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Te following statement was issued today by Nathan Straus, Administrator
of the United States Housing Authority:

It is easy for public discussion to look like comtroversy. There is
not and should not be any controversy between the U and the New York
City Housing Authority, because the New York au;Lﬂ“ity
plary job of slum clearance and low-rent housing unﬂar
chairman and i 3taf: There has been a difference of
think can be resolved by a restatement of the purposes and cbjectives of
the United States Housing Act, and which should be resolved speedily in the

rest of the public housing program.

The position of the New York City Housing Authori ity has been that the

erected under the United States Housing Autho yrity program

shall be available to all families of low income w living in unfit sur-

roundings, even thouzh the fami income is in the middle income thiwzd of

the United States Housinz Authority that only
families from lowest income group, those in the lows income third,
should be rehoused under the program. This fundamentel diffcrence of view-

point was shown when the first schedule of proposed rents and family incomes
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was submitted by the New York City Hoﬁsing Authority, which showed that most
of the families to be accepted as tenants for Red Hook might have incomes
in excess of $1,600 a year and some families might have incomes above $1,900
a years

We reviewed this schedule in conformity with the requirement of our
Act that subsidies could be paid only if certain conditions were metbe Then
we worked.out a schedtvle of lower incomes to meet these conditionss This

1

schedule, providing for average family incomes of about $950, and top in-

1

comes of $1,399 (the top of the lowest income third in Ner York City, ex-

cluding relief families), was put into effect. It was the first: schedule

put into effect, and it represented a policy uniformly adhered to since the
start of the USHA - namely, that families above the top of the lowest in-
come third were not eligible for admission to projects under the United
States Housing Act of 1937.

So as to make the record of the positron of the United States Housing

Authority on this important matter complete, I want to emphasize several

The United States Housing Act of 1937 set two standards of family
eligibilitye In the first place, it provided that no family admitted to a
project should have an income more than five times the rent charge&, or8lx

case of large families. But 6bviously this could not be the
only standard, for under it a family with an income of $10,000 a year might

be rehoused if the rent were high enough.
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The second standard of eligibility was that the housing should be
available cxclusively for femilies "in the lowest income group”s. To
amplify the meaning of this term, the 1937 report of the House Committee
on Banking and Currency upon the original legislation referred to

Wan income sroup which will aversge well
under $1,000 per year. This is the group
which the President has often referred to
the one-third of our population which
ill-housed."
Senate debatcs in 1937, Senator Walsh, the Chairman of the.Com-
mittee which reported the original Bill, asked the followiﬁg questiont
UTherc ¥s no longer any question as to the local authority having discre~

tionary power to choose between a large number of persons of low income but

income s

h

speaking, over the past tén years, private enterprise has

exclusively for the upper income third, with practically noth-

ing being built for the middle income third or the lowest income third. It

agreed that no single development would so largely increase

employment of labor and capital as the revival of home construction for

two~thirds of our population who now consti£ute only a potential marketws

But it does not follow from this that a subsidized public housing pro-
gram’ should take care of this whole two-thirds, either in full Qr symboli~

cally by drawing families at random from this entire field. To do so would
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be to hold the private home building industry permanently at its present low
rate of activity through the threat of public competition, to dampen the

spirit~of private investment, and to assume that public housing should bear

the staggering burden of taking care of all the millions who are now inade-

quately houseds It is of highest importance that a comprehensive nation-
wide housing program should be developed that will eventually prOdev decent
housing for the whole population. Such a program must: rest, howeier, upon
public housing, private housing and a variety of experiments in between the
two, -such as limited dividend companies, and housing insured under the FHA
programs

If the Federal Government encouraged and financed a.program which, by
the random selection of.tenants_from all those income groups which are now
inadequately housed implied the ultimate public responsibility to build
new homes for all who now live in substandard homes, the Government would
face the problem of building about 10,000,000 homes to satisfy the preéent
need alone.

I do not believe that the Government can or should embark upon a pro-
gram of this size, even by long range implication. To do so 'would only
create illusion and disillusion. But a well-tempered program for part of
the lowe;t third, recognizing that some families near the bottom of this
third could never live in new ﬁouses, and that other families near the top
of this third would move into houses vacated by the middle third as new houses
were built for them, could limit f ideally to about 300,000 units a
year, over the next 15 years, or about 4,500,000 units in alle Such a pro-
gram would fit in well with the normal availability of funds for returnable

public capitél investment in housing, and would involve a modest cost to the

taxpayers in comparison with the benefits received.
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clear that rehousing those in the lowest income third first
the largest reéults aﬁﬁ most amply Jjustify the expenditure
f public funds If wa deal with isolated individual cases rather than with
broad policies, it is perfectly possible in New York City or elsewherc to
the middle income third which needs better hous
will profit by better housing mofe’than dome particular family ¢ lowest
Exceptions can be found to any rule. But by and large, the
income third need‘helﬁ first, need
to be helped without public aid through an upswing in the busi-
ness cycle technological improvements in private home constructiona
Labor Statistics!' siudies
e 219,520 employed f;mi;iﬂs

g Pl A i
not on relief or WPA, who have incomes under 31,250 a years

National Public Health Survey indicates that about 250,000 non-reli

non-WPA employed families in New York
Allowing for wide margins of error in all
not square with the contention that there is a shortage of available
lies in New York, even excluling those on relief, with incomes under
a yeare

Aoprehension has been expressed that to sclect only families with in-
comes under $1,399 yould mean that they would be paying too large 2 propor-
tion of their income for rent, thus leaving insufficisnt income for other
purposess The significant fact is that the rent charged in USHA-assisted

projects is no higher, and in some cases is lower, than the rents
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families eligible for admission have been paying in the slumss By moving
into the new project, they simply get decent housing for the same moneya
The family budget is In uo sense adversely affected.

For these reasons, the United States Housing Authority does not believe
that either the statute under which it aperates or a sound public policy
would permit a relaxation of the requirement that the public housing program
be limited to families in the lowest income third, with incomes of $1,339 or
less in the City of New York, at the present time. Nonetheless, we realize
that all local housing authorities are faced with the administration of a
new and difficult program, and offer the following sugzestions:

First, we recommend critical restudy of tenant selection policies.

While "undesirable" families should not reside in public housing projects,

o

it is contradictory to the program to reject families merely because some of
them may suffer from some of the handicaps which years of living in the slums

may have produced. - Public housing projects cannot start with "ideal' fami-

lies; the object is to make families better by relieving them of onpressive

and horrible living canditions.

Second, we recommend that'local housing authqrities
public relations and informational activities. The air is filled with
information about the housing program. Countless families believe
high inccmes, bank accounts, or insurance policies, are necessary to
for the projects. The very families who have little money to buy newsﬁapers
and magazines regularly, and whe therefore should be sought out and helped, -

find it hardest to get information. In a city as large as New York, branch

offices for tenant selection should probably be opened and extensively used.
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Third, while the USHA cannot depart from the $1,399 top limitation, we

believe that some of the immedinte difficulties of the New York City Housing

lower limitations now applying to smaller familie We are willing,
have now taken steps, to provide greater lesway within these lower limita-
tions, subject to the compelling necessity that the program shall serve only

the leowest income third.

Fourth, in the inter*st of serving the middle income group as well

the lowest income group, local housing authorities should explore the possi-

bilities of supplementing the program assisted by the USHA.
for example, a State-aided housing program 18 now gZetting under way, and it

s

nmight very well be directed toward this problem. idend com-
pany is also a useful device in New York. And needless to say,

essential part of the responsibility of local housing authorities to explore
every opportunity for cooperating with private industry in the development
of a well-rounded housing program.
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