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NAHB RESPONSE TO THE MILLENNIAL HOUSING COMMISSION

Consumer-Based Assistance


NAHB supports the concept of providing housing assistance to the people that need it in the most efficient method possible.  Housing is such a complex commodity, wrapped around building condition, location and cost, that no single approach will address all the issues.  Current housing programs deliver housing services through direct ownership (public housing), project-based private ownership (Section 8) and tenant-based payments (vouchers).  Other delivery mechanisms include block grants, tax credits and tax-exempt financing.


Project-based assistance continues to be a viable means of providing decent housing and at the same time contributing to the stability of the neighborhood.  Older programs, such as Section 236 and Section 8 new construction were designed to produce housing for low-income families in locations that were convenient to existing neighborhoods.  Many of these projects are still operating and providing decent and safe housing.  The buildings are well maintained, the units are up-to-date and the project has helped stabilize the neighborhood.


The only housing production program in current operation is a project-based program—the low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC).  Under current funding rules, the LIHTC produces about 100,000 units per year.  However, this level of production, even with the recent increase in funding, is insufficient to respond to the housing needs of millions of renters paying more than 50 percent of their income in rent.  


Additional production is needed to respond to the needs.  Vouchers by themselves will not solve the problem of low supply.  In many cities, renters return their vouchers because they cannot find suitable housing.  According to the 1999 American Housing Survey, there are almost 12 million rental units with gross rents under $500 per month, but a third of the units are being rented by households with sufficient income to afford more.  While these fortunate households have rent burdens under the federal guideline of 30 percent, they are occupying homes that could be filled by the people paying significantly more than what they can afford to live in a decent home.  More production would alleviate the short supply.

Housing Finance

FHA Single Family and Multifamily Mortgage Insurance Programs

Since 1934, the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) single family mortgage insurance programs administered by the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD) have enabled millions of families to purchase and/or renovate homes when other financing sources have not been available.  

While the FHA programs continue to serve a vital function within the housing finance system, the legislative, regulatory and policy framework under which these programs operate are often unnecessarily restrictive and burdensome.  For example, many of FHA’s requirements date back to a time when few communities had building codes and inspection processes.  Today, uniform building codes provide for the construction and rehabilitation of affordable safe and sanitary housing.

Numerous steps have been taken by HUD in recent years to streamline the FHA mortgage insurance programs.  However, FHA program requirements still remain that make these programs more costly for those home buyers who can least afford it.  By contrast with privately insured low- and no-down payment programs with straightforward compliance requirements, the FHA programs are more costly and paperwork intensive for home builders and purchasers alike.

Additional steps should be taken to continue to lessen the burden for all participants in the FHA loan process, to maintain a strong FHA insurance fund, and to keep the FHA competitive with private sector alternatives.

On the multifamily side FHA is even further behind.  This is disturbing because FHA is the only federal program that supports production and rehabilitation of affordable rental housing units for a range of incomes, not just the very low end of the market.

Lengthy application and processing delays due to unnecessary red tape have made the programs noncompetitive and, in some cases, have created major gaps in the housing finance system.  In addition, due to funding limits, the programs have been subjected to a series of start-stop cycles that have resulted in significant losses of time and money to developers.  Another major factor in the ineffectiveness of the FHA multifamily mortgage insurance programs has been the outdated mortgage limits, which have not been increased since 1992.  Construction and land costs have risen 25 percent over that period, making the program unworkable in many major urban areas.  Finally, FHA has lost many of its experienced and talented multifamily staffers to the private sector or retirement.  The lack of adequate multifamily staff in the field has further dulled FHA’s competitive abilities.

Some of these problems are being addressed.  HUD is testing new, streamlined multifamily mortgage insurance processing procedures and is seeking higher mortgage limits.  Funding problems could be relieved by instituting more up-to-date and accurate assumptions in the model that is used to determine the federal budget appropriations needed to operate the programs.  The alternative of raising mortgage insurance premiums would only further impair the effectiveness of FHA in meeting affordable housing needs.  While the path to improved program performance seems clear, much work remains to be done.

