Incarnation Episcopal
Church. About 50 volunteers daily prepare
sandwiches at St. John's Academy on Mili
tary Road. From all these points, trucks
rented by SeLC take the food to the camp.

Some of the early arrivals complained that
the food was too bland. Steps have been
taken to correct this. Said SCLC's Brown:

"Over at St. Stephen's now, they're pre
paring the soul food-soul beans, soul peas."

What's soul food, Mr. Brown?
"Oh, you know, heavy on the seasoning,

a little more pepper, red pepper, hot peppers,
some ham or bacon."

Brown expressed belief that "we're doing
pretty well," adding that much of the suc
cess is due to "a lot of local cooperation."

Danzansky and his group agreed to take on
the feeding operation until June 16, when
the site permit expires. Their other condi
tions were that the feeding be limited to
the site, the campaign continue In a non
violent fashion and that it remain "within
the law."

Said Danzansky: "We have an out." He
added qUickly that he doesn't know at this
point if or under what conditions he would
exercise the "out." He said he is trying to
stay away from politics of the movement,
sticking to the "meeting of a human need."

Asked about the same thing, Brown said:
"People have to eat, regardless of contractual
agreements." He expressed belief that those
involved In the feeding operation are "in
deep enough they're going to be making this
thing go" Whatever the circumstances.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is concluded.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP
MENT ACT OF 1968

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the un
finished business be laid before the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The BILL CLERK. A blll (S. 3497) to as
sist in the provision of housing for low
and moderate-income families, and to
extend and amend laws relating to hous
ing and urban development.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the blll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COM1\,fiTTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TODAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Commerce, the Committee
on Public Works, and the Committee on
Foreign Relations be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate stand in
recess subject to the call of the Chair,
with the proVision that the recess not ex
tend beyond 1: 15 p.m. today.

The motion was agreed to; and there
upon (at 12 o'clock and 42 minutes p.m.)
the Senate took a recess subject to the
call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 1: 08 p.m.,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. BYRD of Virginia in the
chair) .

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP
MENT ACT OF 1968

The Senate res<.lmed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3497) to assist in the
provision of housing for low- and mod
erate-income families, and to extend and
amend laws relating to housing and
urban development.

UNANIMQUS"CONSENT AGREE]!...IENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of 2 hours on the pending
amendment, an hour to each side, the
time to be equally divided and to be
controlled by the distinguished Senator
from Texas [Mr. TOWER] and the dis
tinguished Sem.tor fmm Wisconsin [Mr.
PROXMIREJ.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object--and I do not
intend to object-it is my understanding
that the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. BROOKE] is on his way to the Cham
ber and would like a little time. Could
we give him 15 minutes and then start
the controlled-time situation on the
amendment when Senator BROOKE has
concluded?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would be happy to
give Senator BROOKE 15 minutes from
our side.

Mr. TOWER. That is satisfactory.
The PRESIDli'l"G OFFICER. Is there

objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum, with the time
not to be charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The asiistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be reinstituted
with the understanding that the time
shall not be charged against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The' assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EN
ROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLU
TIONSIGNED

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bill and joint resolu
tion:

S. 1052. An act for the relief of Nicholas S.
Cvctan, U.S. Air Force (retired); and

S.J. Res. 168. Joint resolution to authorize
the temporary funding()f the emergency
credit revolving fund.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP
MENT ACT OF 1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3497) to assist in the pro
vision of housing for low- and moderate
income families, and to extend and
amend laws relating to housing and
urban development.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield 15 minutes to the dis
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts,

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, in 1949, the Congress

established as a national goal, "a decent
home and a suitable living environment
for every American family." Last March,
the Civil Disorders Commission reported
flatly:

After more than three decades of frag
mented and grossly underfunded housIng
programs, nearly six million substandard
units remain occupied in the United States.

The Banking and CUrrency Commit
tee has reported to the Senate a bill
which is designed to mobilize both public
and private resources to achieve in the
next decade that goal set 20 years ago.
As a member of both the Civil Disorders
Commission and the Committee on Bank-
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ing and Currency, I wish to express my
full and complete support of S. 3497.

S. 3497 can only be described as land
mark legislation. It is recognition of the
urgent need for decent housing and the
comprehensive effort required to meet
this need. It is also the product of nearly
2 years' effort on the part of the members
of the Housing Subcommitt~e,Mr. Pres
ident. I am not a member of the sub
committee, but I am fully aware of the
long hours spent last summer and fall
working out the provisions of S. 2700
most of which are incorporated in S. 3497.
Recognizing both the seriousness of the
present situation and the failure to meet
previous goals, the subcommittee re
viewed all existing housing legislation
and adopted a large number of modifica
tions and revisions. Building on the ex
perience of existing housing programs,
the committee authorized new programs
and new approaches. As finally reported,
S. 3497 represents a comprehensive re
view and revision of Federal housing
programs as well as a series of carefully
prepared new programs.

Mr. President, both in subcommittee
and in the fuIl committee, there was long
and healthy debate about the details of
this bill, but there was no debate about
the need for the bill. Since the com
mencement of hearings last July, events
have served to underscore the necessity
for legisl3Jtion. A public opinion survey
taken shortly after the disorders of last
summer found that in the minds of the
ghetto residents themselves, lack of de
cent housing was the single most im
portant reason for frustration and de
spair. The Civil Disorders Commission
Report, issued this past March, provided
the statistics to support this reaction:
Nationwide, it said, the number of non
whites living in substandard housing ac
tually increased between 1950 and 1960.
Despite the fact that 4 million of the 6
million substandard units were occupied
by whites, 16 percent of the urban non
white population occupied substandard
housing. Negro housing units are more
likely to be overcrowded; they are gen
erally older than whites', and Negroes
usually pay more for the same housing.

But what is perhaps the most dramatic
plea for housing comes not from a group
to which housing is ordinarily a primary
concern but from the National Educa
tion Association. In a letter to the chair
man of the Banking and Currency Com
mittee, NEA said:

The best education program. the most
highly trained and motivated teachers. and
the shiniest new equlpment will do little for
the chlld of poverty If he must return to a
rat-infested hovel, a one-room apartment
illuminated by a single, naked, glaring over
head light; a home In which noise. clutter.
and overcrowding rob him of rest, comfort,
and any chance for growth as an Individual
personality.

Mr. President, this is the critical trend
which forces us to review old programs
and to devise new ones which will truly
change these conditions. S. 3497 contains
numerous modifications of existing pro
grams, and I "'ill only take time here to
review a few. Section 106 authorizes the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel
opment to provide technical and finan
cial assistance to nonprofit sponsors

seeking to provide Iow- and moderate
income housing. Nonprofit sponsors
unions. church congregations, civic
groups-are rich in good will but poor
in both technical knowledge of housing
construction and in capital.

As the Senate is well aware, I have
been critical of FHA administration of
programs involving nonprofit sponsors.
I have faund that FHA has sometimes
alienated the nonprofit sponsor by en
tangling him in a web of redtape and
requiring him to provide capital which,
in a nonprofit situation, he cannot be
expected to have. Section 604 authorizes
the Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment to provide special assistance
to nonprofit sponsors. This includes tech
nical assistance and information as well
as interest-free loans, financed from a
revolving fund, to cover such costs as
architectural and engineering fees, land
options, and so forth. With the assist
ance provided by section 604, programs
involving nonprofit sponsors should oper
ate more smoothly, providing more hous
ing in less time.

I have also been critical of FHA's un
willingness to insure and finance projects
in our Nation's center cities, the very
areas where the housing need is most
critical. Section 103 of the pending bi!!
specifically authorized FHA to insure
properties in declining urban areas if,
in view of the need for adequate housing,
these areas are found to be reasonably
viable. To finance this higher risk effort
as well as some of the bill's new pro
gram's, a special risk insurance ftmd is
established by section 104. These two
provisions constitute a clear recognition
of the urgent need for center city hous
ing, and a directive to HUD to build that
housing.

