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Paul E. Tsongas
Speech to the Senate .
June 3, 1981

Mr. President, this legislation will seriously undermine our community
and economic development efforts in Massachusetts and throughout the
nation. It will target the low income family and elderly housing tenants
for severe economic hardship.

The changes in housing programs are a major blow to poor people.

First, the Administration stripped the poor of their basic services including
housing, and raised Tow income housing rents. Now the Senate proposes to
extract the final pound of flesh by forcing cities to choose between

rent controls for tenants outside public housing and rent subsidies for tenants
inside public housing.

The changes in community development programs are unnecessary, since they
were reauthorized in the last Congress. More importantly they are dangerous,
because they take away controls on how community development funds are spent.
The proposed change in small cities program administration has received only
a cursory examination, -and would place another layer of bureaucracy between
Tocal and federal government. I believe that necessary regulatory reforms
and reductions in paperwork should and can be made without this massive effort
to weaken the law. Under the guise of eliminating these burdens, the
Administration is actually wasting the taxpayers' money.

It is clear that the issue is not dollars or programs, but philosophy.
The Administration could have an economic recovery program with the cities
as partners, but they have chosen to make the cities their victims.

Mr. President, I have worked on 7 major housing bills since I came to
Congress, but I cannot support this bill. T represents a major retreat from

the programs and principles which have proven workable and effective.
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TSONGAS SAYS HOUSING BILL HURTS POOR AND CITIES, PLANS TO OPPOSE

Se%§?or Paul E. Tsongas,(D. Mass.) said that he will work
actively against passage of the Housing and Community Development 1%L:§;N

S
Amendments scheduled for Senate floor consideration today, beramses

the legislation will seriously undermine commun1ty and economic

2 [/Ql'\. 2‘{'63“ 'H'i
development efforts in Massachusetts, and—sanégzeﬁﬁ:¥ the Tow income

flamilies and the elderly housing residents for severe economic hardship. %32>{5%7f’<f/

The bill is based Targely on proposals from the Reagan Adm1n1strat1on.
\ose. \)

a:( was passed by the Senate Banking Committee i 8-7 \)1!l||{w1th
<\
all Democratic members on the Committee voting in opposition.

Tsongas cited major changes in community development and housing programs

as reasons for opposing the bill. These include:

*Elimination of app11gg§%ﬂ% and review requirments for the Community
Development Block Gran ggram designed to@nsure that federal funds
for urban rev1ta11zat1on are not misspent. A

n option for States to take on administration of the CDBG funds for
maller communities.

o/

Elimination of the comprehensive planning and éY%@ide planning programs,
(which provide funds for Massachusetts regional planning agencies and assist
i? regional housing and community development efforts.

*Elimination of the highly successful 312 housing rehabilitation program for
éﬁng]e family housing, and no new appropriations for multi-family housing.

*Reduced funding for the CDBG and UDAG programswitth ,km&*u) ‘loL umj as Ao
ukm\hﬁ b om, ‘i‘:o f@‘i‘,@m.

*Drastic reductions in funding for low and moderate income housing, from
250 000 units approved by Congress this year to 150,000 next year.

\
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*Increases in assisted housing tenant rents from28#30% of income.

*Reduction of eligibility for assisted housing from 80% of median income to

50% of median income, and elimination of housing developments which combine
w income and "market rate" tenants.

*Reduction of pub11c housing modernization funds from $140 million to $75 million,
and reduction in public housing operating subsidies by $400 million.
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Tsongas said changes in Community Development Law ufﬁf'unnecessary, since %

, 'eu__()
the programs were reauthorized unanimously in the last Congress, an%%%ou]d
take away controls on how community development funds were spent. The changes

also include an option_fOﬁf‘;ates to take over control of the CDBG program for

smaller communities, has received only cursory examinatiogé?}hd
whieh is strongly opposed by officials of smaller communities, who prefer

the current objective "rating system" employed by HUD. Opponents in Massachusetts
include Mayor Jean Levesque of Salem, who &s chairman of the National