Continued GSE Support Is Essential To Address Unmet Housing Needs

The housing-related government sponsored enterprises (GSEs), particularly Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, are integral components of this nation's housing delivery system. With the help of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, nearly two-thirds of the nation’s households are homeowners. Much of this success is due to the public/private partnership established by Congress more than a half-century ago and to the reforms enacted in the Federal Housing Enterprises Safety and Soundness Act of 1992 (the GSE Act).  However, despite these achievements, several sectors of the housing market remain underserved by the present system. Homeownership rates for minorities and certain other segments of our population remain low.  There also continues to be a critical shortage of affordable rental housing.  The GSEs’ continuing role in providing capital for the secondary markets is critical to filling these gaps in the housing finance system.  

As we move forward to close these gaps, a strong and efficient regulatory system for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, one that balances safety and soundness concerns with mission fulfillment, is essential.  We believe that the current GSE regulatory system established by the 1992 GSE Act meets these objectives. The 1992 GSE Act created a positive tension between the mission and safety and soundness oversight of these entities which has served the housing market extremely well.  It has focused the GSEs on their affordable housing mission, while establishing rigorous safety and soundness requirements.

Recent efforts in Congress to overhaul the regulatory structure for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, as well as diminish their GSE status, could impair the ability of these enterprises to perform their critical role in the housing finance system.  Any change in the GSEs’ agency status or regulatory framework could have negative ramifications on the housing finance system, including: higher mortgage rates, increased volatility in the cost and availability of mortgage credit (especially for affordable housing), lower homeownership rates, fewer affordable rental units and reduced mortgage product and technological innovations.

The present GSE regulatory structure is working effectively and efficiently to ensure that Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are operating in a safe and sound manner and fulfilling their public mission. There is no need for Congress to act to change this system which has taken more than a half century to develop.  Rather than change the regulatory framework, NAHB urges the current GSE regulators to ensure that the GSEs continue to work within their charters and to implement rigorous capital requirements to ensure the safety and soundness of these institutions. Until all Americans enjoy decent and affordable housing, as well as the opportunity for homeownership, the critical supports provided by the GSEs to the housing finance system should not be weakened.

Access to Capital For Housing Production Needs To Be Improved

Just as sustained access to capital for homeownership is necessary, it is essential that mechanisms be developed to improve the flow of capital for housing production.  The federal government and government-sponsored enterprises (GSEs) should provide greater support for housing production lending. 

Depository institutions continue to provide most of the credit for housing production, and there have been no significant developments to open access to funds from the capital markets.  Builders and developers have been greatly impacted by the disruptions in traditional lending patterns due to statutory and regulatory changes in the financial services marketplace.  Acquisition and development funds are particularly hard to raise and occasionally there have been difficulties in obtaining construction financing.  

Periodic warnings from banking regulators on the dangers of “real estate” lending also have disrupted housing finance markets.  A recurring problem is that, in discussing real estate loan quality and risk, financial institutions regulators have tended to lump residential production financing in with the much more risky bundle of commercial real estate loans.  The failure to appropriately distinguish among the different types of real estate loans has had disastrous consequences for the housing sector, the banking industry and the entire economy, as vividly illustrated in the credit crunch of the early 1990s. Experience has shown that residential housing loans perform significantly better than commercial real estate loans.  Unfortunately, the data collected and published by the financial institution regulators on real estate lending are not broken down in enough detail to show the differences between residential and non-residential real estate. 

There is no secondary market for housing production loans to help reduce dislocations in the delivery system for residential acquisition, development and construction (ADC) credit.  Federal law now permits more flexible and innovative structures for securities backed by a range of assets, including ADC loans, builder lines of credit, multifamily loans and commercial mortgages.  The vehicle, Financial Asset Securitization Investment Trust (FASIT), extends the favorable tax and accounting treatment that single family mortgages currently receive through Real Estate Mortgage Investment Conduits (REMICs) to ADC loans, multifamily, commercial and other real estate mortgages.   Despite the potential benefits of FASITs for ADC and other forms of real estate financing, the market has been slow to develop due to a lack of regulatory guidance.  

A number of steps are necessary to improve the flow of capital for housing production financing, including:

· creation of a fully functioning secondary market for housing production financing; 

· development of delivery systems by regulated and non-regulated financial institutions to facilitate the securitization of ADC loans;

· support of the housing-related GSEs for residential ADC financing, including Federal Home Loan Bank System programs for ADC lending and clarification that Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac have the authority to purchase and package residential ADC loans;

· development and implementation of FASIT securities structures for residential ADC loans;

· requiring banking regulators to report and publish separate breakouts on the activity and performance of residential ADC loans;

· establishment of a FHA program to insure housing production loans; and,   

· creation of pension fund and state housing finance agency programs for housing production financing.