Among other modifications of existing
programs is the section 102 credit assist
ance and counseling program for those
families presently unable to qualify for
participation in FHA programs. The
process of urban renewal will be changed
to stress the concept of neighborhood de
velopment which allows urban renewal
to be conducted on an incremental basis.
This will prevent the razing of entire
center city areas, which has turned some
cities into oversized parking lots. In an
other important innovation, the commit
tee took a long, hard look at income
limitations established for existing
programs.

It is apparent that those who benefit
most from low and moderate income
housing programs, such as 221fd) (3),
are those whose income is closet to the
maximum allowable. Accordingly, in or
der to make sure that the new home
ownership and rental programs benefit
those for whom they are intended. the
committee decided to focus the program
on lower-income families by placing an
income limit of 70 percent of the 22Hd)
(3) level on 80 percent of the units. In
Boston, for example, this means that a
family of four or less 'l'ith an income of
$5,700 would be eligible for assistance in
renting or buying a home. A smaller
number of four-member families with
incomes as high as $8,200 would also be
eligible for some subsidies, since 20 per
cent of the funds would be allocated ac-

cording to the higher income standards
of the old 22Hd) (3) program.

S. 3497 contains a number of new
programs, but the two which I feel de
serve special mention are amendments
to the National Housing Act, the section
235 homeownership program and the
section 236 rental program. The con
cept of homeownership for those of low
and moderate income was first brought
into prominence before the Senate by
our dedicated colleague, the junior Sena
tor from Illinois. Since then it has been
endorsed by the Civil Disorders Commis
sion, the President's Committee on Ur
ban Housing, and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

The proposed homeownership pro
gram incorporates features of established
programs but emphasizes a new prin
ciple. That principle is the concept that
homeownership can be of far greater
benefit to the poor than a mere roof and
four walls. Homeownership can be a
source of ?ride and stability, influences
that will extend to the homeowner's job
and family life. In addition, the home
ownership program is the first to incor
porate features which allow the active in
volvement of the individual in a Federal
Housing program, through the use of
"sweat equity" and through personal re
sponsibility for maintenance and repair.

The bill'shomeownership program
and rental program are established on a
similar basis. Experience has shown that
under the 221 Cd) (3) program the Gov
ernment is able to finance onlv a limited
number of mortgages at the below-mar
ket interest rate. Accordingly, the new
programs involve market interest rates,
for which private financing is available,
and Government assistance takes the
form of direct assistance and interest
reduction payments. These programs in
corporate the feature of the rent supple
ments program which requires an in
dividual to pay a percentage of his in
come. This feature has the advantage
that the individual's payments increase
as his income does, but a raise in in
come does not require his eviction from
his home.

Under section 235, the homeowner
would pay 20 percent of his monthly in
come for principal, interest, taxes, and
insurance on the mortgage. The differ
ence between 20 percent of the home
owner's income and the amount actually
required to meet the mortgage would
constitute the amount of the Govern
ment assistance payment, except that
the assistance payment could not ex
ceed the difference between the amount
required and the amount which would
be required if the mortgage bore inter
est at 1 percent, Under the section 236
rental program, interest-reduction pay
ments would be made on behalf of the
sponsor to make up the difference be
tween the monthly amount actually re
quired at the market interest rate and
the amount which would be reauired at
a I-percent-interest rate. Rental in this
housing would be established as a basic
charge; tenants would pay either the
basic charge or 25 percent of their in
come, whichever was greater. Any ex
cess over the basic charge paid would be
deposited in a revolving fund. The 236
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program offers flexibility in both financ
ing and rental charges which should con
tribute to the production of housing
at a much higher rate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 3 additional
minutes.

fvlr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes of my time to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the re
turn to private market-rate financing Is
but one of numerous examples in which
S. 3497 recognizes the necessity for and
the benefits of participation by the pri
vate sector. Title IX authorizes the cre
ation of a National Housing Corporation,
a private, profitmaking corporation, the
purpose of which is to build low-income
housing. The Corporation is authorized
to establish limited partnerships for the
purpose of engaging in low- and moder
ate-income housing undertakings. Title
IX offers the advantage of stimulating
participation by private business with its
skill, organization, and funds, which
have not yet been tapped in full measure
for housing programs.

Mr. President, S. 3497 contains many
other new programs and revisions of
existing programs, and there are others
more expert in these details than 1. I
would only wish to state once again that
this bill represents the collective effort of
the committee to establish the best pos
sible housing programs for the Nation as
a whole. It is the product of earnest and
thoughtful study. It represents a major
step forward in a vital field.

Mr. Pre;;ident, the report of the Civil
Disorders Commission called for action
in four areas-jobs, housing, welfare, and
education. All four are essential; one
cannot be effective without the other
three. But inadequate housing is .the
visible, tangible symbol of the cycle of
poverty and deprivation. Its deleterious
effects are felt in the daily life of every
single one of our Nation's poor. S. 3497
provides the tools which, backed by the
will of the Nation, can begin to erase the
blight of substandard housing.

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Senator from Texas for yielding
tome.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

Mr. President, section 101, title I, of
S. 3497 would authorize a new program
of assistance to enable lower income
families to own their own homes. This
would be done through a new mechanism
that would allow the Federal Govern
ment to subsidize part of the monthly
cost of a market rate home mortgage
loan.

Such payments would be made
monthly by the Government directly to
the mortgagee on behalf of the mort
gagor.

A family would be required to apply
20 percent of its monthly income to the
cost of its monthly mortgage payment,
such payment inclUding principal, in
terest, taxes, and a mortgage insurance
premium. The Government's subsidy
payment would be in an amount equal to

the difference between the family's 20
percent payment and the required
monthly payment under the mortgage.

However, in no event could the Gov
ernment's payment exceed the difference
between the required monthly mortgage
payment and the payment that would
be required if such mortgage bore an in
terest rate of 1 percent. In other words,
it would be possible for a family to re
ceive the benefits of a 1 percent interest
mortgage as a result of the Government's
subsidy.

Mr. President, my amendment pertains
to the determination of eligibility for the
homeownership programs' subsidy bene
fits. It would define as being eligible those
families whose incomes do not exceed
70 percent of the income limits presently
established for the section 22l<d) (3)
below-market interest rate rental and
cooperative housing program. The bilI
as now written would allow 20 percent of
the assistance payments contracted for
to exceed the 70 percent of 22l<d) (3)
limitation.

For reasons which I shall hereinafter
state, I firmly believe that this program
should not be allowed to extend govern
ment subsidy benefits to families with
incomes at those levels now permissible
under the 22Hd) (3) BMIR program.

I applaud and support our committee's
efforts to bring about a way whereby our
Nation's lower-income can participate in
the great American tradition of home
ownership. The committee's chairman
and its members have worked long and
hard to formulate an appropriate mech
anism that would serve to close the gap
between the incomes that typify those
of our citizens that have limited financial
means and the market cost of a reason
ably necessary home mortgage loan.

It is our collective opinion that a di
rect month-by-month subsidy payment is
the most practical way to implement this
assistance. But, I expressed my excep
tion in our committee meetings to the
far-reaching scope of the program's SUb
sidy benefits, and I urge that every Sena
tor weigh this matter closely in his own
mind.

There must be a strong and com
pelling need to support the giving of
a Government subsidy, especially at this
time when our Government finds itself
in very serious fiscal and monetary diffi
cuties. In the area of housing, such sub
sidies should not be given to families who
are capable of housing themselves on the
private market through their own ef
forts.

