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HUD Appropriations
for FY 2008

Weathering a strong assault from the Administration,
the Fiscal Year 2008 Appropriations Act signed into law
by the President on December 26, 2007, contains modest
funding increases above Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 levels for
several low-income housing programs, including Section 8
vouchers, project-based Section 8, and public housing
operating subsidies.! The funding for other programs,
including the HOME program and Community Devel-
opment Block Grant (CDBG) formula grants, is below
FY 2007 levels. Total funding for Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) programs exceeded the
President’s proposed budget by $2.1 billion.> However,
final funding for several HUD programs is still below
the levels proposed in the conference report on a sepa-
rate HUD-Department of Transportation bill. Overall,
although the strong bi-partisan support for the omni-
bus bill’s funding levels resulted in a marked improve-
ment over the President’s requested budget cuts, they still
remain less than the amount needed to maintain current
services in several programs.

Voucher Program

The final appropriation for 2008 provides $16.391 bil-
lion for total voucher funding, a $471 million increase
over the FY 2007 funding level. This increased funding
will enable housing authorities to maintain all vouchers
that were in use during FY 2007, according to Center on
Budget and Policy Priority estimates.® Further, the fund-
ing likely will be sufficient to renew additional vouchers
leased during the final quarter of calendar year 2007.* The
omnibus bill funds approximately 15,000 new incremental
vouchers, including $20 million for the Family Unification
Program,® $75 million for new HUD-VASH vouchers,® and
$30 million for new vouchers for non-elderly people with
disabilities. These are the first new incremental vouchers
since FY 2002.

The full title of the bill is the “Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2008,”
Pub. L. No. 110-161 (Dec. 26, 2007) (formerly H.R. 2764), available at http://
frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=110_cong_
bills&docid=f:h2764enr.txt.pdf.

2CENTER ON BUDGET AND PoLICY PRIORITIES, PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF THE
HUD ProvisioNs ofF THE OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS BiLL FOr FY 2008, 1 (2007),
http://www.cbpp.org/12-21-07hous.pdf.

°Id. at 2.

4Id.

5The Family Unification Program provides rental assistance for reuni-
fying families with children in foster care or to prevent children from
entering foster care.

The HUD-VASH vouchers are for low-income veterans with mental
health or substance abuse problems. The program combines rental
assistance from HUD with supportive services funded by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs.
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The omnibus bill allocates 2008 renewal funding
based on agencies” actual leasing and costs during FY 2007.
Additionally, the bill allocates administrative fees based
on vouchers in use, instead of being tied to the prior year’s
fee allocation. Because Congress has continued the policy
of setting funding levels based on vouchers in use times
actual cost, advocates should encourage housing agencies
to fully use their maximum number of authorized vouch-
ers. Failure to fully use authorized vouchers will threaten
the amount of funds that a housing agency receives in
future years. HUD must inform housing authorities by
February 25, 2008, of their 2008 annual budget for the
voucher program.”

The omnibus bill modifies the voucher renewal for-
mula for housing agencies with large unspent voucher
reserves. Calendar year 2008 funding for these agencies
will be reduced by the amount of unusable funds in the
agency’s net restricted assets account which exceeds 7% of
the renewal funding allocated to the agency for the calen-
dar year 2007 funding cycle. In other words, if an agency
has reserves that it could not use in 2008 to lease all of
its authorized vouchers (because the agency’s renewal
funding plus available reserves exceeded the amount
needed to lease 100% of its authorized vouchers), then
its 2008 renewal funding will be reduced by an amount
equal to the excess reserves over the 7%-of-renewal-fund-
ing threshold.® Housing agencies with reserves below the
stated threshold or that could use all of their reserves in
2008 to lease additional authorized vouchers likely would
receive no reduction in their renewal funding allocation.’
The practical impact of this policy is to shift funds from
future uses to current needs, such as voucher renewals
and new incremental vouchers. The policy is expected to
result in budgetary savings of $723 million in FY 2008.

A modified formula for renewal funding will be used
for public housing agencies that went into receivership
in the previous twenty-four months, housing agencies
affected by the 2005 hurricanes, and agencies that over-
spent their FY 2007 voucher allocation. The omnibus bill
also provides $50 million in adjustments for agencies that
experienced increased renewal costs due to portability or
higher leasing rates.

The bill appropriates $200 million for tenant protec-
tion vouchers and requires HUD to issue them “for all
units that were occupied within the previous 24 months
that cease to be available as assisted housing due to demo-
lition, disposition, or conversion, subject only to the avail-
ability of funds.”?® This is a significant departure from

7Pub. L. No. 110-161 (Tenant-based Rental Assistance) (2007) (the Sec-
retary may extend the notification period with written approval of the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations).

SCBPP, supra note 2, at 3.

°Id.

Pub. L. No. 110-161, Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (2007).

HUD’s recent policy of restricting replacement vouchers
to units occupied at the time of a PHA’s application for
such vouchers."

Vouchers previously allocated to a public housing
agency to serve non-elderly disabled families and for the
Family Unification program must remain available to
these populations, to the extent feasible."

Finally, the bill extends the prior years’ rule mak-
ing certain college students ineligible for Section 8 rental
assistance, but adds an exception for students with dis-
abilities.

Project-Based Section 8

The FY 2008 appropriations fund project-based Sec-
tion 8 contract renewals at $6.14 billion, $310 million above
the FY 2007 level and $616 million above the Administra-
tion’s budget request for FY 2008. However, this amount
will still be insufficient to provide a full twelve months of
funding for renewal of expiring project-based Section 8
contracts in FY 2008, as HUD has previously stated that
$8.1 billion would be needed to renew all contracts for a
full year.* To maintain the program’s stability, Congress
will likely have to provide additional appropriations later
in the year.®

Public Housing

Congress increased funding for the public housing
operating fund by $336 million above the FY 2007 level
for a total of $4.2 billion. The increase notwithstanding,
the Committee on Appropriations recognized that the
amount appropriated is insufficient, stating that HUD has
determined that $5 billion is needed in 2008.° The fund-
ing level increase is estimated to provide housing agencies
with only 85.4% of the operating subsidy formula need.”
This continues the trend in recent years of significantly
underfunding the public housing operating fund, as 2007
was the fifth straight year that the federal government

"For more discussion of HUD’s recent policies regarding tenant pro-
tection vouchers, see Joe Akman, New HUD Relocation and Replacement
Voucher Policy for Public Housing Demolition and Disposition, 37 Hous. L.
ButL. 77 (2007).

ZPub. L. No. 110-161, § 213 (2007).

BFor more discussion of student eligibility for Section 8 rental assis-
tance, see Georgia Garthwaite, New Section 8 Restrictions for Students, 36
Hous. L. BuLL. 115 (2006).

“oseph P. Poduska, Bush Signs Omnibus Fiscal 2008 Appropriations
Bill; HUD Funding Trimmed from Conference Report, 36 Hous. Dev. R. 28
(2008).

SCENTER ON BUDGET AND PoLicy Priorities, HUD BiLL Avorps Deep CUTS IN
2008, 15 (2007), http://www.cbpp.org/11-14-07hous.pdf.

15Press Release, U.S. Senate Committee on Appropriations, Highlights:
2008 Transportation, Housing and Urban Development Appropria-
tions (Nov. 8, 2007), http://appropriations.senate.gov/Press/2007_11_
08_Summary_of_2008_Transportation_HUD_Conference_Report.
pdf?CFID=25594695& CFTOKEN=80967604.

YCBPP, supra note 15, at 8.
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failed to provide the full amount for which housing agen-
cies were eligible under the operating fund formula.’

Funding for the public housing capital fund remained
at $2.4 billion, the same as FY 2007 and FY 2006. Congress
therefore denied the Administration’s proposal to cut
funding for the capital fund by $415 million. However,
the 2008 appropriation will not be enough to address the
substantial backlog of repairs for public housing, which is
funded from the capital fund.

The 2008 appropriation will not be enough
to address the substantial backlog of
repairs for public housing, which

is funded from the capital fund.

Congress also limited HUD's discretion with respect
to the implementation of asset management. The act
provides that housing authorities may use a portion of
their capital funds for central office costs as well as costs
incurred at the project level.” Also, housing authorities
with 400 or fewer units are not required to convert to asset
management, unless the housing authority is seeking to
stop the loss of subsidies precipitated by the implementa-
tion of the new operating subsidy rule.’

