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4. Wmte down of land for pudlic housz}a,y outs'»de urban renewal areas.—Slum
clearance has been an integral part of the public housing program since its
inception in 1937. With the passage of the Housing Act of 1949, Congress
accepted the principle that slum clearance is a one-time operation.| Howevel,
this principle has never been applied to the public housing proe,ram, except in
cases where a public housing site is part ot an official urban renewal area. Thus,
total slum clearance costs are:still made a part of the total development cost and
amortized over a 40-year period. This notlonly distorts public housmg costs, but
does not provide incentive. for local housing authorities to acquire $1um sites,
with the attendant costs of relocation and demolition.

'With the| many opportunities for a local housing authority to contrlbute to the
clearance -df poor housing, every step sholld be taken to encourage \and move
forward such action, without waiting for|thé designation of such housmg as
part of an official urban renewal area. = |

It is recommended that the same procedhre be authorized for pubhc housing
sites outsidé urban renewal areas as for ingide such areas. This would provide
that a determination be made of the equivalent price for which such site would
be made available if it were part of an urban renewal area, under thq formula
established under section 107(b) of the Hpusing Act. - Under- this procedure,
the Public Housing Administration would nemlt to the local housing authority
at the time of permanent financing, an amount.chargeable to the annual contribu-
tions contract, or a direct grant, equal to the net difference between total costs
of site preparatxon and price which has beén-determined as the amount to be
included in the total development cost for pexmanent financing. This would be a
clearance. cost, as distinct from construction and :development.

5. Tenants nto remwin in pudlic housing. ocqupancy. and pay economic \rents-—
The Housing Act of 1961 ineluded a provisign Whereby under “‘special |circum-
stances” a tenant family in pubhc housing, with income.in excess of the maxi-
mum income limits could remain in occupancy, provided it is-demonstrated that
private housing is not available in the commumty at a rent it can afford|to pay.
Such a family, thus certified, can remain in o¢cupancy for the “duration of such
situation.” |

This provision is helpful as a temporary measure in response to the hardshlp
situation of an individual family, However, iit.does.not affect a basic pdhcy of
public housing . where a family whose income. ig rising is under constant pressure
of possible eviction. Nor does such a procedurg lend itself to a. positive vaogram
aimed at promoting residential stability and|personal neighbor relationships.

NAHRO prg?oses that a public housing fgmily reaching the point of the
income limit maximum be allowed to remainiin:occupancy and pay econemic
rent, thus contributing to family and nelghborl?ood stability. At the same time,
'we recommend : that the local housing authority be required to substitute an
additional housmg unit. within it total program, for occupancy by a. family

“within the income limit eligibility, for every unit occupied by a family paymg
economic rent.

6. Sale of portions of public housing developments to nonprofit housmg \spon-
sors.—In order to encourage a wide diversification of low and moderate income
groups. and household types in public housing, NAHRO proposes an amendment
which would make it possible, where feasible, for local housing authontlés to
sell a portion ofx a public bousing development 0 a nonproﬁt: housing sponqm
In the event such a sponsor is serving families With incomes higher than those
eligible for public housing, the local housing althority would be reqmred to
provide additional, substltute low-income hous: ng units as part of its total
program.

Other recommendations.—Listed below are addltional recommendations taken
from the “NAHRO program for low income housing” presented to the Convless
in 1964 and 1965. We believe that they are still needed and are ready to dlbcusg
the details of these recommendations at any time.

1. Assistance in the development of commercial facilities in relation to pubhc
housing.

2. Establishment of eligibility of local housing azuthorltles as sponsors of FHA
‘)21 (d) (3) and CFA 202 programs. |

.- Elimination of the 20-percent gap requirement.; ‘ |

4 Change in name of low-rent public housing assistance to more accuratelv
reflect its current fanctions and program. .

5. Study of the public housing mutual-help prog now used on Indian reser-
vations to determine its application in an urban setting.