If Government assistance is tD be freely
available without a determination of true
need, not only will we be subsidizing
the undermining of individual initiative
and responsibility, but we will allow
such money as is available for this pur
pose to be directed away from those in
deserving circumstances.

Eligibility for the homeownership
program's benefits is based on the
amount of a family's income, its size,
and the city that it lives in. As I have
already noted, this criteria is set out in
the eligibility tables for the section
221(d) (3) BMIRprogram.

This FNMA-backed, low interest rate,
program was enacted in 1961. It was to
be strictly limited to those individuals

and families whose incomes excludethem
from standard housing in the private
market. The program was to benefit
families "ith incomes too high for public
housing, mainly those with incomes of
$6,000 or less. This Government-aided
housing was not to compete with housing
where such aid did not exist.

Program experience has shown this
not to be the case. Unjustifiably liberal
income limits have allowed projects con
structed under the program to cater to
middle income families, not those at the
lower income levels.

Thus, the Government has in fact
been supporting housing for those that
should be expected to handle their own
housing needs.

This is all relevant because the new
homeownership program in this bilI will
utilize the 221 (d) (3) eligibility tables,
and I invite every Senator's attention to
these tables for insight into this question
of who should be subsidized by the Gov
ernment.

At page 183 of the committee report
will be found a table with some examples
of eligible family incomes listed by city
and family size. The table also shows the
comparable eligible income in each in
stance for benefits under the rent sup
plement program. These limits can be
readily interpreted as "low income" as
they are based on public housing admis
sion levels.

When we talk of "lower income," as in
this bilI, I think we should hold this to
represent those families whose incomes
are to high for public housing but too
low to allow them to purchase decent
and sufficient housing on the private
market with their own financial re
sources.

Rather than allowing the Government
to subsidize families in the middle in
come area, which is certainlY the case in
221(d) (3), we should concentrate the
benefits of this program on those lower
income families that can demonstrate
their capability to handle the respon
sibilities of homeownership if given a
helping hand. By so doing, I anticipate
that qualified families with annual in
comes generally $5,000 and less would be
the recipients of program benefits.

The 70 percent of 22l<d) (3) income
limitation that I propose in my amend
ment would be more than reasonable in
this regard. While I personally feel that
it would prove to be high in many in
stances if not implemented prudently, it
would not, in my opinion be so inflexible
as to hamper the program's operation in
the higher cost areas of the country.

It is stated that the bill's eligibility
formula is expected to generally cover
families with annual incomes from $3,000
to $7,000. The 70 percent limitation would
be well in line with this estimate. The
predecessor to this bill, S. 2700, wherein
the lower-income homeownership was
originated, contained the 70 percent of
22Hd) (3) income eligibility requirement.
This reflected the committee's feeling
that the full 22l<d) (3) limits were too
high to serve the needs of lower-income
families.

Experience with the 221 (d) (3) BMIR
program has clearly shown that benefits
tend to concentrate at the higher end
of any given eligibility limits. If this were
allowed to happen in the homeownership
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program, deserving lower-income fam
ilies would be bypassed due to the eco
nomic attractiveness of building homes
to serve the higher income levels.

Projects constructed under this gov
ernment-supported 221 (d) (3) program
in my Texas City of Dallal'> give ample
evidence of its misdirection. For ex
ample:

A couple \'rith one or two children can
make $7,550.

A couple with three or four children
can make $8,700.

A couple v.ith five or more children
can make $9,800.

Even if the 70 percent of 22Hd) (3)
eligibility were applied,

The couple with one or two children
could make $5,285.

The couple with three or four children
could make $6,090.

The couple with five or more children
could make $6,860.

I digress at this point to make a per
sonal reference. The last year that I was
assistant professor of political science at
Midwestern University, my salary was
$5,000 a year. I was raising three chil
dren and paying for my own home at
regular market interest rates. So I can
not have much sympathy with the idea
of subsidizing homeownership for people
of moderate incomes.

Let us help the ones with low incomes,
and let us make sure this prograrn does
precisely that. Even 20 percent, in my
estimation, is too much to devote to the
aid of moderate income families, when
it is the destitute, the impoverished, the
poor whom we are trying to benefit here.

In either of these instances, 70-percent
limitation or not, Government assistance
is, and would be, available to income
groups fully capable of providing for
themselves without having to rely on
their government.

According to 1966 census figures, the
median annual income of American fam
ilies was $7,400. This figure ranges from
approximately $5,600 in the South to
$7,300 in the north-central region. The
average factory worker in the Dallas area
makes about $5,300 a year.

Notwithstanding these typical incomes
of families who pay their own way in life,
the 221 (d) (3) program, in essence, says
that they should be subsidized. This is
insupportable, in my opinion, and this
new program should not be allowed to
compound this gross misuse of the tax
payer's money.

The higher income levels represented
by the full 22Hd) (3) income limits are
typical of the country's great middle
class. It would be grossly unjust to allow
the Government to subsidize families
with such incomes. It would be equally
unjust to enact a program to remedy the
housing needs of thousands of our Na
tion's lower-income families, and at the
same time make it susceptible to bene
fiting families capable of providing for
themselves.

By any measurement, the vast major
ity of American families are capable of
suppOlting their housing needs. Those
families that are least able to procure
decent housing are concentrated in the
deteriorated neighborhoods of our cities.
Some 75 percent of all substandard
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dwellings are occupied by families with
annual incomes of $4,000 or less.

If this program is to make a contribu
tion to the replacement of this rundown
housing, there is all the more reason to
use restraint in the setting of eligibility
limits. Some 28 percent of our country's
families have incomes of $5,000 and un
der. If the program is concentrated on
this 28 percent, ·...·e will certainly be
reaching out for those in true need of
assistance.

Should the program instead reach out
for those families with income:; up to
$7,000, there would be covered some 46
percent, or almost half, of all our fam
ilies. In my opinion, it is insuPPOltable to
conclude that nearly one-half of all this
country's families should rely on their
Government for their housing needs.

This is to say nothing of subsidizing
those with incomes up to $10,000, which
would be possible without the 70-percent
limitation that I propose. Approximately
70 percent of this country's families are
in this income category.

It should be pointed out that whatever
income limits we decide upon, there will
still be a large degree of flexibility in
favor of the benefited family. These in
come limits are for initial eligibility pur
poses only. Once occupancy has com
menced, a family's income could increase
beyond these limits, and income would be
recertified every 2 years to adjust the
subsidy downward.

In addition, $300 could be deducted
from a family's income for each family
minor for eligibility purposes. And, the
eligibility level is increased according to
the number of persons in the family.

Thus, the setting of the initial eligi
ble incomes should be approached with
more caution than is evident in the bill.
There is far more to support moving the
limits down than there is to set them at
the higher levels asked for.

The "Declaration of Policy" which pref
aces the bill calls for Government as
sistance for families with incomes so low
that they could not otherwise decently
house themselves. If the setting of the
program's income limits is not ap
proached with prudent restraint, we will
both miss the target of our concern, our
Nation's poorer families, and encourage
more and more of our citizens to look
to their Government as their only means
of being housed, contrary to everything
our system stands for.

Mr. LAUSCHE. :Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. TOWER. I yield such time as
necessary to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I heard the Senator
state that a family with a $10,000 income,
under certain circumstances, would be
eligible for the aid.

Mr. TOWER. That is true, under the
provisions of 221(d) (3).

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator illus
trate that, please, if he can?

Mr. TOWER. For example, a family of
three or four persons, under the maxi
mum limit under 221 (d) (3), would be
eligible for the program if it made an in
come of $6,750 a year, at Austin, Tex.
The amount varies according to the city.