Three additional housing authorities—Alaska HFC,
and the housing authorities of San Bernardino and Santa
Clara—are now authorized to be Moving to Work agen-
cies, which means that they have the option to design
their public housing and voucher programs, subject to
HUD approval, without regard to many statutory con-
straints, such as rent and eviction protections, but within
the MTW guidelines.” In addition, HUD may not rescind
the MTW designation for the Housing Authority of Bal-
timore City based upon allegations of administrative or
procedural errors in the designation.?

The Housing Authority for the County of Los Angeles
has been added to the list of housing authorities that are
not required to have residents on their board of commis-
sioners,” joining those for the states of Alaska, Iowa and

81d.

Pub. L. No. 110-161, § 226 (2007).

2]d. § 225. There are approximately 2550 housing authorities out of a
total of nearly 3000 housing authorities with some public housing but
no more than 400 units. Thus, only approximately 450 housing authori-
ties will be required to convert to asset management.

214, § 230.

2]d. § 231; See HUD Inspector General Finds Serious Flaws in Moving to
Work Program, 36 Hous. L. BuLL. 184 (2006) (discussion of OIG report
regarding Baltimore housing authority).

ZPub. L. No. 110-161, § 214 (2007), compare with Pub. L. No. 108-447, 218,
118 Stat 3319, which references only the housing authorities of the states
of Alaska, Iowa and Mississippi.

Mississippi. All of these housing authorities are required
to have an advisory board, which meets notless than quar-
terly, of not less than six residents of both public housing
and Section 8 residents, to provide advice and comment to
the public housing authority.

HOME, CDBG and HOPE VI

The omnibus bill funds HOME formula grants at
$1.63 billion, which is $62 million less than the FY 2007
level. The omnibus bill provides $3.59 billion for CDBG
formula grants, $117 million below the FY 2007 level. Still,
the omnibus bill rejects the Administration’s proposal to
slash funding for formula grants by $1.1 billion. Congress
also denied the Administration’s proposal to eliminate
the HOPE VI program, allocating $100 million for FY 2008,
$1 million more than the FY 2007 level.

Housing for the Elderly and
People with Disabilities

Supportive housing for the elderly (Section 202)
and people with disabilities (Section 811) are funded at
$735 million and $237 million respectively, rejecting the
President’s request to significantly cut funding for these
programs. Both programs were funded at the FY 2007
levels.

Mortgage Foreclosure Assistance

The bill provides $300 million to the Neighborhood
Reinvestment Corporation, with $180 million of the fund-
ing to be distributed as grants to housing counseling agen-
cies. The agencies will assist homeowners with subprime
loans in modifying or restructuring their mortgages to
avoid foreclosure. The grants are targeted to states with
high rates of default and foreclosure.

Other Programs

Homeless assistance is funded at $1.59 billion, an
increase of $145 million above the FY 2007 level. The bill
provides $630 million for Native American Housing Block
Grants, $6 million more than the program received in
FY 2007. Funding for Native Hawaiian Housing Block
Grants remains the same at $9 million. Housing Opportu-
nities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) receives $300 mil-
lion, an increase of $14 million as compared to FY 2007.
Funding for Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction was cut
from FY 2007’s $152 million to $145 million. Fair housing
activities receive $50 million, $4 million above the FY 2007
level. Further, the bill provides $380,000 in fair housing
funds to translate documents for persons with limited
English proficiency.

A chart showing the FY 2008 funding levels for the
major HUD programs and comparing them to prior years’
funding can be found on page 4. ®
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FY 08 Budget Chart for Selected Programs (in millions)

HUD Program FY04 FYO05 FYO06 FYO07 FYo08 FY08 full FY08 full FYo08 FYo08
(set asides indented) Enacted Enacted Enacted* Enacted Request Senate House Conference Omnibus
H.R. 3074 H.R. 3074 Report Spending
(as amended) 7124107 11/7/08 Bill
9/12/07 12/16/07
Tenant Based Rental 14,186 14,766 15,417 15,920 16,000 16,599 16,330 16,443 16,391
Assistance
Tenant Protection 205 163 178 149 150 150 150 200 200
Vouchers
Administrative Fees 1,235 1,200 1,238 1,281 1,351 1,351 1,351 1,351 1,351
Family Self Sufficiency 48 46 47 47 48 50 48 49 49
Coordinators
Contract Renewals 12,893 13,463 13,949 14,436 14,444 14,929 14,745 14,695 14,695
Project Based Rental 4,792 5,298 5,037 5,976 5,813 5,813 6,480 6,382 6,382
Assistance
Contract Renewals 4,692 5,195 4,890 5,829 5,523 5,523 6,239 6,139 6,139
Public Housing Capital Fund 2,695 2,579 2,439 2,439 2,024 2,500 2,439 2,439 2,439
Emergency/Disaster 50 30 17 17 0 20 17 19 19
Grants
Resident Opportunities 55 52.5 38 38 0 40 38 40 40
and
Supportive Services
(ROSS)
Public Housing Operating 3,579 2,438 3,564 3,864 4,000 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200
Fund
HOPE VI 149 143 99 99 -99 100 120 120 100
Native American Housing 650 621 624 624 627 630 627 630 630
Block Grants
Native Hawaiian Housing 9 9 9 9 6 9 9 9 9
Block Grants
Housing Opportunities for 295 282 286 286 300 300 300 300 300
Persons with AIDS
Community Development 4,921 4,671 4,178 3,772 3,037 4,060 4,180 4,000 3,866
Fund
CDBG Formula Grants 4,331 4,110 3,711 3,711 2,975 3,708 3,929 3,723 3,593
Self-Help 27 25 20 20 40 70 60 60 60
Homeownership (not a setaside)
Opportunity Program
Economic Development 276 262 307 0 0 248 160 184 180
Initiative Grants
Brownfields Redevelopment 25 24 10 10 0 10 10 10
HOME Investment 2,006 1,900 1,733 1,733 1.967 1,970 1,764 1,767 1,704
Partnership Program
HOME Formula Grants 1,859 1,789 1,690 1,690 1,903 1,682 1,716 1,702 1,629
American Dream 87 50 25 25 50 25 0 15 10
Downpayment Initiative (not a setaside)
Housing Counseling 40 42 42 42 50 150 48 50 50
Assistance (not a setaside)
Foreclosure Counseling 0 100 0 200 180
Homeless Assistance Grants 1,260 1,241 1,327 1,442 1,586 1,586 1,561 1,586 1,586
Samaritan Initiative - - - 0 50 0 0 0 0
Rural Housing and Economic 25 24 17 17 0 17 17 17 17
Development
Housing for the Elderly 774 741 735 735 575 735 735 735 735
(Section 202)
Housing for Persons with 249 238 237 237 125 237 237 237 237
Disabilities (Section 811)
Fair Housing and Equal 48 46 46 46 45 52 46 50 50
Opportunity
Fair Housing Assistance 28 26 26 26 24.8 27 25 26 26
Fair Housing Initiatives 20 20 20 20 20.2 25 20 24 24
Lead-Based Paint Hazard 174 167 152 152 116 151 93 145 145
Reduction Program
Salaries and Expenses 1,116 1,030 1,141 1,141 1,222 1,222 1,211 1,222 1,212

'FY 06 numbers reflect a 1% cut across the board.

Chart courtesy of the National Low-Income Housing Coalition. Reprinted with permission.
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Rural Housing Service
FY 08 Appropriations

The Fiscal Year 2008 Appropriations Act,! signed into
law by the President on December 26, 2007, cut funding
for most of the major Rural Housing Service (RHS) hous-
ing programs that serve low-income residents. Major
programs serving moderate-income persons received
funding increases while other RHS loan and grant pro-
grams, most of which serve specialized communities,
were kept relatively stable, receiving minor decreases or
increases. In most cases, funding for programs that serve
low-income households was substantially above what
the Administration had requested in its Fiscal Year (FY)
2008 Budget,? while the funding for programs that serve
moderate-income households received less than what the
Administration requested in the budget. The balance of
this article will review, by program, the appropriations
for FY 2008.

Section 515 Rural Rental Housing Program

Since 1994, the Section 515 Rural Rental Housing loan
program® has been struggling to remain alive. In the late
1980s and early 1990s the program was being funded at
nearly $1 billion per year. In 1994, Congress found some
problems in the program’s administration and severely
cut its funding. Although the program’s problems have
long been resolved, funding has continued to decrease,
with the program being funded at the $100 million level
for the last several years.

The Administration, which has proposed to terminate
the program before, did the same for FY 2008, urging its
replacement with the unsubsidized guaranteed Section
538 Rental Housing loan program.* The Senate proposed
to only fund the program at $70 million,® while the House
proposed to fund it at $99 million.® Unfortunately, the
House and Senate Conference Committee compromised
at the lower House level and refunded the program for
FY 2008 at $70 million.