Association of Smaller Communities has been lobbying against enactment.
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ﬂ”Ngﬁone is saying that we don't need regulatory reform, and changes in the

way these programs are operated," Tsongas said}ﬁbut these things can and

should be accomplished without weakening the Taw. Under the guise of regulatory
and paperwork reform, these provisions will actually resudt=in—=a3- waste

the taxpayerﬁ)money.“

W /
The changes in housing programs are a ma30r7b1ow for Jow income families and /yt@?éléf
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elderly people, Tsongas said. First Astr1pped the poor of their basic 7Lf>

4g2 éi
services, including housing, ’_r]ow,w@ proposes to extract the final pound of 4o
flesh by raising their rents, and forcing cities to choose between the rent
controls for tenants outside public housing or rent subsidies for tenants ;?Zif2Jé{

//

inside public housing.
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Tsongas said the issue 1!{ not just programs or dollars, but philosophy. He SN

[
: The<A@ministration can have its economic programs without gagﬁng up on the

family or elderly person struggling on the margin of survival. They could
: AN

have their program for economic recovery with the cities as pa/%ners, instead of victims.
Wty
“{1 have worked on 7 major housing bills since I came to ConqresiA§a1d but I

cannot support this bill because it represents a major retreat from the principles

L/
which have proven workable and effective. -




Statement against Housing Bill
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This legislation will seriously undermine our community and economic development
efforts in Massachusetts and throughout the nation. It will target the

Tow income family and elderly housing tenants for severe economic hardship.

The changes in housing programs are a major blow to poor people. First , the
Administration stripped the poor of their basic services including housing,

and raised low income housing rents. Now the Senate proposes to extract the final
pound of flesh by forcing cities to choose between rent controls forrtenants

outside public housing and rent subsidies for tenants inside public housing.

The changes iR coﬁmunity development programs are unnecessary, since they were
reauthorized in the last Congress. More importantly they.are dangerous, because they
take away controls on how community development funds are spent. The proposed

change in small cities program administration has received only a cursory examination,
and would place another layer of bureaucracy between local and federal government.

I believe that necessary regulatory reforms and reductions in paperwork should

and can be made without this massive effort to weaken the law. Under the guise

the Administration is

of eliminating these burden§> » actually wasting the taxpayers’ money .

’ : 'S
It is clear that the issue# é{l not dollars or programs, but phi]osoﬁc&. The
Administration could have an economic recovery program with the cities as
partners, but they have chosen to make the cities their victims.
" e Preado
,\I have worked on 7 major housing bills since I came to Congress, but I cannot

support this bill. It represents a major retreat from the programs and principles

which have proven worable and effective.




Senator Paul E. Tsongas
Speech to the Senate
June 3, 1981

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Mv\We;;‘uleﬂb

For twenty years or so we spent more money on urban renewal and various other

unsuccessful urban experiements than we did to rebuild Europe tnder the Marshall
Plan. We wasted a shameful portion of that money before we settled on a few
important principles-- principles espoused by both Democratic and Republican
administrations up to now. Those princip]esfﬁggéé,

1.Target federal funds to those who Tack fiscal capacity tqéo1ve their own
problems. |

2.Use federal funds to maximum advantage-- as glue money for other public and
private sector development efforts.

3.Insure that federal, and any other community and economic development funds,

are used to “further a planned strategy for long term economic growth, jobs and taxes.

In passing the CDBG program 7 years ago, Congress specifically rejected the
notion that we create a revenue sharing program for community development,

and embraced these principles as an alternative, to insure that the taxpayers
liternati

money would be spent wisely and effectively.

Last year, when we reauthorized CDBG for an additional 3 years, we looked at the

law with great care. In thousands of pages of testimony on that law, not one

word indicates that the Taw itself places undue burdens on Tocal government,
e

arthomwek- many would say, and I would agree, that much can be done to re]iiggl
= W)

the regulatory, policy and paperwork burdens on those governments Qﬁi;h:ﬁzes-
aot=tyetye changing the Taw.

No evidence has been given that we should weaken the law, but evidence recently

was given by GAO that we should consider strengthening the law.