Let us look at one a little closer to
Cleveland. Let us take Milwaukee, which
is very close to the State of the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin. There
a family of three or four persons having
an income of $8,000 could be eligible
within full limits. But they would be eli
gible at $5,600 if the formula were applied
at 70 percent of the existing section
22(d) (3) limitations.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Approximately what
percentage of the families of the Nation
do the $5,600 income families constitute?

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator mean in
that salary range?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes.
Mr. TOWER. About 28 percent of

the families are in the $5,000-or-under
bracket. Those in the $3,000 bracket
constitute 14 percent; $3,000 to $5,000, 14
percent; a total of 28 percent.

I am trying to make certain that all
the money earmarked in the bill will
go to the lower income families and that
none of it will be allowed to gravitate up
to the moderate income families.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Where would be the
dividing line?

Mr. TOWER. The dividing line would
vary from city to city. For a family of
two persons, it would vary anywhere
from an income of $4,000 in Austin, Tex.,
to about $5,215 in New York City.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. I should like to ask either

the Senator from Texas or the Senator
from Wisconsin what constitutes income.
Is it income for Federal income tax pur
poses as shown in an income tax return?
Or would it include an inheritance that
a member of the family might receive?
Suppose a family has an income of $5.000
as shown on the Federal income tax re
turn, but that a relative of one of the
family passes away, and the family re
ceives an inheritance of $25,000.

Also, would the income include gifts?
Let us say that in the disposition of an
estate, a low-income family receives a
gift from a parent or other relative in the
amount of $2,000 or $3,000.

I should like to be satisfied on this
point. I raised this point 2 years ago in
the debate on the rent-supplement bill.
In fact, I offered an amendment on this
point. The distinguished former senior
Senator from Illinois, Mr. Douglas, de
clined to accept the amendment. Al
though he rejected it, I am happy to
say that the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, apparently as a re
sult of a reading of the debate, issued
regulations which made it clear that in
heritances and gifts of substantial
amounts would be taken into account in
possibly disqualifying a person from
eligibility.

As a matter of legislative history, we
ought to make this point clear. Certainly
the taxpayers should not be called upon
to have their tax money used to pay
subsidies to people who can afford to pay
for their homes themselves. As I under
stand, the entire thrust of the bill is to
make certain that families in low-in
come areas; who cannot afford to make
such payments, will receive some assist
ance from the taxpayers to enable them
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to attain decent housing for themselves.
If, however, outside sources of eco

nomic income, such as inheritance or
gifts, are not taken into account, I think
then that we would frustrate the pur
poses of the legislation.

Could either of my colleagues satisfY
me on that point?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I believe
that the income referred to as gross in
come would include income from all
sources.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
staff is busily working on an answer to
the question of the Senator from Iowa.
The definition that we have available
from HUD on definition of income indi
cates the following:

For an employee receiving a straight salary
or wages and whose rate of income is aUbjec.
to change due to promotions. etc., a deter
mination based upon the previous 12 months'
earnings might well be erroneous. For such
persons, the annual income must be proven
on the basis of the current rate of pay at
the time of certification.

I think that the Senator from Iowa
makes a good point, and I understand
that the Senator from Texas is probably
correct. However, I would like to check
further to see if it includes not only pay,
but also gifts and inheritance and any
other source of money that would be
available.

There is the difficulty that a man or a
woman might receive a small inheritance
of perhaps $1,000 or $2,000 in 1 year. Ob
viously, it would not be fair to disqualify
that person if that is a one-time situa
tion.

It certainly ought to include any regu
lar income from pension or from interest
in property, or anything of that kind.
There is no question about that. However,
whether it should include a small illherl
tance, I am not sure, and I am checking
now to find out.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would
appreciate it if the Senator could furnish
that information. In addition, if there
is a feeling that the income shown on the
Federal income tax return-and adjusted
gross income is what almost everybody
refers to in their Income tax returns
should be the test, then of course we
would be faced with the possibilits' of
someone who might receive a substantial
amount of money in the form of interest.
So I think it is very well for us to try to
close any loopholes here.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree with the Sen
ator.

Mr. MILLER. I agree with my col
leagues.

Mr. PROXMIRE. However, in connec
tion with the point made by the distin
guished Senator from Texas, he was cor
rect. I have in my hand a document on
the stationery of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, Fed
eral Housing Administration that speci
fies that-

Tenant income means all of the gross in
come before taxes and all deductions re
ceived by all members of the family except a
dependent child or children.

The only exception provided here is
for a dependent child such as one work
ing in a car wash or some such estab
lishment 1 day a week. That income is

excluded, but any other income is in
clUded in the definition.

Mr. Mn...LER. It is good from the
standpoint of the legislative history,
which we are making, to make sure that
we are talking about an gross income for
Federal income tax purposes. It has long
ago been decided that Federal income
does not include inheritance or gifts.
However, the thrust of the pending legis
lation is something else. It goes into the
economic status of the people.

It would seem that gross income for
the purpase of subsidizing these low
income areas for decent housing ought
to reflect the economic type of income
which, to the average person would not
include inheritance and gifts.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am
now informed by the staff that they have
been in touch with the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. The
Department says that they would take
into account all income, including that
from gifts, iIlheritance, and any other
element in determining whether a pro
spective tenant or buyer would qualify.

Mr. TOWER. That would include in
come from taX-free bonds.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor
rect. However, most of the people with
the kind of income the Senator from
Texas is talking about would not have
any investment income. However, the
point raised is a good one.

Mr. MILLER. What we are trying to
do is to meet the needs of those who need
assistance. And if we can make sure of
what we are talking about by way of leg
islative history, as we have already done,
I think it would be helpful to the tax
payers in general and also to those who
have to administer the law.

Mr. TOWER. The whole thrust of my
argument is to make sure that we dedi
cate all of the money to helping those
people in the lower socioeconomic scale.
We are trying to avoid having that pro
gram gravitate upward toward the more
moderate-income family.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, did I cor
rectly understand the Senator, in re
sponse to the question of the Senator
from Ohio, to say that the area to which
he is trying to confine this average rep
resents about 28 percent of the popu
lation?

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is correct.
That is, 28 percent of the families.

Mr. MILLER. Can the Senator tell us
what additional percentage would be
covered over and above the 28 percent
under the bill as it now stands without
the pending amendment?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, 80 per
cent of the money would be confined to
that 28 percent. However, there is a pro
vision that 20 percent of the money can
go to the full 221 (d) (3) limit. And if it is
applied over the whole bill, 46 percent of
the families in the country would be
eligible.

Mr. MILLER. The point of the Senator
is that we should confine the impact of
the bill to the area embracing 28 percent
of the families. I assume that we have
enough problems with that 28 percent
without going above that to get into the
area of 46 percent average.

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is correct.
And 46 percent is the minimal figure.
Forty-six percent of the families have
incomes up to $10,000. And when we take
the full coverage under 221(d) (3), it
could easily hit 50 percent or more of
the families in the country.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask a
question which might affect industry de
centralization. If industry moves to less
pOPUlated areas where there is no hous
ing and if they pay their employees any
where from $5,000 to $10,000 a year,
would those employees be eligible for as
sistance under the bill or under the
pending amendment? Of course, I have
specific instances in mind in which po
tential employees cannot rent or pur
chase a house.

Mr. TOWER. Again, the income would
be the determining factor, and that de
termination would be made by the Sec
retary.

Mr. AIKEN. Let us suppose that the
pay amounts to anywhere from $5,000 to
$10,000 a year.

Mr. TOWER. There are programs that
they can benefit from, other than this
program.

The Senator is assuming that they
want to build houses and own homes?

Mr. AIKEN. They want a roof over
their heads.

Mr. TOWER. But do they want home
ownership?