'The full title of the bill is the “Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2008,”
Pub. L. No. 110-161 (Dec. 26, 2007) (formerly H.R. 2764), available at http://
frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=110_cong_
bills&docid=f:h2764enr.txt.pdf.

2A copy of the FY 2008 Budget is available at http://www.gpoaccess.
gov/usbudget/fy08/browse.html. No specific references or cites will be
made in this article to where a particular budget number appears in the
President’s 2008 Budget.

342 U.S.C. § 1485.

42 US.C. § 1472 (h).

5The Senate version of the Appropriations bill was S. 1589, 110* Cong. 1*
Sess. (2007). No specific references or cites will be made in this article as
to where a particular budget number appears in the Senate bill.

The House version of the Appropriations bill was H.R. 3161, 110" Cong.
1% Sess. (2007). No specific references or cites will be made in this article
as to where a particular budget number appears in the House bill.

Rental Assistance Subsidy Program

The Section 521 Rental Assistance program’ subsidizes
the rents of most low-income residents in the Section 515
housing program so that they do not have to pay more
than 30% of income for rent and utilities. In most respects,
the program operates like the HUD project-based Section 8
program. When first enacted in the middle 1970s, the
Rental Assistance contracts that were entered into with
owners were for a period of twenty years. To reduce the
program’s budget impact, the term was cut to five years,
then to four and most recently to two years.

The program was funded at $616 million for FY 2007,
and the Administration proposed to cut it to $567 million
in its budget for FY 2008. Underlying the Administration’s
budget request was the premise that a significant number
of borrowers would prepay their loans after the Adminis-
tration’s proposed legislation® repealing the prepayment
restrictions imposed on Section 515 owners by the 1987
Emergency Low-Income Housing Preservation Act (ELI-
HPA)’ was passed into law, thus reducing the number of
residents that were eligible for rent subsidies.

The Administration’s proposed legislation was not
enacted into law and neither the House nor the Senate
was willing to significantly cut the required subsidy,
although they were willing to cut the contract term to one
year, thus reducing the funding needed for the program.
Surprisingly, while the Senate proposed to refund the
program for FY 2008 at $497 million, and the House at
$533 million, the Conference Committee only funded the
program at $482.1 million, which is the amount in the FY
2008 Appropriations Bill.

Section 515 and Section 514-516
Rural Preservation Demonstration Program

For the past two years Congress has authorized and
funded a Rural Rental Housing Demonstration program
that authorizes RHS to restructure and revitalize an aging
inventory of Section 515 Rural Rental Housing. The dem-
onstration program has been funded at a modest $9 mil-
lion level for the past two years and the Administration
proposed to terminate it, again under the premise that it
would no longer be needed if the rural housing preser-
vation legislation that it had proposed would be enacted
into law. As it was not, the House proposed to refund the
demonstration program at $14.8 million and the Senate
at $15 million. The Conference Committee actually made
$20 million available for the program, which is what was
enacted into law.

7Id. at § 1490a(a)(2).
SH.R. 5930 (109t Cong,.).
°The rural provisions of ELIHPA are codified at 42 U.S.C. § 1472(c).
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In appropriating funds for the program for FY 2008,
Congress also authorized the use of these funds to
restructure and revitalize developments financed under
the Section 514 and 516 farm labor housing loan and grant
programs.® This is the first time that RHS has been given
authority to use the funds for the farmworker housing
program.

The single family gquaranteed loan program
has become this Administration’s favorite
rural housing loan program, primarily
because it shifts program administration to
private lending institutions and, with few
exceptions, does not require any subsidies.

Rural Housing Vouchers

Although ELIHPA restricts the rights of Section 515
owners to prepay their loans, it does not prohibit it. For
each of the past several years, approximately 2000 units
of RHS Section 515 housing have been removed from the
program. Prior to FY 2006, when owners prepaid their
loans, the residents were effectively displaced by the pre-
payments at the end of their lease term because all RHS
subsidies, both the shallow Interest Credit and the deep
Rental Assistance subsidies, were terminated. All that
RHS did to assist the former Section 515 residents was to
provide them with a Letter of Priority Entitlement that
gave them admission priority to other RHS Section 515
housing. While some housing authorities stepped in to
provide residents with HUD vouchers, residents were
typically forced to move to unsubsidized housing when
their landlord prepaid the Section 515 loan. In FY 2006,
Congress appropriated funds for RHS to begin issuing
vouchers to displaced residents, thereby enabling them to
remain in the prepaid development or to move to other
housing in the community. In both FY 2006 and FY 2007,
$16 million was made available for the program.

For FY 2008, the Administration proposed to increase
the voucher program funding to $27.8 million, again under
the belief that many more residents would be displaced
once the ELIHPA prepayment restrictions were lifted by
the Administration sponsored legislation. Since the leg-
islation was not enacted and because RHS used far fewer
vouchers than it had anticipated, the House voted to fund
the program at $10 million while the Senate approved
$15.5 million. The Conference Committee reduced the
amount to $5 million, which became part of the FY 2008
appropriations.

1042 U.S.C. §§ 1474 and 1476.

Rental Housing Preservation Loans

For the past two years, Congress appropriated $3 mil-
lion per year for a new loan program, which is only autho-
rized in the Appropriations Acts, to preserve Section 515
rental housing. The funding for the program was con-
tracted out to nonprofit organizations that could make
long- or short-term loans to owners of Section 515 housing
that proposed to use the funds to revitalize the develop-
ment. For FY 2008, Congress appropriated an additional
$3 million for the program.

Section 502 Single Family Direct Loan Program

In the FY 2008 Budget, the President proposed to ter-
minate the Section 502 Direct Single Family Home Loan
program'! suggesting, but not proposing, that it could be
replaced by a subsidized guaranteed program. The House
and Senate rejected the idea, with both refunding the pro-
gram at $1.129 billion, which ultimately was included in
the FY 2008 Appropriations Act. This is slightly lower
than the funding that the program had during FY 2007,
which was $1.141 billion.

Section 502 Single Family
Guaranteed Loan Program

The single family guaranteed loan program has
become this Administration’s favorite rural housing loan
program, primarily because it shifts program administra-
tion to private lending institutions and, with few excep-
tions, does not require any subsidies. In Fiscal Year 2007,
the program was funded at $3.681 billion and the Admin-
istration proposed to increase program funding for
FY 2008 to $4.848 billion. Neither the House nor the Sen-
ate were prepared to fund the program anywhere near
the Administration’s request level, although they some-
how compromised their differences at a higher level than
either the House or Senate had approved for the program.
For FY 2008, the program is funded at $4.220 billion.

Other RHS Programs

The Section 504 home repair loan program'? was
funded at $34.7 million for FY 2008, a $300,000 cut from
last year’s appropriations. The companion Section 504
grant program, which only serves elderly persons, was
funded at $30 million, the same as last year.

The Section 514 farm labor housing loan program,
used to construct farm labor housing, received $27.7 mil-
lion for FY 2008, a $10.3 million cut from FY 2007. The
companion Section 516 grant program was also cut to
$10 million, having received $14 million in FY 2007.

142 U.S.C. § 1472.
242 U.S.C. § 1474.
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The Section 523 Self Help Technical Assistance grant
program,'® used to fund nonprofit organizations that help
households build their own homes, received $39 million
for FY 2008, a $5 million increase over FY 2007.

Restriction on Closing of RD Offices

For the past year the Department of Agriculture has
been quietly closing and reducing the staff of many of
its field offices, making delivery of programs, such as
the RHS housing programs, and services to rural areas
more difficult. In an effort to stem this trend, the FY 2008
Appropriations Act prohibits the department from closing
RD offices until the impact on cost and program delivery
is determined. The Appropriations Act requires reporting
the justification for any closure or relocation to Congress
at least sixty days in advance.

The FY 2008 Appropriations Act prohibits
the Department of Agriculture from
closing RD offices until the impact on cost
and program delivery is determined.

Conclusion

The FY 2008 appropriation for the RHS housing pro-
grams maintains a trend of slowly cutting the housing
programs and subsidies that historically have served low-
income and very low-income rural households. Though
the Administration has proposed to eliminate these pro-
grams several times, Congress, both under Republican
and Democratic control, has resisted the invitation and
has kept the programs functioning, although typically at
a reduced level. It will take nearly two additional years
to determine whether this will continue or whether a
new Congress and a new Administration will reverse the
trend. In the meantime, rural residents and communities
that have historically benefitted from the RHS programs
will have to suffer from reduced funding. m

1342 U.S.C. § 1490(c).

Wrap Up of Legislation in
First Session of 110th Congress

By the National Low-Income Housing Coalition’

To kick off the New Year, we have rounded up the
major housing policy issues we expect Congress to work
on in 2008, the second session of the 110th Congress.
While progress was made in 2007, there is much unfin-
ished business for 2008. Senate Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs Chair Christopher Dodd (D-
CT) formally dropped out of the presidential race on Janu-
ary 4. The pace of that committee’s work is now expected
to increase.