Preservation


Preservation of the affordable housing stock is critical to efforts to meet the nation’s housing needs.  It is important to find preservation solutions for past and current programs where assistance contracts are expiring and/or obligations to meet targeting requirements are ending.  It is equally important to address the longer-term use of properties as new housing programs are developed.  Frankly, it is because such considerations were not made in the past that preservation is such a major policy issue today.


Today, we are facing formidable preservation hurdles with HUD-assisted properties, with properties assisted by the programs of the Rural Housing Service, and with properties funded with the low income housing tax credit.  In all of these areas, there has been a tendency to favor not-for-profit housing sponsors in terms of eligibility to participate in preservation programs as well as access to incentives to sustain preservation.  NAHB believes this is a serious mistake that, if not corrected, will doom preservation efforts to failure.  NAHB does not see why the tax status of the sponsor should be a criterion in such decisions.  We believe instead that the major qualification for such work should be the capacity to produce and/or maintain significant quantities of decent housing in the most cost-effective manner. For-profit builders produce, own and manage most of the nation’s affordable housing.  Through hard-earned experience, they have accumulated valuable information on innovative and cost-effective building design, materials and techniques, as well as fresh points of view on important housing policy issues.  The for-profit sector can play a major role in developing preservation solutions and has the capacity needed to carry out this extremely challenging task.


In addition, NAHB believes that all preservation efforts must recognize the contractual and other legal rights of the current owners of affordable properties.  Beyond that, these owners should be treated fairly in recognition of their significant and lengthy contribution to this cause.  Lock-ins, forced liquidations and bulk sales will not accomplish such a result.  We believe the goals of affordable housing preservation can be achieved while recognizing owners rights as well as their responsibilities to their businesses and investors.


Solutions are needed in a number of areas.  First, in both current and new programs, owners must be allowed to receive returns adequate to properly maintain properties.  Past and current programs restricted returns, forcing the deferral or omission of maintenance and capital expenditures that have tied preservation to huge property rehabilitation requirements.  These requirements must be recognized and provided for in order to effectively preserve the current affordable housing stock.  Second, continuing streams of rental assistance and other related program funds must be secured to sustain affordability of preserved units.  This is a major challenge since the pool of families and individuals, and band of incomes, with critical housing needs is expanding rather than contracting.

In addition, transfer of properties to new owners willing to rehabilitate and maintain them is blocked in many cases by tax consequences that prevent sale by the present owners.  This situation came to light first as efforts began on the restructuring (Mark-to-Market) of the portfolio of HUD-assisted properties and is now a major roadblock in efforts to extend the lives of tax credit properties for affordable use.  Specific recommendations on tax incentives for preservation are included in the Tax Policy section of this response.  Finally, further innovations in debt and equity financing are needed to achieve any significant housing preservation progress.  This likely will involve a combination of new securities structures and additional tax credit  programs in combination with continued layering of financing programs and resources.

In all of this, success will depend on allowing the private, for-profit sector to play a leading role.

Production


Producers Tax Credit for First Time Home Buyers


The administration’s proposed budget contains a program for encouraging the construction or rehabilitation of new single family homes for low-income home buyers. The credit would increase the supply of affordable housing for low-income working families and rehabilitate abandoned housing that blights neighborhoods by establishing the Renewing the Dream tax credit.  This investor-based tax credit will create or renovate more than 100,000 single-family housing units in distressed communities.


The credit is proposed to operate similar to the current low-income housing tax credit, which has been very successful.  A system of allocating credits is already in place through state housing finance offices and a market for similar tax credits is well developed.  Introducing another type of housing credit will be more efficient than developing a whole different delivery system and technique.


The credit will assist first time home buyers who have no other federal program or incentive aimed at them. In addition, it will help revitalize the areas where the new construction or rehabilitation takes place.


New Multifamily Rental Production

There is a need for a new multifamily housing production program that would meet the affordable rental housing needs of households with incomes between 60 percent and 100 percent of median income, America’s “working poor,” achieving an annual production goal of between 60,000 and 70,000 multifamily units. 

The unprecedented economic expansion that our country has enjoyed for the better part of the past decade has done little to solve America’s affordable housing crisis.  In fact, an estimated three million moderate-income working families continue to pay more than half their incomes for housing or live in severely deteriorated housing units.