Mr. AIKEN. I think so.
Mr. TOWER. Other channels for

homeownership are available to them.
Mr. AIKEN. They cannot rent houses.

There are none there for them to rent.
rrhey have to build if they want a house
in which to live.

Mr. TOWER. I believe that if an in
dustry located a sizable plant in an area
where there was inadequate housing,
that industry would devise some means
to make sure its workers were housed.
Otherwise,. it could not attract the
workers it needed.

Mr. AIKEN. I wish that were true.
Mr. TOWER. It seems to me that that

responsibility would fall on industry.
Mr. AIKEN. It takes time to solve those

problems. It cannot be done overnight.
Mr. TOWER. If this does occur in

Vermont, I am sure that a little Yankee
ingenuity would take care of it, anyway.

Mr. AIKEN. Yankee ingenuity is work
ing at it. But when the banks have loaned
all their available money and houses are
not available to rent, it creates a problem.

At the same time, I know the Senator
from Texas also undoubtedly advocates
the decentralization of industry, to get
away from the merciless crowding into
the cities, for which we are paying a
price.

Mr. TOWER. The eligibility require
ment for a family of three or four persons
in Burlington, vt., would be an income
of $7,350.

Mr. AIKEN. Under the Senator's
amendment or under the bill?

Mr. TOWER. Under the formula I pro
pose, approximately one-third, or 30 per
cent, would be taken from that amount.
It would be in the area of an income of
$5,000 or $5,200 for eligibility.

Mr. AIKEN. Let us say that that
would be a bare minimum anyway.
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Mr. TOWER. This is graduated up

ward, according to· the number in the
family.

Mr. AIKEN. That takes time, too.
Mr. PROXMIRE. IvIr. President, I yield

myself 10 minutes.
Mr. President, the amendment of the

distinguished Senator from Texas ex
presses the same sentiment that I
strongly feel. As a matter (',f fact, I in
troduced an amendment to the bill as it
came from the administration to reduce
the incomes of those people who would
be assisted to buy their own homes so
that it would be at a level of only 70 per
cent of the present so-called 22Hd) (3)
that is, the low- and moderate-income
program. However, when I introduced
that amendment I was persuaded that in
order for the program to work-espe
cially for this program to work in the
ghetto areas, which concerns every
Member of the Senate so much-it was
necessary to provide some flexibility. So I
provided in my amendment that whereas
70 percent of BMIR income should be the
limit for 80 percent of the applicants, for
4 out of 5; for the overwhelming major
ity of the applicants, 20 percent, 1 out of
5, would be free to have HUD permit a
higher level than the 70 percent of 221
(d) (3).

I agree very strongly with the Senator
from Texas that Congress should not
subsidize rental or homeownership for
any family which can help itself. I be
lieve that is a good principle. It is a
principle we should apply, and it should
be applied to the greatest extent pos
sible. But to have a workable program
that will do something about the ghetto
areas, especially in the areas where sites
are important--incidentally, the sites are
just unavailable in the ghetto areas-it
is necessary to provide this degree of
flexibility.

I wish to stress at this time that every
family under this program will be re
quired to pay at least 20 percent of its
income in buying the home. Of course,
in addition to that 20 percent, as all of
us who are homeowners know, many
other costs accrue, to the homeowner in
addition to the basic costs of paying for
the mortgage, amortization, and essen
tial costs of buying a home.

Mr. President, this definition under
section 22lCd) (3)-that is, the below
market interest rate income ceiling for
that level of income needed by the family
to afford decent housing in that area.

I know this has been a subject for
criticism by some persons who point to
New York City where a large family, in
order to have a home, has to have an
income of perhaps $10,000. This $10,000
has been applied generally throughout
the country as the limitation. However,
if we were to apply it rigidly according
to the Tower amendment, without ex
ception, it would exclude some families
in high-cost areas, where the family lives
in slum housing, and cannot get into a
decent home without at least a little help
from the Federal Government. In those
instances the income is not high enough
to afford ownership without some finan
cial help.

I shall refer to some examples, which
might be the best way to understand the
program. New. York. City has been the

most flagrant example. In New York City,
applying the 70-percent figure, in the
case of the man who makes $75 a week,
the wife of the man in that situation
works and she makes $70 a week, because
people with low incomes usually have to
have the wives working. We know how
many millions of American families there
are in this situation. They have four chil
dren. Under this program they would
not qualify in New York City. With that
income, with the wife working, and with
four children, it would be virtually im
possible for them to be able to buy hous
ing in New York City.

I would refer to the city of San An
tonio in the State of my good friend from
Texas. In that city, if a man is making
$50 a week, which is beloW the present
Federal minimum wage, and if his wife
is making $50 a week, and they have
four children, they would be out of luck.
They could not qualify under the Tower
amendment to secure any degree of help
from the Federal Government. The Sen
ator from Texas is far better informed
with respect to housing there. However,
when there are four children and the
income totals $100 a week or $5,000 a
year, whereas 30 or 40 years ago that was
not bad, these days one cannot buy hous
ing according to the experts who have
gone in and stUdied this problem.

I wish to give another example for San
Antonio. In the case of the family of six
persons, two adults and four children,
the man makes $60 a week as a short
order cook-that is the kind of job where
they would have that pay-and the wife
earns $50 a week as a maid, again they
would not qualify to get an opportunity
to buy their own home.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I shall yield in a
moment.

The bill in its present form provides
that 80 percent, or 4 out of 5, of the fam
ilies who are going to be eligible inust
have incomes below the 70-percent limit
to come into the program, but there
is a little flexibility. There is a 20-percent
flexibility for HUD to do something about
the ghetto areas. and where the location
is such that without the flexibility they
could not buy a home.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.
Mr. TOWER. I might point out that

I do not have the figures for San An
tonio. However, the flgures for Dallas are
roughly comparable, but perhaps more
expensive. Seventy percent under 221
<d) (3) would allow families of five and
six persons to qualify with an income of
$6,000. That income is arrived at after
deducting $300 for each dependent child.

I would like to raise this question for
the Senator from Wisconsin in connec
tion with helping the ghettos. Accord
ing to the President's Commission on
Civil Disorders, the survey they made
showed that in 20 cities experiencing
rioting in 1967 the median family in
come in disturbance areas was for Whites,
$3,300 and for nonwhites, $4,218.

It occurs to me that the lower we get
the more we are going to help the non
white families.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have two answers.

First, 80 percent of the program would
go exclusively and entirely to very
low-income families. Second, it must be
recognized there are some people, and
the figure runs into the millions, who
will not be able to afford to buy homes
even if the interest rate to be effective
were down to 1 percent. There are some
who wiII have to rely on rent supple
ments and rental housing. All Americans
cannot have adequate income to buy
their own homes. However, it seems to
me we would be ruling out many hard
working people with low incomes who
should be enabled to qualify.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so I may ask a question?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I understand that

80 percent of the money wiII be ear
marked to help what is referred to as
lOW-income families?

Mr. PROXMIRE. All of the income will
be used to help people with low income,
but 80 percent will be to help those whose
income is so low it is only 70 percent of
the level necessary on the basis of the
best scientific advice we have of what
it takes to buy a home in the free market.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The other 20 percent
will be allowable to families which are
above this most :numble classification. Is
that correct?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How is it to be decided
to which of those 20 percent this money
is going to be given? What wiII be the
situation if the 20 percent of the money
is not adequate to take care of all of the
applicants?

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is no question
that all of the applicants will not be
taken care of on the basis of the 80 per
cent or the 20 percent.

Mr. LAUSCHE. On what basis would it
be?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It would be on the
basis of those areas most in need of hous
ing, where unavailability of sites is such
a serious problem.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Would it not follow
that if 20 percent will not be adequate to
take care of all the applicants, next year
you will have to provide more money so
that all who apply wiII be taken care of?