The House and Senate returned for legislative busi-
ness on January 15 and 22, respectively. The President
delivered his State of the Union address on January 28.
On February 4, the President delivered his FY 09 budget
request to Congress, marking the official start of FY 09
budget and appropriations season.

National Housing Trust Fund

The National Housing Trust Fund made great prog-
ress in the first session of the 110th Congress. On October
10, under the leadership of House Committee on Finan-
cial Services Chair Barney Frank (D-MA), the National
Affordable Housing Trust Fund Act of 2007, H.R. 2895,
passed the House with strong bipartisan support.? On
December 19, Senators John Kerry (D-MA) and Olympia
Snowe (R-ME) were the lead sponsors along with six other
senators in introducing bipartisan legislation to establish
a housing trust fund in the Senate. The Senate bill, S. 2523,
is very similar to the House version and has been referred
to the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs. In 2008, the National Housing Trust Fund Cam-
paign will work to get additional cosponsors and line up
votes to have the trust fund bill passed in the Senate.

Both the House and Senate bills would establish dedi-
cated sources of funds for the production, preservation
and rehabilitation of 1.5 million affordable homes over the
next ten years. At least 75% of the funds will be for hous-
ing for households that are extremely low income, earn-
ing less than 30% of the area’s median income.

'This article is reprinted with permission from NLIHC’s Memo to Mem-
bers (vol. 13, issue no. 1, Jan. 4, 2008). Join NLIHC and receive this help-
ful resource for free at www.nlihc.org. References to Memo throughout
this article refer to issues available on NLIHC’s website, www.nlihc.
org. Bills that are referenced can be obtained from http://thomas.loc.
gov/home/bills_res.html.

*See NHLP, House of Representatives Passes Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Bill, 37 Hous. L. BuLL. 196 (Nov./Dec. 2007), as well as NLIHC Memo to
Members dated October 12 and December 21, 2007, available at www.
nlihc.org.
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There are two sets of current legislation that have
seen action in the first session of the 110th Congress that
establish funding sources for the trust fund. First, the
House passed H.R. 1427 (see Memo, 5/25/07), a compre-
hensive reform bill for the government sponsored enter-
prises (GSEs), Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, that also
calls for providing dedicated funds from the GSEs to the
trust fund. In the Senate, Senator Jack Reed (R-RI) has
introduced S. 2391, the GSE Mission Improvement Act of
2007 (see Memo, 11/30/07) that includes funds from the
GSEs to support an affordable housing fund. This mea-
sure has been referred to the Senate Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. GSE reform legislation
(S. 1100) introduced by Senator Chuck Hagel (R-NE) on
April 12, 2007, does not contain the affordable housing
fund provision. Comprehensive GSE reform is expected
to be taken up by the Senate Banking Committee some-
time this year.

A second source of revenue for a trust fund is included
in House-passed legislation to modernize the Federal
Housing Administration (FHA), H.R. 1852 (see Memo,
9/21/07). The bill creates new FHA revenue by expanding
the home equity conversion mortgage (HECM) program
and dedicating some of this new revenue to a Trust Fund.
The Senate has passed a similar modernization measure
for the FHA, S. 2338, but it does not include the funding
provision (see Memo, 12/14/07). The two measures now
must go to a House-Senate conference committee where
differences in the bills will be reconciled. The National
Housing Trust Fund Campaign will work to see that the
FHA provision providing funding for the Trust Fund
remains in the final legislation.

Budget and Appropriations

President George W. Bush signed the FY 08 omni-
bus spending bill, which includes funding for HUD, on
December 26.° The House and Senate had passed three
continuing resolutions to keep government spending
flowing in FY 08 after the October 1, 2007, start of the fis-
cal year came and went.

With 2008 an election year, the process for enacting
FY 09 spending bills could be even more partisan. On Feb-
ruary 4, the President delivered his FY 09 budget request
to Congress, marking the official start of FY 09 budget and
appropriations work. The House and Senate Budget Com-
mittees will work to enact an FY 09 budget resolution by
April 15 and then use the spending levels and directives
in that document to guide the work of the appropriations
committees and subcommittees.

Advocates’ work in this area will begin with seeking a
higher domestic discretionary spending limit, compared
to FY 08, in the FY 09 budget resolution. Such an increase

3See the accompanying article on FY 08 HUD appropriations on page
1 of this issue.

would enable the House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees to allot additional funds, compared to FY 08, to
their subcommittees, including the Transportation, HUD
and Related Agencies Subcommittees. Of course, keep-
ing any gains made by a better budget resolution will
be possible only with enough votes to push back against
any cuts or requests for level funding proposed by the
President’s budget, a task that proved impossible for the
FY 08 appropriations. Obtaining a more generous budget
resolution will be especially important to permit appro-
priation of additional funds for programs left short by the
FY 08 appropriations process, including the funds needed
for public housing and to fully fund one-year terms for all
expiring project-based Section 8 renewal contracts.

The biggest challenge facing public housing
in 2008 will be sufficient funding to operate
and maintain existing public housing units.

Public Housing

The biggest challenge facing public housing in 2008
will be sufficient funding to operate and maintain existing
public housing units. Funding for both functions in recent
years has lagged well behind need. Today’s public hous-
ing authorities are operating on only 85.4% of what HUD
knows they need to operate, according to the November 14
paper by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, and
their more than $20 billion backlog of capital needs is
widely known.

Legislation to reauthorize the HOPE VI program is
likely to receive additional attention in 2008. The House
is expected to take up its HOPE VI reauthorization bill,
H.R. 3524, the week of January 14. The bill, introduced by
House Financial Services Subcommittee on Housing and
Community Opportunity Chair Maxine Waters (D-CA),
passed out of committee on September 26 (see Memo,
9/14/07 and 9/28/07). The Senate bill, introduced on March
6 by Senator Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) received a hear-
ing in the Senate Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
Committee on June 20, but no further action has been
taken on the legislation (see Memo, 3/9/07 and 6/22/07).
The bills are very different from one another. The House
bill requires one-for-one replacement of units, a right to
return by former residents and many other protections
and improvements long sought by advocates. The Sen-
ate bill does not contain any of these improvements and
reverses some of the gains won when the program was
last reauthorized in 2003 under legislation sponsored by
Representative Mel Watt (D-NC).
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Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers

Adequate funding to renew all vouchers and to fund
vouchers that are currently authorized but unused will
continue to be critical issues for the FY 09 HUD appro-
priations bill. Advocates will also continue to ask for new
vouchers in FY 09. The approximately 20,000 vouchers
funded in the FY 08 HUD appropriations bill for home-
less veterans, non-elderly disabled people and the family
unification program were the first new vouchers funded
since FY 02. In FY 09, advocates will continue to seek
100,000 additional new vouchers.

The Section 8 Voucher Reform Act will be a focal point
for advocacy in 2008. The House bill, H.R. 1851, includes a
long list of important and positive reforms to the voucher
program, and advocates will work hard in 2008 to enact
this legislation. H.R. 1851 passed the House on July 12
(see Memo, 7/13/07), but the Senate bill has yet to be intro-
duced.* A draft Senate bill was circulating in the fall of
2007 and introduction is expected shortly after the Senate
returns to work.

H.R. 1851 addresses the distribution of voucher funds
to administering agencies, simplification of rents, voucher
portability, replacement vouchers for lost project-based
assistance, project-based vouchers, fair market rents, rent
burdens, inspections, the moving to work/housing inno-
vation program and the family self-sufficiency program,
among other voucher issues. The bill also authorizes 20,000
new, incremental vouchers each year for FY 08 to FY 12.

Project-Based Housing Preservation

While Congress considered some legislation to pre-
serve existing affordable housing in the first session of
the 110th Congress, the main thrust of preservation leg-
islation will occur in the second session. On October 31,
the House Committee on Financial Services, chaired
by Representative Barney Frank (D-MA), passed H.R.
3965, the Mark-to-Market Extension and Enhancement
Act of 2007 (see Memo, 11/2/07). This legislation would
amend the Mark-to-Market program to include proper-
ties with below-market rents and to expand the number
of instances of nonprofit debt relief, among other changes.
The Congressional Budget Office concluded, in a report
dated November 30, 2007, that these expansions of the
program would have a direct spending cost, potentially
triggering a rule of the House of Representatives that
would prohibit consideration of the bill without offsetting
revenue increases.