A report published by the National Housing Conference’s Center for Housing Policy noted that more than 730,000 working families with one or more blue-collar workers spend more than half their incomes for housing as do more than 550,000 service workers and a similar number of retail sales workers.  The report went on to say that vital municipal workers – such as teachers and police officers – are also increasingly vulnerable.  More than 220,000 teachers, police, and public safety officers across the country currently spend more than half their income for housing, and the problem is growing worse.  In short, the study says that having a job does not guarantee a family will have a decent place to live at an affordable cost.

Federal housing policy for the past 20 years has been targeted almost exclusively to the needs of American families who make up our lowest income populations.  While these families continue to need assistance, it is clearly time to recognize that public policy focused exclusively on the lowest-income Americans does not begin to address the scope of the problem.  NAHB estimates that at least 60,000 to 70,000 new multifamily units annually are needed for America to begin to meet the housing needs of working families.

This new production initiative would reaffirm the goal established by Congress in the 1949 Housing Act to “provide a decent home and suitable living environment for every American family.”  The new program would be targeted to households with incomes between 60 and 100 percent of area median income (115 percent in high cost areas) who are not currently served by federal or other publicly supported housing programs.  Mixed-income projects would be encouraged and set-asides of funds for the production of housing for the elderly (some with service components), small projects, and rural housing development opportunities should be considered.   Up to 25 percent of the funds would be provided to lower or very-low income residents, with additional assistance through increased funding for vouchers, tax credit increases, HOME or Community Development Block Grant funds to fill any remaining funding gaps. 

The specific forms of assistance are not as important as whether the program provides an incentive to keep an owner in the program.  Currently, there is no reward for operating Section 8 or tax credit developments efficiently (for example, higher management fees or the ability to take out excess cash flow).   The Millennial Housing Commission is interested in how to structure a program that keeps sponsors in, beyond the usual fees, residual income and bonuses. It is important not to provide just an upfront incentive, such as a developer fee, because then sponsors can lose interest, which puts the property at risk. Assistance must provide incentives for sponsors to own and maintain the property over the long term.  

To assist in filling any financing gaps, the new program should be compatible with existing housing and community development programs such as CDBG, HOME, FHA Mortgage Insurance, and the tax credit program. Very low-income residents would be limited to up to 25 percent of an entire development to further promote income mixing and make these developments more acceptable to local communities and neighborhoods.

Funds could be allocated to states on a per capita basis. This could be coupled with some minimum “bonus” award to those who reduce barriers and regulatory burdens related to affordable housing production as well as to those that provide state or local contributions either monetary or in-kind.

Tax Policy

The Federal Government has many ways to encourage the provision of affordable housing and increase the level of homeownership.  Among these many methods, changes to the personal and corporate income tax codes are often the simplest, most empowering, and most efficient.  These changes are simple because they merely require new legislative language.  They are empowering because each taxpayer is given a strong individual incentive, and does not need to wait for others to assist him or her.  Lastly, tax code changes are efficient because they do not necessitate the creation of a new bureaucracy to carryout the program.  As a result of these many advantages, the NAHB has several proposals that recommend changes in tax policy to improve housing quality in America.     

To better promote the production of affordable rental housing, NAHB suggests passing the following legislative proposals:

· Create the concept of “developed cost basis” and then specifically identify the costs that will be included in the tax credit basis. 

· Exempt low income housing tax credits (LIHTCs) from the AMT.  

· Forgive taxation of recaptured depreciation to owners of subsidized properties if they are sold and the new owner agrees to maintain the property as affordable housing for not less than 20 years. 

· Repeal passive activity loss rules for rental real estate.  

To increase the rate of homeownership, NAHB offers these three proposals: 

· Support an amendment to the tax code to allow for the tax-free treatment to all contributions-in-aid of construction.  

· Temporarily allow up to $10,000 of a down payment for a first time homebuyer of a new or existing house to be considered a qualified investment if said proceeds come from a qualified plan of the buyer or his/her parents or grandparents.  

· Enact a temporary credit of 10 percent of the home purchase price up to $6,500 for all first time homebuyers of new or existing houses.   