Mr. PROXMIRE. We have not had any
housing program in the past to take care
of all of those who need assistance. As the
Senator knows we have over 8 miIIion
substandard homes. We cannot expect to
take care of all of these with anyone
program.

We are trying primarily to help those
with low incomes that would not other
wise have any chance to buy a home. We
want to help those whose incomes are
very low and who cannot buy a home, but
they are higher thEm the limits and they
live in areas, ghetto areas, in which as
sistance is needed. such as in Cleveland,
Milwaukee, and New York City.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To summarize, then, a
family under ct:rtain circumstances, be
cause of the large numbers in some areas
in the country could qualify for this sub
sidy even though the family was earning
as high as $10,000.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That would be ex
traordinarily rare and I frankly would be
very, very surprised if that should be the
case in view of the very limited amount
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2. At the same time the Committee rec
ognized the need to continue to assist some
moderate income families who are unable to
find suitable living conditions at market
rates. These families-the postal workers,
civil servants, teachers, cab drivers, and
those displaced by pUblic action-have diffi
culty, especially in urban areas, finding ade
quate housing. Although their incomes may
be above $6,000, they still have a difficult
time in obtaining safe and decent housing
with their means.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has com
puted a typical city worker's budget for a
family of four. This budget shows that a
family, in the fall of 1966 must have had an
income of $9,191 a year to have a "moderate
standard of living." Housing costs averaged
24.1 % of this bUdget or $2,214 a year,

The Department of Housing and Urban
Development has supplied me with some
further statistics on the gross minimum
monthly rental needed to secure standard
housing in various cities. These figures would
also approximate the monthly mortgage pay
ment required to purchase a standard home.
For a two-bedroom unit the minimum rents
are as high as $137 in Las Vegas, $123 In
Duluth, Minnesota, $132 in Chicago, $141 In
Boston, and $117 in Buffalo, New York.

ThUS, the average city worker is required
to spend a substantial amount of his re
sources in prOViding housing. For some fami
lieS-Whom we might consider moderate in
come-this is still a tremendous strain on
their bUdget. There is no reason why our

the rental assistance program, a family is
required to pay 25% of its adjusted Income
(gross annual Income minus $300 per child
living at home) toward the rent. However,
In the homeownership program, the family
pays 20% of Its adjusted income toward the
mortgage payment. The reason for this dif
ferential Is that a family buying a home has
the additional required expenses of main
tenance, repair, insurance and utilities.

This income limitation formula was based
on five conclusions of the Committee.

1. The major thrust of these new programs
should be toward the lower income family.
In the past, too often, the federal rental
program, 221(d) (3), has assisted the family
whose income Is over $8,000 a year and not
the lower income family. Yet, the vast ma
jority of more than 6 million substandard
housing units In this country are occupied
by families whose income is below $5,500.
Therefore to insure that these two new pro
grams will benefit the lower income family,
the Committee required that 80% of the
funds authorized under these programs go
to families whose incomes are under 70 % of
the present 221(d) (3) limits.

This is a dramatic shift from our previous
programs. For example, under the 221(d) (3)
program a family of 4 In Minneapolis would
be eligible for a rental unit if their Income
did not exceed $8,050. However, under the
formula worked out by the Committee, pri
mary emphasis (80% of the funds) would
now be given to families whose Income is
$5,650 or below. A chart giving other exam
ples of this new emphasis shows as follows:

that would be available to those families.
The $10,000 would be reduced to $7,000,
according to what is now in the bill, the
80 percent.

If HUD is going to make an exception
to provide for someone with $10,000 a
year to buy a home I would be very
shocked. They might go a little over
$7,000, however.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How many families in
the country would be covered if there
\vere a maximum of $7,OOO?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Well, it is hard to
say. The estimate of 38 percent is the
number of families that would qualify
under the so-called low market interest
rate program, although that disagrees
with what the Senator from Texas esti
mates. He says 47 percent. I say 38 per
cent. He says $7,000 limitation so as to
bring it down to 28 percent. The $7,000
is de<:eptive. We knock out the $7,000
limitation in New York and in Pineland,
Tex., it is $3,300. It depends on the cost
of construction in those particular areas.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield me 2
minutes?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE]
has prepared a statement in opposition
to this amendment. Unfortunately, he
cannot be here, and I therefore ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the
RECORD his statement, together with the
insertions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The statement of Mr. MONDALE is as
follows:

AMENDMENT No. 822
On Friday, the distinguished Senator from

Texas (Mr. Tower) offered an amendment,
No. 822, to the Housing and Urban Develop
ment Act of 1968. This amendment would
limit eligiblllty for the home ownership pro
gram to families whose income Is 70% or less
of the prescribed limits for the 221(d) (3)
low and moderate Income housing program.

One of the most complicated Issues faced
by the Banking and Currency Committee
during the consideration of Title I and Title
II, the home ownership and rental assistance
programs, was the establishment of eqUitable
income limitations. The approach approved
by the Committee represents a recognition
that these programs must concentrate on the
lower income family while at the same time
serve a large enough range of Incomes to
attract private developers to build units. Any
attempt to change It would endanger the
whole housing program.

Because of the Importance of the whole
issue of income limits In both these pro
grams, I would like to give some background
on the Committee's actions and deliben.tions.

The formula established by the Committee
Is the same for both the homeownership and
rental assistance programs. It has three
segments:

1. All but 20% of the subsidy payments
authorized must be used for famllles whose
income is 70 % or below the prescribed
221 (d I (3) limits for the locality.

2. The other 20':'0 can go to families whose
income is above 70% of the 221(d) (3) limits
but does not exceed these limits.

3. In determining income, $300 will be de
ducted from gross income for each minor
<:hild liVing in the home.

The only difference between the two prO
grams relates to the subsidy mechanism. In

City

-------
Montgomery, Ala _
Long View, TeL __ .....
Tampa, F1a ... .. _
Macon, Ga. . __ . __ . __
Raleigh, N.C. __ . __ .__ . _
8angor, Maine ._. __ ._._
Duluth, MinH . . . __
Springfield, Mo • __ ._ .. _._
Atlantic City, NJ __
Austin, Tex . . __
Milwaukee, Wis.. _
Detroit, Mich. ._
Boston, Mass ._. _
Washington, D.C __ . __
Springfield,'IL. ,. . __ . __

Present
221(dX3)
limits for
a family

014

$5,900
6,050
5,950
5,750
5,950
6,800
6,700
6.800
6,700
6,750
8, 000
8,200
8,200
8,400
8,250

70 percent
01 these

limits

$4,100
4,200
4,200
4,000
4,200
4,800
4.700
4.800
4,700
4,700
5,600
5,700
5,700
5,900
5,800

housing programs should. riot lI.sSlst -. these
families as well as the lower income families
as long as there Is some provision for a slid
Ing scale of assistance 50 that those more
In need receive more assistance.

Therefore, the Committee concluded that
20 % of the funds appropriated for these
new programs could be used to help the
moderate income family Whose own resources
were insufficient to meet rental or mortgage
payments.

However, the Committee also prOVided a
sliding scale SUbsidy based on income. A
family Will pay a certain percentage of its
income for this housing-20% for home own
ership; 25% for the rental program-grant
Ing the lower income faml1y with more bene
fits than the moderate income family.

For example, under the home ownership
program, the required monthly mortgage
payment for a $14,000 home, financed at 6% %
for 35 years, would be $116.52. A lower Income
family earning $4,200 a year would pay 20%
of its Income-$70 a month-toward the
mortgage and the government would assist
by paying $46.52. On the other hand, a mod
erate IUcorne family, one earning $6,600 pur
chasing the same house, would be required
to pay 20% of its income, $110 a month. Al
though stlll eligible for assistance, tile fam
l1y would receive only $6.52 a month in sub
sidy.