In addition, on October 31, the Committee approved
H.R. 3873, the Section 515 Rural Housing Property Trans-
fer Improvement Act of 2007, by voice vote. The bill is
intended to expedite the transfer of Section 515 rural mul-
tifamily housing projects from one owner to another. The

‘See NHLP, Proposed Congressional Reforms to the Section 8 Voucher Pro-
gram, 37 Hous. L. BuLL. 169 (Oct. 2007).

Senate did not take up any preservation legislation in the
first session.

Chair Frank is expected to introduce a major preser-
vation bill in February, and he has committed to moving
this legislation through the Financial Services Commit-
tee early in the second session. This legislation is likely to
include many of the provisions sought by advocates and
the HUD Housing Preservation Working Group. In addi-
tion, the non-cost provisions of H.R. 3965 may be included
as well as the provisions of the Rural Housing Preserva-
tion Act of 2007, H.R. 4002. Senator Chuck Schumer (D-
NY), chair of the Senate Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs Subcommittee on Housing, Transportation and
Community Development, is also expected to introduce
preservation legislation early in the session.

Low Income Housing Tax Credit

While no legislation has been formally introduced
as yet, House Committee on Ways and Means Chair
Charles Rangel (D-NY) is looking at ways to improve the
Low Income Housing Tax Credit program (LIHTC). And,
House Committee on Financial Services Chair Barney
Frank (D-MA) is working on ways to better coordinate
the HUD programs with the LIHTC program. Legislation
developed by both members will be part of a larger tax
reform measure that Mr. Rangel plans to consider in the
second session of this Congress.

NLIHC is working to promote deeper income target-
ing for the LIHTC program as well as a better distribution
of the credits in order to house more extremely low-
income families.

In other LIHTC news, the House rejected attempts
to include a provision to exclude military service mem-
bers’ basic allowance for housing from their calculation
of income for purposes of determining eligibility for the
program, in its legislation providing military service
members additional tax benefits (see Memo, 11/2/07).
The Senate amended its version of this bill on December
19 to include this provision. NLIHC opposes this action
because the responsibility for housing for active military
people lies with the Department of Defense, and it would
take units away from low-income civilians.

McKinney-Vento Reauthorization

Bills have been introduced in both the House and Sen-
ate to reauthorize McKinney-Vento homeless programs.
The bills would consolidate all HUD McKinney-Vento
housing programs, except Emergency Shelter Grants,
into one competitive program with a broad set of eligible
activities, including homelessness prevention, permanent
or transitional housing for any homeless population, and
supportive services.®

°See NHLP, Congress Considers Reauthorization of Homeless Programs, 37
Hous. L. BuLL. 174 (Oct. 2007).
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On February 6, Representatives Julia Carson (D-
IN), Geoff Davis (R-KY), Barbara Lee (D-CA) and Rick
Renzi (R-AZ) introduced H.R. 840, the Homeless Emer-
gency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act
(HEARTH) (see Memo, 2/9/07). Ms. Carson passed away
on December 15, and Representative Maxine Waters (D-
CA) is expected to carry McKinney-Vento legislation
through the committee.

The Gulf Coast Housing Recovery Act of
2007 remains stalled in the Senate due to
opposition by Senator David Vitter. The
bill would, among other things, require that
any redevelopment of public housing owned
by the Housing Authority of New Orleans
(HANO) or any Gulf Coast public housing
agency include one-for-one replacement and
a right to return for all displaced tenants.

Ms. Waters, chair of the House Financial Services Sub-
committee on Housing and Community Development,
held two hearings on the bill in October, 2007 (see Memo,
10/12/07 and 10/19/07). S. 1518, the Community Partner-
ship to End Homelessness Act of 2007, was introduced by
Senators Jack Reed (D-RI) and Wayne Allard (R-CO) on
May 24 (see Memo, 5/18/07 and 5/24/07). The Senate Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs voted in
favor of S. 1518 on September 19 (see Memo, 9/21/07).

Each bill would expand the definition of homeless-
ness, to different degrees. In S. 1518, households would
be considered homeless for the purposes of receiving
services if they: are living in somebody else’s housing
because they do not have the resources to obtain other
housing; have been notified that the arrangement is short-
term; have moved either three times in the past year or
twice in the past three weeks; and are not contributing
significantly to the cost of the housing. The definition
would also include people who have moved frequently
(three times in the past year or twice in the past twenty-
one days) and are currently living in a hotel or motel in
which they will not be able to stay for more than a brief
period. The definition of homelessness in H.R. 840 would
be more closely aligned with the definition used by other
federal agencies by including people who are living in
doubled-up situations or in hotels/motels due to lack of
adequate alternatives.

A Senate floor vote on S. 1528 is as yet unscheduled.
The House Financial Services Subcommittee on Housing
and Community Opportunity is expected to mark up a
manager’s amendment of H.R. 840 in the spring.

Disaster Recovery

S. 1668, the Gulf Coast Housing Recovery Act of 2007,
remains stalled in the Senate due to opposition by Sena-
tor David Vitter (R-LA). The bill, introduced by Senators
Mary Landrieu (D-LA) and Christopher Dodd (D-CT) on
June 20 (see Memo, 6/22/07), would, among other things,
require that any redevelopment of public housing owned
by the Housing Authority of New Orleans (HANO) or any
Gulf Coast public housing agency include one-for-one
replacement and a right to return for all displaced ten-
ants. Companion legislation, H.R. 1227, passed the House
on March 21 (see Memo, 3/23/07). Advocates continue
to push for S. 1668 to be voted on in the Senate Banking
Committee. In the meantime, Senator Landrieu may soon
introduce new legislation related to New Orleans public
housing that would better reflect the negotiations and
compromises made thus far on S. 1668.

Another supplemental spending bill for the wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan will be taken up by Congress in late
winter. As with past supplemental spending bills, this will
be an opportunity for additional funds to be allocated to
Gulf Coast housing recovery.

Legislation to revise the Stafford Act, particularly
the way the Federal Emergency Management Agency
responds to temporary and long term housing needs after
a disaster, will be introduced by Senator Landrieu in late
winter or early spring. B

You can find more information about the status of these
bills and other federal housing legislation on NLIHC's website
at www.nlihc.org.
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States Uphold Source of Income
Discrimination Laws Protecting
Voucher Holders

A series of recent state court rulings have enforced
state and locals laws that prohibit discrimination based
on a person’s lawful source of income. These three cases,
Montgomery County v. Glenmont Hills Associates,’ Commis-
sion on Human Rights and Opportunities v. Sullivan,? and
DiLiddo v. Oxford Street Realty,> have found that federal
and state housing subsidy programs are protected under
such laws. These successful cases demonstrate that state
and local protections can be invaluable in maximizing the
utility of vouchers and other forms of housing assistance.

Montgomery County v.
Glenmont Hills Associates*

Montgomery County, Maryland, like many other
jurisdictions, has long had its own local fair housing laws
to supplement federal law.® After “[rleported cases of dis-
crimination in the rental of housing against recipients of
Section 8 housing assistance,” the Montgomery County
Council enacted a bill, adding a provision to the county’s
existing fair housing law prohibiting certain landlords
from discriminating against prospective tenants based on
source of income.” The county defined source of income as
“any lawful source of money, paid directly or indirectly to
a renter or buyer of housing, including income from . . .
any government or private assistance, grant, or loan pro-
gram.”® Thus, the county long construed its prohibition
on discrimination based on source of income as including
discrimination against Section 8 voucher holders because
it was in fact enacted for that purpose.

The conflict arose when Glenmont Hills Associates
turned away a Section 8 voucher holder who was apply-
ing for a rental unit. After the voucher holder complained,
the County Human Rights Commission sent a tester to
also apply for a unit using a voucher. The tester was also
denied. Glenmont acknowledged that it does not partici-
pate in the Housing Choice Voucher Program and claimed
the administrative burden of participating is too high.

'Montgomery County v. Glenmont Hills Assocs. Privacy World, __ A2d __,
2007 WL 4208631 (Md. 2007).

2Comm’n. on Human Rights & Opportunities v. Sullivan, No. SC17594, slip
op. (Conn. 2008) (hereinafter “Sullivan I11”).

3De Liddo v. Oxford St. Realty, Inc., 876 N.E.2d 421 (Mass. 2007).
*Montgomery County v. Glenmont Hills Assocs. Privacy World, __ A.2d __,
2007 WL 4208631 (Md. 2007).

