132 DEMONSTRATION CITIES -AND URBAN: DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Asarey. Hasthought been given tgthis?

Secretary Weaver. Yes. This has been a possibility. We | have
made no decigion on it.

Mr. Asurey. Is it your thought tha. perhaps a decision wﬂl be
reached within the next few weeks, or is'it something to which you
feel that experience is necessary; a yg¢ar or so of Worklng on “the
program?

Secretary Weaver. The funding of t}ils phase of it will not be until
next fiscal year anyhow, and by that time we will have the first answers
to those problems. ‘

Mr. Asarey. The question is directed to you, Doctor, with respect
to college housing. Last year, the (ongress changed its program
51gn1ﬁcant1y, in that it now makes po&islble $300 million a year for 4
years directly for this purpose. I wander if it would be possible to
furnish for the record some indicationfof the extent to which this pro-
gram has tended to eliminate from the[financing of college housing the
mortga,ge underwriting segment of ou financial oommumty |

Secretary Weaver. This would not come under the mortgage under-
writing section, I think it would come under the bond market it is
uqu‘ﬂ]y done by bond rather than mortgages.

We could give you a statistical review of what is h‘tppenmo in this,
and from that you would have to make the deductions.

Mr. Asurey. It would not be difficult to do, because we know that
the private market engaged in this to get a certain level over a certain
number of years. And my interest js the extent to which this kind of
private participation hasbeen short-gircuited and ehmma.ted by virtue
of the program that it adopted last [year.

Secretary Weaver. Of the 3-per¢ent rate. We could 01ve you the
statistics on this. |

Mr. Asarey. That would be very helpful. Thank you.

- (The information referred to follows:)

TRENDS IN; COLLEGE HOUSING BoND FINANCING

Comparison of college housing bond fmancmg during the past 5 months with
the fingncing in corresponding periodst during the preceding 2 years indicates
that there has not been any diminutionfin the volume of prlvate financing.

Heretofore, private investors have evidenced interest only in the college hous-
ing bonds issued by public institutionsfwhere the interest income is tax exempt.
As shown in the following table, duringjthe period October 1965 to February 1966,
a. total of $75.6 million of college hopsing bonds issued by public institutions
were purchased by private investors! In contrast, during the| corresponding
period in 1964~6.), private purchases' of such tax-exempt bonds totaled $60.2
million and in 1963-64 private purchhses totaled $55.2 million. | | Thus, private
purchases during the 5-month 1965-66 period rose by 37 percent over the private
purchases during the comparable 1963-64 period. On the other hand, for the

same : calendar period, purchases by the Department of Ho g and Urban
Deve],opment rose from $71.6 million in 1963-64 to $77 million in 1965-66, an
increase of 8 percent. ' Significantly; the proportion of colle ng bonds
issued by public institutions accoun for by private purchases rose from 43.5
percent in 1963-64 to 49.5 percent in{1965-66. |

In the case of private institutiong, where the interest meomP is not tax ex-
empt there has. been negligible priyate investor interest in such bonds so that
Vlrtl’l‘illv all ‘of the borrowing for ¢eollege housing purposes by private institu-
tions is made from thé Department of Housing and Urban Dewlonmonf As
will be noted, the volume of bonds issued by private 1n‘:‘r1tut10ns to HUD during
the October to February period ohanged from -$58.4 million m 1963-64 to $50.8
million i in 196465 and to $65.7 million in 1965-66. |