TIlis is In marked contrast to the 221 (d) (3)
program where the SUbsidy goes to the unit
and the same rent is established for low
income and middle income families. The pro
visions in S. 3497 are a much more equitable
approach to assisting those who are in need.

3. A large enough range Of eligible incomes
must be established in each community to
attract private bUilders to produce this hous
ing. There must be a SUfficient market for
units or they will not be built. If these units
are limited to an income range of only $1,000,
for example, then there is only slight hope
that the necessary volume of housing wlll be
bul1t.

During the housing hearings this year,
Lloyd Clarke, President of the National As
sociation of Homebuilders testified on this
point:

"I want to stress also that this program
(home ownership) Is meant to serve moderate
income as well as low income families. Vol
ume results cannot be achieved if It should
be restricted so as to make it impossible to
provide good housing opportunities for fami
lies not now being sheltered by either the
private market at market rates or the sub
sidiZed Government programs.

"To assure the kind of massive building
and marketing program envisioned by this
section 235 program, the income limits for
assistance under this proposal should be as
In the blll (S. 3029) a function of the maxi
mum permissible mortgage amounts and the
formula for assistance."

Mr. Clarke's warning is appropriate since
the program's income range would be severe
ly limited if only families whose Income Is
70%of 221(d) (3) were eligible.

The blll's provision that the mortgage
subsidy can never exceed the difference be
tween a market rate mortgage and a one per
centage mortgage creates a floor beneath
which families cannot afford to purchase a
home even With the subsidy.

For example, the maximum subsidy on a
$12,000 home Is $45.72. This means only fam
lIles whose income exceeds $3,200 can afford
this home. Making only families whose In
come Is 70% of the 221(d) (3) eligible, re
stricts the market. Assuming that an average
2 bedroom unit is a low construction cost
area has a value of $12,000, the range would
be:

Montgomery, Ala., $3,200----$4,100.
Longview, Texas, $3.200-$4,200.
Tampa, Florida, $3.200-$4,200.
Macon, Georgia, $3,200-$4,000.
This is contrasted with a range of $3,200

$5,400 (the poInt at which a family's in
come is sufficient to pay the monthly mort-
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gage) in all these cities if there was no 11mi
tation on income. Thus, the provision per
mit.ting 20% of the funds to be used for
families above the 70% limit would expand
the potential market for any builder and
provide a market to fill vacancies not filled
by those of the lower 70% of (d) (3) limits.

4. There should be a diversity of incomes
liVing in units produced with these two pro
grams. The Committee felt that if all the
efforts were concentrated on housing only
the poor, we would merely be creating new
islands of poverty and confinement, isolated
from the rest of the community. Our early
experience with the public housing program
has demonstrated that a safe, new dwelUng
is not in itself the way to eliminate a slum.
Too often, new, highrise slums were created
in a pUblic project because there was no eco
nomic cross section in the community.

William L. Taylor, Staff Director of the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights wrote a letter to
the distinguished Chairman of the Commit
tee (IVIr. Sparkman) expressing his concern
over income limitations in the new programs.
His conclusion Is that an economic mix with
a neighborhood will give it more viability
and "enable disadvantaged families to par
ticipate more fully in community life." ThiS
point was one more reason for the committee
to permit the use of 20% of the funds for the
moderate Income families.

5. Special Assistance should be granted to
the large family.

The large family Is often neglected in our
special programs as recent studies in public
housing demonstrate. Most public housing
projects do not have enough bedrooms per
unit to assist these famllles and they are
forced to live in substandard units. In addi
tion, there Is a higher concentration of pov
erty among the large family. In fact, the
incident of poverty among large families is
two and one half times as great as among
otller families.

Coupled with the unique housing needs of
the large family Is the problem that these
families are not able to pay as high as a per
centage of their income for housing needs.
A recent stUdy in New York City on the
amount of income needed to maintain a
"modest, minimum" bUdget shows that the
family costs increase by $700 a year for each
additional child.

As the family size Increases, the proportion
of income going for housing decreases. This
New York study shows how this alfects the
large family, The childless couple pays 24.3 %
of its Income for housing while the family of
10 can only pay 16% of its Income for
housing.

Percentage Of income
Number of people: lor housing1 29.0

2 24.3
3 23.3
4 20.6
5 20.0
6 18.3
7 17.6
8 17.5
9 17.6

10 16.0
11 15.4

To meet this situation, the bill provides
that Income ellglblllty determination and
subsidy determination will be based on "ad
justed Income", There will be a reductIon of
$300 from annual income for every minor
child llving In the home. Thus, if 70 percent
of the (d) (3) limits was $5,500, a family of
$7,200 with 6 children would fall within this
category since Its adjusted Ince.me Is only
$5,400. In addition the family 'WOUld only
pay 20% of this $5,400 Income toward the
mortgage payment or 25% of It toward
monthly rent.

Thus, these were the reasons the Com
mittee decided on the income limit formula
contained in the bill. In my opinion, this
formuIa Is an equItable one. It assists those
truly in need and emphasizes the lower in-

come family. It prOVides a sliding scale sub
sidy so that those with higher income will
receive less government assistance. It en
courages neighborhoods where there will be
an economic mix. It gives special help to the
large families and their special problems.

Amendments such as the one offered by the
distinguished ranking minority member of
the Housing and Urban Affairs Subcommittee
(Mr. Tower) will negate thls formula, and
endanger the success of the program.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the allusion to Pineland, Tex., just
made by the Senator from Wisconsin.
Let me say that the sawmills in Pineland
throwaway enough lumber to build a
house down there. It is very cheap to
build down in Pineland, Tex.

Mr. President, let me cite some testi
mony given before the committee by the
junior Senator from New York [Mr.
KEI.'NEDY] in his testimony on this and
other matters pending before the Hous
ing Committee. In that exchange be
tween the Senator from New Yorl~ and
myself, the following took place:

Senator TOWER. The surveys by the Presi
dent's Commission on Civil Disorders found
that the number of persons assisted by Fed
eral programs in almost all cases constituted
only a fraction of those In need.

Now, the median income of familles ac
cording to this report in the disturbance
areas was $4,200 for nonwhites and $5,300
for whites.

I notice that a recent article In the New
York Times states that the median family
income in New York City's Brownsville slum
area is $3,500 a year, and I understand that
even that is higher than in Bedford
Stuyvesant--

Senator KENNEDY. That is correct.
Senator TOWER (continuing). The area the

Senator has manifested so much interest in.
Too, a prior witness before this committee,

the Mortgage Bankers, testified tha t 75 per
cent of all substandard homes in 1960 were
occupied by families with incomes of $4,000
or less.

Now, in view of this, don't these income
figures give evidence tha.t would support
efforts on the part of this committee and on
the part of the Congress to aim these pro
grall1S at the lower income levels?

And I would say further don't these In
comes represent a logical target for priority?

In other words, less emphasis on t!1e so
called moderate incomes and more empl1asls
on the low-Income families?

Senator KENNEDY. The abSOlute fact is that,
except for the public housing programs, there
have not been any housing programs that
have helped the low-income people In this
country.

The 221(d) (3) program Is really for mid
dle-income people. We have not had any
housing prograll1S that have helped the low
est income people In the United States. And
this legislation that is being considered by
this committee is not really going to help
them either.

It Is going to do better than 221(d) (3), but
It is not going to get to the group tha.t you
just described.