‘Montgomery County Code Ch. 27, § § 27-1 to -63. (hereinafter “MCC”).
®Montgomery County v. Glenmont Hills, citing Bill No. 70-90, Montgomery
County, Leg. History.

7Id.

SMCC, Ch. 27, § 27-6.

Both the Montgomery County Human Rights Com-
mission and the rejected applicant Elaine Walker filed
administrative complaints with the County Office of
Human Rights against Glenmont. Both complaints were
eventually consolidated and through the administra-
tive process led to a decision by the county’s case review
board. The review board found that Section 8 vouch-
ers are included in the source of income discrimination
statute, that the prohibition is not preempted by federal
law or precluded by the Constitution, and also that any
administrative burden on the owner was irrelevant.” The
board also awarded damages."

On appeal, the Maryland Circuit Court reversed the
case review board’s decision and ruled for Glenmont.
It reasoned that though source of income was clearly
intended to include Section 8 vouchers and that there was
no federal preemption, “the County cannot force a land-
lord to enter into a contract with the federal government,
when the landlord has no desire to enter into such a rela-
tionship and the landlord is unable to negotiate the terms
of the contract”" The Circuit Court added that even if
the county could require a landlord to enter into such a
contract, Glenmont did not engage in discrimination, but
instead rejected the applicant in order to avoid adminis-
trative hassle.”?

Montgomery County then appealed the Circuit
Court decision to the Court of Appeals of Maryland (the
state’s highest court). Reversing the lower court’s ruling,
the appellate court found in favor of the county and Ms.
Walker. It articulated two major holdings: first, the Mont-
gomery County Code’s source of income discrimination
provision does encompass Section 8 vouchers, and sec-
ond, the provision is not preempted by federal law."®

The first holding concerning the local law’s cover-
age of voucher assistance was based on an analysis of the
legislative history, which clearly demonstrated that the
provision at issue was enacted specifically in response
to instances of discrimination against Section 8 partici-
pants.

The court then turned to the more complicated issue
of preemption—specifically, whether local law impermis-
sibly conflicts with federal law and is therefore unenforce-
able under the Supremacy Clause. The owner’s argument
claimed that because Congress made participation in the
voucher program voluntary, the local ordinance requir-
ing participation was in direct conflict with Congress’
intended “methodology.”** The Court of Appeals, follow-
ing precedent, began with a presumption against pre-
emption.” It further reasoned that in order for a direct

’Montgomery County at 11.
1()Id‘

"Id. at 13.

21d.

Bld. at 1.

“]d. at 20.

®ld. at 18.
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conflict argument to prevail, the central purpose of Sec-
tion 8 legislation had to be its voluntary nature and not
the goal of expanding affordable housing. The court
found this suggestion to be unsupported by either the
law or sound reasoning, further noting that HUD regula-
tions state that nothing in them pre-empts “[s]tate and
local laws that prohibit discrimination against a Sec-
tion 8 voucher-holder because of status as a Section 8
voucher-holder.”*® The court also cited additional legis-
lative history, agency interpretation, and case law sup-
porting its conclusion of no conflict preemption. The
court’s thorough analysis resoundingly rejects the claim
that federal preemption prevents such state or local anti-
discrimination protections.

The court’s thorough analysis resoundingly
rejects the claim that federal preemption pre-
vents such state or local

anti-discrimination protections.

Finally, the Maryland court also addressed another
issue often raised by landlords—that participation in the
Section 8 program creates an excessive administrative
burden. The court quickly dismissed this argument, find-
ing that “unless the landlord can establish a burden so
severe as to constitute a taking of its property or the viola-
tion of due process, which so far as we can determine, no
landlord has yet been able to do, administrative burden is
not a viable defense.””” Thus, Glenmont was found to have
unlawfully discriminated against Ms. Walker on the basis
of her status as a Section 8 voucher holder.

Commission on Human Rights and
Opportunities v. Sullivan'

Connecticut state law prohibits landlords from dis-
criminating on the basis of alawful source of income."” This
case arose when Denise Colon attempted to rent an apart-
ment unit from Michael and Robert Sullivan. Respond-
ing to an ad in the newspaper, she called the property to
express her interest and informed the property manager
that she was a Section 8 voucher holder. Through a series
of phone calls, Ms. Colon was eventually informed by Mr.
Sullivan that she did not qualify for the unit because he
does not participate in the Section 8 program.

124 C.F.R. § 982.53(d).

YId. at 32.

BComm'n. on Human Rights & Opportunities v. Sullivan, No. SC17594, slip
op. (Conn. 2008) (hereinafter “Sullivan I11”).

YCoNN. GEN. STAT. § 46a-64c (2008).

Ms. Colon filed a complaint with the Commission on
Human Rights and Opportunities, which eventually was
heard in civil court. The trial court, relying on precedent
from a prior case, Sullivan [,*° found in favor of plaintiffs,
so defendants appealed.

The Connecticut Supreme Court considered the legal
issues anew and agreed with the lower court’s analysis.
It first looked to the interplay of Connecticut General
Statutes § 46a-64c(a)(1)* and § 46a-64c(b)(5).?> The former
subsection prohibits discrimination on the basis of lawful
source of income, among other things, and the latter sub-
section creates an exception to the first, allowing a land-
lord to refuse to rent to someone with insufficient income.
Another subsection of the statute specifically includes
housing assistance as lawful source of income.” The court
looked to the legislative history to interpret the meaning
of these provisions and found that, like the Montgomery
County law, the lawful source of income section had been
added specifically to address discrimination against peo-
ple receiving rent subsidies.?* As for the subsection allow-
ing a landlord to deny a tenancy based on insufficient
income, the court found that the exception only applied
to income requirements that relate to a tenant’s ability to
pay her out-of-pocket share of rent or other obligations
of the tenancy.® The court further noted that to construe
the statute any more broadly “would swallow the statute
whole and render it meaningless.”? Thus, using statutory
construction and legislative history, the court confirmed
that people receiving rental assistance are protected by
the anti-discrimination statute.

The court then affirmed the trial court’s use of a
mixed-motive analysis, which requires that the plaintiff
establish a prima facie case that one of the motivating fac-
tors in the denial was discriminatory, thereby shifting the
burden to the defendant to show by a preponderance of
the evidence that its decision was based solely on a legiti-
mate, non-discriminatory reason. The plaintiff was able
to prove the prima facie case, especially given the fact that
Sullivan Associates had told her on multiple occasions that
it would not rent to her because of her Section 8 voucher.
Although the landlord had claimed that it was not

2Comm’n on Human Rights and Opportunities v. Sullivan Assocs., 739 A.2d

238 (Conn. 1999).

2CONN. GEN. STAT. § 46a-64c(a)(1): It shall be a discriminatory practice in

violation of this section:
(1) To refuse to sell or rent after the making of a bona fide offer, or
to refuse to negotiate for the sale or rental of, or otherwise make
unavailable or deny, a dwelling to any person because of race, creed,
color, national origin, ancestry, sex, marital status, age, lawful source
of income or familial status.

2CoNN. GEN. STAT. § 46a-64c(b)(5): The provisions of this section with

respect to the prohibition of discrimination on the basis of lawful

source of income shall not prohibit the denial of full and equal accom-

modations solely on the basis of insufficient income.

BCONN. GEN. STAT. § 46a-63(3).

2%Sullivan 11 at 5.

2[d. at 6.

*Id. at 7, quoting Sullivan I.
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intentionally discriminating, but had based its denial of
Ms. Colon’s tenancy on insufficient income, bad credit,
and bad attitude, the court affirmed the trial court’s find-
ings that the facts did not support these defenses.”” Thus,
based on that analysis, the court upheld the trial court’s
ruling that Sullivan had violated Connecticut’s lawful
source of income law, which protects Section 8 voucher
holders from discrimination. However, the court did
remand the case for a rehearing on the appropriateness of
the amount of attorney’s fees.

De Liddo v. Oxford Street Realty, Inc.”®

Massachusetts forbids “any person furnishing . . .
rental accommodations to discriminate against any . . .
tenant receiving federal, state, or local housing subsi-
dies, including rental assistance or rental supplements,
because the individual is such a recipient, or because of
any requirement of such . . . rental assistance, or housing
subsidy program .. ”* The plaintiff Lori DiLiddo partici-
pated in Massachusetts’ alternative housing voucher pro-
gram (AHVP). The AHVP works similarly to the federal
Section 8 program, in that tenants pay between 25 to 30%
of their income toward rent and the remainder is paid by
the Department of Housing and Community Develop-
ment. In order to rent a unit, the landlord and tenant must
both sign a form AHVP lease.