Promoting Affordable Rental Housing and Housing Preservation


Create Developed Cost Basis

The LIHTC is responsible for providing new housing for low-income families.  The program provides tax credits to investors in return for their equity.  The credit amount is based on the value of construction, but what that amount includes has been questioned by the IRS. 

The IRS recently released five Technical Advise Memoranda (TAMs) which attempt to set forth standards for determining what costs can not be included in the eligible basis for purposes of calculating the LIHTC.  To prevent these TAMs from further harming the industry by reducing the level of financing available for each project, the NAHB proposes legislation that would specify the costs that would be included in the tax credit basis.  The identified costs should include; site preparation costs, state and local “impact” fees, reasonable development fees, professional fees related to basis items, and construction financing costs excluding land costs.       


Exempt LIHTCs from the AMT

Under the regular personal income tax, tax brackets, standard deductions, personal exemptions, and other structural components are indexed, preventing real tax liabilities from increasing solely due to inflation. By contrast, income thresholds for all taxpayers subject to AMT are not indexed, and most tax preferences are disallowed.  Furthermore, recent tax changes have reduced tax liabilities under the standard calculation.  The combined effects of capturing more taxpayers under the AMT calculation and reducing regular tax liability will decrease the number taxpayers who can benefit from the purchase of LIHTCs. 

As a result, individuals and corporations who might wish to buy LIHTCs to reduce their tax liabilities may be reluctant to buy such credits out of fear of becoming subject to the AMT in the future.  Some of the current price deterioration occurring in the LIHTC market may be due to these fears.  Price deterioration has occurred because investors are currently offering less money for each LIHTC they buy.  As a result, there is less equity available for construction of affordable rental units.  Given that the LIHTC is the main vehicle through which affordable housing is financed, any reduction in the value of the credits can be expected to have an immediate negative effect on the stock of affordable housing.  Exempting LIHTCs from the AMT would eliminate this source of uncertainty and thus make all LIHTCs more attractive to more investors, thus raising their price.   

Forgive Taxation of Recaptured Depreciation

At present some federally assisted properties are at risk of falling into disrepair due to lack of income needed to continue maintenance expenditures.  These properties tend to have large mortgages, be largely depreciated, and have little if any price appreciation.  These structures are often owned by older persons who, having fulfilled their contractual obligations to the government, now wish to sell.  However, the stiff tax on the recapture of depreciation triggered by the sale of real estate effectively prevents these owners from selling.  A way to overcome this problem is to eliminate taxation of non-cash capital gains to owners of such properties if they are sold and the new owner agrees to maintain the property as affordable housing, defined as households with incomes at or below 80 percent of HUD adjusted area median family income (AMI), for not less than 20 years.       


Repeal Passive Loss Income Requirements

As currently defined by the IRS, losses from passive investments can only be offset against gains from passive investments.  By definition, all rental activities are considered passive.  As a result of this artificial restriction, investors with passive losses can often wait years before they can offset earlier passive losses against passive gains.  This rule acts as a disincentive to invest in rental activities, and puts some rental property in the perverse situation of being more valuable to investors with active income--who tend to be less familiar with the industry--than with investors with substantial passive income.  By legislating that rental activities be considered active income, additional capital would flow into the industry, more investment in rental properties would be forthcoming, and more units would be built. 

Increasing Homeownership 

Make Contributions-in-Aid of Construction Tax-Free

Contributions-in-aid of construction (CIAC) are fees paid to utilities by developers and builders to offset taxes paid by utilities resulting from the ceding of utility improvements to utilities by developers and builders.  While the Congress made CIAC to public utilities that provide water and sewage services tax free, all other types of CIAC are taxable.  In areas where utilities of this sort exist, the price of housing has risen as much as $1,000 to $2,000.  The NAHB suggests amending the tax code to make all CIAC tax-free.  Doing this would enable from 400,000 to 800,000 households annually to afford to buy a house who now cannot.     

Temporary Economic Stimulus Proposals 

With the economy currently experiencing slow growth, the unemployment rate rising, and the manufacturing sector of the economy shrinking, the NAHB suggests two temporary economic stimulus proposals.  These proposals would not only help increase the rate of homeownership, but would stimulate the overall economy and in particular stimulate the manufacturing sector of the economy, which is weaker than any other segment.   