Senator TOWER. Without trying to get a
specific endorsement of any particular provi
sion, I would note that the eligibility re
quirements in S. 3029 are the same as they
are for 221(d) (3), whereas In S. 2700 we
pegged the elig1blllty requirements at 70 per
cent of 221(d) (3), which would keep It down
more toward the median income range.

Do you favor some sort of legislative de
Vice, not necessarily this one, to keep this
thing from surfacing and graVitating toward
more moderate income?

Senator KENNEDY. I do.

Thus, Mr. PresIdent, I submit that
when the Senator from New York and I

can arrive at an agreement on something,
it must be very worth\';hile and represent
a real consensus. I would suggest in light
not only of Senator KENNEDY'S testi
mony but also because the same question
was asked of many witnesses repeatedly,
and the response was to keep it down to
the lowest income families because they
are the ones not being helped today.

When we consider that in Bedford
Stuyvesant and Brownsville, N.Y., the
families there are in the $3,000 to the
$3,200 bracket, those are the people we
need to help. Those making $7,000, $8,000,
or $9,000, perhaps it is a hardship on
some of the large families in the income
range of $6,000, $7,000, $8,000, or even
$10,000, to build a house or buy a house
or even rent a house the burden falls not
nearly so heavily on them as it does, on
those making below $5,000. That is where
the most critical problem is. Those are
the people to whom the program should
be targeted.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vvisconsin is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there
is no argument between the Senator from
Texas and me about the fact that the bill,
and this measure in the bill, should be
directed primarily at those with the low
est incomes. It is. It is, at the present
time. In the bill, however, both the Hous
ing and Urban Affairs Department and
the homebuilders-and the homebUilders
are very emphatic about this-as well as
the Cooperative League and two sig
nificant other groups; namely, the U.S.
Civil Rights Commission and organized
labor, they all feel very strongly that we
should not knock out any flexibility on
the part of the DIrector of HUn.

I think the argument that makes sense
is that we do not want to create a situa
tion where we have economic ghettos.
We should provide an opportunity for
people whose incomes are above this also
to be able to buy their own homes. What
will happen is that people with low in
comes will be able to buy their own
homes under the program, but there will
be a serious gap, a gap in which we will
have the kind of experience observed be
fore, where there will be indignity be
cause of being associated with that kind
of subsidy, because these are people with
low incomes and they will be identified
as being placed in a group where their
houses are subsidized.

What I want to emphasize-and em
phasIze strongly-is that because 20 per
cent of incomes are required to go to
pay for houses, that subsidy diminishes
as the income increases. We talk about
people with incomes of $4,000 or $3,500,
but In buying their own home, we recog
nize that the assistance they get is going
to be a great deal less than the assIstance
of those with an income of $3,000 or
$2,500. Most are under this provision.
Even for that small minority who have
an income above the 70-percent lImit,
they will pay for virtually the entire
cost of the rental themselves and not
have the benefit of the Government sub
sidy,

Mr. TOWER. Mr. PresIdent, I yIeld
myself such time as Is necessary,
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Bennett Grillin Long, La.
Bible Harris McCarth)'
Carlson Hartke McGee
Church Hatfield McGovern
C'1ark Hayden Mondale
Cooper Hollings Montoya
Curtis Inouye Morse
Dirksen Javits Morton
Dominick Jordan, Idaho Murphy
Eastland Kennedy, Mass. Nelson
Ervin Kennedy, N.Y. Riblcotr
Fannin Kuchel Smathers
Fong Long, Mo. Tydings

So Mr. TOWER'S amendments (No. 822)
were rejected.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by \vhich the
amendment was :ejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 829

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 829, and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 88, beginning with Une 4, strike

out al1 through line 2 on page 96.
Renumber succeeding sections and titles

accordingly.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that there be
a time limitation of 1 hour on the pend
ing amendment, the time to be equally
divided, 30 minutes each to the distin
guished Senator from Texas [Mr.
TOWER] and the distinguished Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields
time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the effect
of my pending amendment would be to
delete from the bill the new communi
ties provision. I cannot concur with the
inclusion in the pending bill of a pro
gram of Government guarantees for the
development of entirely new communi
ties.

This is the program which would au
thorize the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development to guarantee bonds
and other obligations issued by develop
ers to finance the cost of acquiring and
developing land, after which there would
be developed on the land that was
acquired homes, schools, and the other
usual institutions associated with a self
sustaining city or community.

Pastore
PeU
Proxmlre
Randolph
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Symington
W1lllams. N.J.
Yarborough
Young, Ohio

Russell
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young. N. Dak.

Gore
Gruening
Hart
Hill
Jackson
Magnuson
Mansfield
McIntyre
Metcalf
Monroney
Moss
Muskie

Aiken
Anderson
Bartlett
Bayh
Boggs
Brewster
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Ellender
Fulbright

Allott
Baker
Brooke
Brrd, Va.
Cotton
Dodd
Hansen
Hickenlooper
Holland

from Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF], and
the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TYDINGS] would each vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Missis
sippi [Mr. EASTLAND] is paired with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Mississippi would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Pennsylvania would vote
"nay."

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] is paired with the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], If present and voting, the Sena
tor from North Carolina would vote
"yea," and the Senator from Massachu
setts would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Flor
ida [Mr. SMATHERS] is paired with the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSEL If
present and voting, the Senator from
Florida would vote "yea," and the Sena
tor from Oregon would vote "nay."

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announce
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN
NETT], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
CARLSON], the Senators from Kentucky
[Mr. COOPER and Mr. MORTON], the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS], the
Senator from lllinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. FANNIN], the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. FONG], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD],
the Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS]
and the Senators from California [Mr.
KUCHEL and Mr. MURPHY] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. DOMI
NICK], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. JOR
DAN]. and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. GRIFFIN] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. DOMINICK], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. FANNIN], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], the Sena
tor from Idaho [Mr. JORDAN], and the
Senator from California [Mr. MURPHY]
would each vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KUCHEL], is paired with the
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS].
If present and voting, the Senator from
California would vote "yea," and the
Senator from New York would vote
"nay."

The result was announced-yeas 25,
nays 36, as follows:

[No. 161 Leg.]
YEAS-25

Hruska
Jordan. N.C.
Lausche
McClellan
1'Il!ler
Mundt
Pearson
Percy
Prouty

NAYS-36

I am aware that is seems like nit-pick
ing to object to a mere 20 percent of the
funds earmarked or being made avail
able under the program for families that
reach full eligibility limits on 22l<d) (3)
but, again, it is the case of the camel
with his head under the tent. We have
striven for years to devise programs that
would help the very pOOr, and in every
instance the programs have alwayS grav
itated upwards toward the lower-risk in
come groups. So I think now we need to
have a program in which we say 100 per
cent of all that we earmark for the pro
gram is going to help those who are low
est of the socioeconomic scale, because
they are the people most in need, they are
the people SUffering the most and the
people least able to take care of them
selves.

I think we should put every dime we
can earmark into a program to help these
people. If there are five people in a given
area making application, at an income
level below $5,000 a year, only four of
them are going to get the assistance, be
cause the fifth one will have to give away
to someone much higher on the socio
economic scale and much more capable
of taking care of himself. So I urge the
adoption of my amendment.

I am prepared to yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. TOWER. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendments of
the Senator from Texas. All remaining
time on the amendments has been yielded
·back. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Ml'. BYRD of 'Nest Virginia. I an-

'nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BIBLE], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE], and the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. LONG] are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CH1JRCH], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. ER
VIN], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
HARRIS], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HARTKE], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HAYDEN], the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONGl, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHYI, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. MCGEE1, the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. MCGOVERN], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE], the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. MON
TOYA], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
MORSEl, the Senator from 'Wisconsin
[lVIr. NELSON], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. RIBICOFF], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS]
l:re necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New York
[Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. MONDALE], the Senator