In this case, the plaintiff, Ms. DiLiddo, was looking
for housing with her AHVP voucher. After viewing the
unit, she told the property manager that she wished to
rent the unit using her voucher and he agreed. The two
made arrangements for her to move in. However, when
Oxford Realty received the AHVP lease, it objected to
some of its provisions and refused to sign it. Specifically,
it objected to provisions that allowed a thirty-day notice
of termination of the lease if the tenant moved into a dif-
ferent subsidy program. It also objected to allowing the
local public housing authority on the premises for audits,
providing the owner’s Social Security number, and a pro-
vision allowing for the tenant’s share of rent to change
based on income.*® Oxford offered to rent the apartment
to Ms. DeLiddo without the AHVP lease, but she could
not afford to do so and resumed her search for an apart-
ment.

After securing other housing, Ms. DiLiddo filed a
complaint with the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination. This led to a lawsuit by the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts against Oxford Realty, with
DiLiddo as an intervening plaintiff. Neither party con-
tested the validity of the state statute nor that owners
must comply with requirements of the program. The case

7Id. at 12.

%De Liddo v. Oxford St. Realty, Inc., 876 N.E.2d 421 (Mass. 2007).
PMass. GEN. Laws Ch. 151B, § 4(10) (2008).

0Id. at 425.

instead focused on the narrow issue of whether or not
the lease provisions found objectionable by Oxford were
actually requirements of the AHVP program.*' The Supe-
rior Court of Massachusetts granted summary judgment
for defendants, finding that the lease provisions were not
requirements of the program and alternatively, that they
were non-discriminatory reasons for refusing to sign the
lease.®

On appeal, the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachu-
setts reversed and remanded the lower court’s decision.
As in Maryland and Connecticut, the court both used
statutory construction principles and an analysis of legis-
lative history to determine that all provisions of the lease
were in fact requirements of the program. Significantly,
the court pointed to the legislature’s amendment of the
statute after its earlier decision in Attorney Gen. v. Brown.*
Brown held that because a landlord did not discriminate
against a Section 8 voucher holder “solely” on the basis of
the tenant’s status as a participant in the program, that
the landlord’s actions were lawful. Later, the legislature
removed “solely” and added new language that made it
unlawful for a landlord to discriminate either because the
person is a housing subsidy recipient or because of any
requirements of the program.* The court noted that while
the facts in DiLiddo and Brown are parallel, the amended
legislative language now must yield a different conclu-
sion.* Thus, the court found that Oxford was in fact pro-
hibited from refusing to rent to Ms. DiLiddo because of
requirements in the lease. Further, the court held that
there is no longer an exception to the anti-discrimina-
tion provisions based on rejecting the tenant for other
“legitimate, non-discriminatory reasons.”* In summary,
the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court held that lease
provisions are in fact requirements of a housing subsidy
program, and thus a person renting a unit to a subsidy
recipient must abide by those requirements, regardless of
whether the landlord has non-discriminatory reasons in
addition to applicant’s Section 8 status for failing to do
s0.

Conclusion

State and local anti-discrimination laws that protect
source of income, specifically vouchers and other similar
forms of rental assistance, are invaluable tools for ensur-
ing that low-income tenants can obtain affordable housing.
These three cases demonstrate that litigation to enforce
these source of income protections can be a successful and
important strategy for realizing that promise. m

3.

2]Id. at 426.

%511 N.E. 2d 1103 (Mass. 1987).
3DilLiddo at 428.

BId. at 429.

3]d.
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RHS Revives Old Single Family
Loan Subsidy Program at a
Lower Subsidy Level

On December 27, 2007, the Rural Housing Service
(RHS) published final regulations implementing a new
single family direct and leveraged loan subsidy program
called Payment Assistance Method 2, replacing, for pro-
spective borrowers, the current Payment Assistance
subsidy program, now renamed as Payment Assistance
Method 1" The new interest subsidy does not become
available until April 1, 2008, and will only be available to
borrowers whose loans close after that date, to existing
borrowers who have never before received an interest sub-
sidy, or borrowers who have stopped receiving an interest
subsidy and again become eligible for one. In other words,
current single family borrowers who are receiving an
RHS interest subsidy may not switch to the new interest
subsidy program even if it is more advantageous to them
unless they have stopped receiving altogether whatever
current subsidy they are on.

Background

Since 1968, the RHS single family home loan program
has had subsidies attached to the direct loan program
that reduced low-income borrowers’ monthly loan pay-
ments when they could not afford to pay the RHS market
interest rate that the loan was entered into. The first such
subsidy, which was implemented in 1968, was called the
Interest Credit Subsidy. Under that program, the borrower
agrees to pay RHS the higher of (1) the cost of amortizing
the RHS loan at 1% interest or (2) the cost of amortizing
the loan in a manner that would not require the borrower
to pay more than 20% of adjusted income for principal,
interest, property taxes, and insurance.’ This Interest
Credit Subsidy program was, and, for borrowers who are
still receiving the assistance, is, administered uniformly
throughout the United States, even when incomes and the
cost of housing varies from state to state and community
to community.

Over the objections of many housing advocates, in
1995 RHS introduced a new prospective interest subsidy
program called Payment Assistance. Under this subsidy
program the borrower pays the higher of (1) the cost
of amortizing the RHS loan at an interest rate that var-
ies depending on the ratio of the borrower’s household
income to area median income, or (2) the cost of amortiz-
ing the loan in a manner that would require the borrower
to pay a percentage of household income for principal,
interest, taxes and insurance, at a rate that varies between

172 Fed. Reg. 73,252 (Dec. 27, 2007).
27 C.E.R. § 3550.68(d) (2007).

22 and 26% depending on the income level of the borrower
in comparison to local median income.’

Under the first prong, if the borrower’s income is at
50% or below of area median income, the amount the bor-
rower is required to pay is an amount equal to the cost of
amortizing the loan at 1%. This percentage rate increases
by 1% for each 5% increase in the ratio between the bor-
rower’s income and the local median income.* Thus, for
example, if the borrower’s income was at 55% of adjusted
median income, the borrower would be required to pay
the equivalent of 2% interest on the loan.

Under the second prong, a borrower whose house-
hold income is very low is required to pay 22% of income
for principal, interest, taxes and insurance. This increases
to 24% of the borrower’s income if that income is between
50% of area adjusted median and 65% of area median, and
to 26% if the borrower’s income is between 65% and 80%
of area median.

The payment assistance subsidy was only made avail-
able to new borrowers and borrowers who had stopped
receiving the Interest Credit subsidy.® This means that
borrowers who were on the Interest Credit subsidy were
not required to switch to the payment subsidy program
unless they stopped receiving Interest Credit and again
became eligible for an interest subsidy.

Advocates have been concerned about two aspects of
the Payment Assistance program. First, it penalizes bor-
rowers who live in counties where incomes are very low
while rewarding those who live in counties with high
incomes. This is because in a low median income county,
the income of borrowers who qualify for a loan is likely
to be relatively high as compared to the county’s median
income. Thus, borrowers are forced to pay higher interest
rates or a greater proportion of income towards the RHS
payment. The opposite is true in high-income counties.
Effectively, the formula for the interest subsidy would
treat identical households with identical loans differently
depending on whether they lived in a high or low median
income county.

The second issue with the formula is that RHS used
the implementation of the Payment Assistance subsidy
as an opportunity to increase the portion of income that
most borrowers paid for their loans and thereby decrease
the overall cost of the subsidy program to the govern-
ment. This is because all but the lowest-income house-
holds, in relation to county median income, typically paid

31d. § 3550.68(c). Borrowers who have leveraged loans have a slightly
lower payment level in order to promote participation in the leveraged
loan program, which effectively combined an RHS loan with a loan
from another source, typically a loan backed by a state housing finance
agency.

47 C.F.R. § 3550.68(c)(2007). Once the borrower’s income reaches 75% of
area median, the increase in interest is only .5%. It then increases 1% for
every 10% increase in the borrower’s income as it relates to area median
income until it reaches 100% of median, at which point the increase is
reduced back to .5%.

57 C.E.R. § 3550.68(b)(2007).
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either a higher effective interest rate on the loan or paid a
larger proportion of their income towards shelter. Effec-
tively, this disqualified many low- and very low-income
households from participating in the Section 502 program
because their income had to be higher in order for them to
qualify for a loan.

Payment Assistance Method 2

Under the Payment Assistance Method 2 program
that goes into effect as of April 1, 2008, the amount of
assistance that a borrower will receive is the lower of
(1) the annualized promissory note’s installments® plus
the cost of taxes and insurance, less 24% of the borrower’s
adjusted household income, or (2) the annualized promis-
sory note installment for the loan less the amount the bor-
rower would pay if the loan was amortized at 1%.”