Make Down Payment Assistance a Qualified Investment 

Available evidence strongly suggests that outside of income, it is a lack of a down payment that prevents most renter households who wish to buy a house from doing so.  Despite the strong rise in U.S. homeownership rates over the past decade, among households aged 25 to 39, the age category most first-time buyers come from, homeownership rates have still not returned to their levels of the 1970s.  This is primarily because these households do not have the necessary savings, despite having good employment histories, and satisfactory household incomes.  The NAHB proposes allowing a homebuyer, his parents and/or grandparents to collectively invest up to $10,000 of qualified retirement money towards a down payment.  By temporarily expanding the definition of a qualified investment the government can, in a revenue neutral way, encourage homeownership, stimulate the economy, and improve the portfolio diversification of many Americans.          


Offer First-Time Homebuyers a Tax Credit

Another way to help achieve the dual objectives of increasing homeownership and stimulating the economy is to temporarily enact a credit of 10 percent of the home purchase price up to $6,500 for all first time homebuyers of new or existing houses.   Enactment of this proposal would be especially beneficial to households with little if any retirement savings.  Traditionally, Hispanics and African-Americans have had lower incomes than whites, which has made it harder for them to save up for a down payment.  As a result, despite government surveys showing homeownership rates increasing for blacks from 43 percent in 1994 to 48 percent in 1999 and for Hispanics from 41 percent to 46 percent, the numbers lag far behind whites, 74 percent of whom own homes.  

Both of these temporary proposals also help protect against housing from contributing to the current economic weakness.  Should housing starts falter, hopes of a quick economic recovery would be severely reduced. 

Community Linkages

HUD as Lead Housing Policy Agency

Housing policy must be a national priority; it must be national in scope and national in execution.  A national policy must be comprehensive, serving a range of incomes, in all areas of the country, and in all offices of government.  Many federal agencies have housing related programs, and others oversee programs that affect housing and its costs.  In order to ensure consistent integration of housing policies and other policies affecting housing across all agencies, the oversight and coordination of housing policy must rank equally with the other policy arenas.  In other words, it should be done by a Cabinet agency, and only HUD is in a position to coordinate this inter-agency policy formulation and implementation.  

HUD also stands in a unique position to facilitate the sharing of information and experience at the state and local comprehensive planning levels.  While comprehensive land planning is a state and local responsibility, the process and results must effectuate national policy. To achieve maximum coordination within one federal government as well as across state and local governments, HUD should conduct oversight of federal housing policy and act as the clearinghouse for state and local efforts.  Thus, agencies at all levels can plan and coordinate more effectively while reducing unnecessary costs and barriers to construction.

Barriers

 
To achieve a comprehensive, national housing policy that serves a range of incomes, communities must become more sensitive to artificial barriers they have unwittingly or willfully erected to the construction of affordable housing. These barriers can be either procedural or substantive.  Substantive barriers include–among others–minimum lot or house sizes, bans or severe limits on new construction, and excessive development fees that go beyond the new infrastructure costs to the community. Procedural barriers include the time delay to get permits and even the sheer number of permits that can be required. Technological advances have rendered some regulations and code provisions superfluous, even though they originally made sense.   These unnecessary regulations can raise the cost of housing, needlessly excluding families with modest incomes by raising housing prices out of their reach.  Even the wide variation in local rules raises the cost of construction, as builders must tailor their compliance to each community’s demands, rather than to one uniform code.  The builder’s increased costs are passed to the homebuyer.


It is understandable that communities want local housing to be built well, but that laudable concern must not be allowed to be used as a pretext for excluding individuals considered undesirable, when those excluded people can afford to buy and maintain a home, with or without government assistance.  Neither should unnecessary local regulations be allowed to defeat a national housing policy by needlessly raising the cost of homes, taking them out of the reach of families of modest means. No American must be left behind, so communities need to welcome people from a broad range of income groups.  Communities must know that they will lose their eligibility for federal housing funds if needless barriers are in place.


Well-intended regulations may have unforeseen and unfortunate effects.  Before federal legislation is enacted, the Congress should assess its impact on housing costs.  Regulatory agencies should include a similar assessment in their rule-making procedures.  This housing impact statement would help ensure that non-housing rules do not frustrate the national housing policy.  More important, it would encourage agencies to find alternative ways to accomplish important objectives, while minimizing any consequent increase in the cost of housing.  In this way, a housing impact study would tend to increase the affordability of housing, allowing more Americans to be better housed without the sacrifice of an unconscionable portion of their income for housing.
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