No evidence has come forward to indicate that thg 1ink between smaller cities

and HUD should be changed, or that smaller communitie{wi]] benefit by changing




from an objective HU? scoring system to a state administered system with
Nelear

no guidelines an QZKCUh rols on allocation of funds.
Now the Administration has come forward with a proposal to eliminate
application and review requi%%ents. This includes elimination of requiﬁ@ents
for a comprehensive strategy, to insure that CDBG funds are spent for solid
long term economic and community revitalization purposes. This includes

of the requirement
e]iminationhthat major physical development projects financed by the Action
Grant program be shown to be part of that strategy. And, with no justification,
and certainly with no careful consideration of impacts, the Administration

proposes to give states the option to run a free wheeling program for small

My raise serious

w
cities. The/vequirements for this state control
questions. For instance, the state is required to provide a 10% cash match.

Is this 10% above and beyond projects already planned? The law does not say.

Is this 10% to be a]]ocated in porportion to each grant, or on]y for the 7
Cou the stole Yuut a s Ylassed \V\q‘\. Wy Arsugh 4 Avyrid aed coll it o l0Ye m&’cQA
first city in'1ine?4The law does not sa& Th law makes no prov1s1on for
protecting those small cities which have redgghed two or three year comprehensive
grants, and may face termination of their programs in midstream if the program

is taken over by the state. I want to question the distinguished chairman a little

further on this specific point, and I will do so in a moment.

I am strongly opposed to eliminating the statutory controls on expenditure
of CDBG funds, and I feel confident that we have examined this issue fully and

fairly and find no evidence to make these chnages.

I am strongly opposed to transferr1ng the small cities program to the states,
coct 27
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because we have had no opportun1ty, and no evidence that this move 1s warranted.
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The report which accompanies this bill justifies these changes on-4w&r+kf;

= : ' | ¥ ¥ #
grounds WU)OX(OJJ\»:-Q/L (e \L\(ﬁ’OY\z\ UJ»‘\T‘J.S(SV\ ITE lﬁ-J.lq\"‘?OVU;C{
G114 Al i uA Yot e wrd\as, J 4
] - l ; . The report says we have gone from

52 pages to over 2,000 pages of regulations in seven years. I don't want
to quibb]e over the total number of CDBG regulations for the entire program.

But I must point put that j>(_the HUD regulations for the application and

review requi%@ents, for both small and large cities,(wh1ch means not all
le. fHﬂﬂ\\@)@Mdfkl
cities are subject to all requ1rement%);addsunprtoAgbout 52 pages/«So let's gJuAI&'C
QA
not say we are eliminating 2,000 pages of regulations ey e11m1nat1nglstatutory %ui**’ /
requirments. Andg let me reiterate, let's not pretend we can solve o1,
regulatory intrusion problems by eliminating the protections in the laws. \(}fyp ?ﬂu%fh

2_Bu¥genﬂ+ng~adminisLnat4¥e—aﬁd—papa¥we¥k-hurd+es:C:ngain, while local
severmment officials have complained about the need to reduce paperwork,

and those compliants are justified, Tet's not say we need to reduce effective
use of the taxpayers money in order to reduce paperwork. Let's call it what

it 1skj /Négligent use of the tax money, with no cause.

In conclusion,let me say that to=me these community development laws are

o
more/vhﬁﬁ’dzrds on a piece of paper, or formula calculations on a computer
printout. I spend a lTot of time bringing these programs to life in Massachusetts..
I know that absent these requirements, a lot of cities will coq}inue to do
a good jobe But uéézxs we want to avoid going back to swimmi gé]f
courses, we should not abandon seven years of careful finetuning and leave
that possibility open. If the states were to take control of the program for
small cities, I am sure that some, like Massachusetts, would spend the
money well, because they have a proven track record in community development.
But there is no justification for placing a new layer of bureaucracy between
local government and these funds, and certainly no reason to give the states

the pggortunitx to subvert thgrobjectives of this program.




Every city and town in Massachusetts that is making these programs work
for community revitalization is doing so because they have a Tong term

strategy, and they use their funds to promote that strategy.

You simply cannot ask the taxpayers to invest in programs which do not

look to the Tong term.
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"jmg"ao not need to meke these X . We have an authorization. We are not
¢ o 0w . /’} '
required to make these-masstve—ehanges in order to comply with reconcélliat1on.

We will make a big mistake if we act now in haste, and our actions result in

unwise expenditure of scarce federal funds.