While it uses a different language to formulate the
level of assistance that a borrower will receive, the new
Payment Assistance Method 2 program reinstates the old
Interest Credit formula except that for borrowers whose
payment is based on household income, the percentage
of household income that the borrower must pay for prin-
cipal, interest, taxes, and insurance is increased from the
20% to 24%.

The primary impact of the new payment assistance
program is to treat borrowers the same regardless of where
they live and the relationship between their income and
the median income of the county in which they live. This
should make the operation of the subsidy program more
equitable. A secondary and more adverse impact of the
new program is that it is likely to disqualify certain low-
income households from eligibility for Section 502 loans
because they are simply required to pay a higher percent-
age of income for shelter. Very low-income borrowers may
not have adequate income to pay that high a percentage of
income for shelter payments that do not include the cost of
short- or long-term maintenance or utilities. RHS claims
that the new percentage will not disqualify a significant
percentage of low-income households from the Section
502 program, although in the final regulation it dropped
the percentage that borrowers would have been required
to pay for shelter under the RHS proposed rules from 25%
to 24%.® So, to some extent the agency must have believed
that the percentage of income that borrowers would have
paid for shelter under the proposed rules was too high.

Conclusion

It is good to see that RHS is abandoning, at least for
prospective borrowers, the inequitable Payment Assis-
tance Method 1 program. Housing advocates have had

°In the case of a leveraged loan, RHS will look at the rates of both the
RHS loan and the outside Leveraged Loan.

77 C.F. R. § 3550.68 (c)(1).

872 Fed. Reg. 73,254-55.

concerns about the program since its inception and it is
unfortunate that it took RHS twelve years to recognize
those concerns. However, it is unfortunate that RHS is not
opening up the Payment Assistance Method 2 program to
existing borrowers who could benefit from a deeper sub-
sidy. RHS claims that it could not do so because of some
unspecified credit reform considerations.” While it is not
clear whether such an argument would prevail, advo-
cates may want to consider raising the failure to extend a
deeper subsidy to borrowers who would benefit from the
program as a defense to a foreclosure.

It is unfortunate that RHS is not opening
up the Payment Assistance Method 2
program to existing borrowers who could
benefit from a deeper subsidy.

It is also tragic that RHS has once again taken the
implementation of a new subsidy program as an oppor-
tunity to reduce the amount of subsidy that borrowers
receive and increase the amount that they pay for shel-
ter costs. While most single family home loan borrowers
have higher incomes than persons who live in subsidized
rental housing, it is hard to believe that they have more
income that they can devote to shelter costs. By increas-
ing the percentage of household income that needs to be
paid just for principal, interest, taxes and insurance, RHS
is ignoring the fact that homeowners typically have to pay
more for utilities than their apartment counterparts and
that they have to pay for short- and long-term upkeep and
maintenance, which renters do not have to pay directly.
Undoubtedly, the percentage of income that direct bor-
rowers pay for all these expenses exceeds 30% of adjusted
family income, which is what most renters pay under the
federally subsidized rental subsidy program. Because
they are paying such a high percentage of income for shel-
ter, it is likely that borrowers will not save funds for their
long-term maintenance expenses, such as roofing, exte-
rior painting, or replacement of water heaters, and begin
to experience problems that they cannot address eight to
twelve years after they have purchased their new homes.
RHS’s approach is myopic and does not adequately take
into consideration the long-term needs of low-income
homeowners.

RHS can and should address the issue by lowering
the percentage that low-income borrowers pay for shel-
ter. In the alternative it should use its authority to extend
loans terms to thirty-eight years to reduce borrowers’
payments.”m

°Id. at 73,255.
107 C.E.R. § 3550.67(b)(2007).
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Recent Cases

The following are brief summaries of recently reported
federal and state cases that should be of interest to housing
advocates. Copies of the opinions can be obtained from a
number of sources including the cited reporter, Westlaw,!
Lexis,? or, in some instances, the court’s website.> Copies
of the cases are not available from NHLP.

Waiver of Lease Violation—
Project Based Section 8 Program

Nyack Plaza v. Parker, 2007 WL 4355300 (N.Y. Sup.App.
Term, Dec. 13, 2007)(unpublished). The court reversed a
lower court’s termination of a Section 8 resident’s lease on
the ground that the landlord renewed the resident’s lease
and accepted rent payments after all the nonpayment of
rent incidents had occurred and thereby waived his right
to terminate the lease.

Waiver of Lease Violation Extends to New
Owner—HUD Subsidized Housing

Park Lake Residences, LP v. Lassic, 2007 WL 4294728 (N.Y.Dist.
Ct., Dec. 7, 2007) (Unpublished). In a holdover proceeding
brought by a new owner of a HUD subsidized housing
complex, the court refused to terminate the right of a ten-
ant to continue to reside in a dwelling with two dogs in
violation of a lease agreement that precluded animals
in the apartment. The court held that the prior owner of
the complex waived the right to evict the resident when
the owner knowingly allowed the resident to live in the
dwelling with the dogs for more than six years and that
prior owner’s waiver of the lease provision extended to
the new owner.

Eviction for Violation of Lease—Public Housing

Mayes v. Hernandez, 2007 WL 4336450 (N.Y.Sup., Dec. 6,
2007)(unpublished). The court upheld New York City
Housing Authority’s termination of a resident’s tenancy
on grounds that she violated her lease by allowing her
sons to sell drugs from the unit and allowing her husband,
who was a sex offender, to live in the premises without
the authority’s permission. The court found that the hear-
ing officer’s decision, in light of the facts presented at the
hearing, was not arbitrary and capricious and that the
authority was not required to allow her to remain in the

thttp://www.westlaw.com.

*http://www.lexis.com.

SFor a list of courts that are accessible online, see http://www.uscourts.
gov/links.html (federal courts) and http://www.ncsc.dni.us/COURT/
SITES/courts.htm#state (for state courts). See also http://www.courts.
net.

unit even if she excluded the other members of the house-
hold because the eviction was based on her conduct and
not that of the other occupants.

Eviction Defense: Improper Determination of
Household Income;

Inclusion of Garnished Child Support Payments
in Household Income—Public Housing

Cincinnati Metro. Hous. Auth. v. Edwards, 2007 WL 4464012
(Ohio App. 1 Dist., Dec. 21, 2007). In an appeal from a forc-
ible entry and detainer action, the court of appeals, in a
splitdecision, reversed a lower court holding that the hous-
ing authority improperly determined a resident’s annual
Social Security income and accordingly overcharged the
resident for rent. The Social Security Administration gar-
nished a portion of the resident’s monthly payment for
child support. The resident argued that his rent should
be based on the amount of income actually received after
garnishment. The court of appeals, after reviewing statu-
tory and regulatory framework, concluded that income
received by the resident included income constructively
received for child support. Accordingly, it reversed and
remanded the decision.

Termination for Failure to Pay Rent—
Voucher Program

Gibbs v. Metropolitan Housing and Redevelopment Author-
ity, 2007 WL 4563920 (Minn.App., Dec. 31, 2007)(unpub-
lished). The court upheld the termination of the plaintiff’s
voucher assistance after she was evicted for failure to pay
rent. The court rejected the plaintiff’s claims that the evi-
dence at the voucher termination hearing did not support
termination of her benefits; that the hearing decision was
arbitrary and capricious because the housing authority
failed to consider mitigating circumstances; that she was
denied procedural due process when given inadequate
notice by the housing authority of her alleged violations;
and that the hearing officer failed to make adequate find-
ings of fact.

Right of Receiving Housing Authority to
Recertify Voucher Holder—Voucher Portability

Lawrence v. Brookhaven Dept. of Housing, Community Devel-
opment & Intergovernmental Affairs, 2007 WL 4591845
(E.D.NY., Dec. 26, 2007). Plaintiff, a Section 8 voucher
holder who moved from the jurisdiction of one housing
authority to another and whose voucher was terminated
by the receiving housing authority for past criminal drug
activity, was denied a preliminary injunction seeking
reinstatement of her voucher. The court adopted find-
ings and recommendations of the magistrate judge and
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rejected the resident’s challenge of the findings on the
ground that they were conclusory and unsupported. In
upholding the magistrate’s decision, the court concluded
that because the voucher had already been terminated, the
voucher holder had to meet a higher standard in order to
secure a mandatory preliminary injunction and that the
voucher holder did not meet that standard with respect
to her ability to show that she would prevail on the merits
of her claim. It also concluded that the receiving author-
ity was operating within HUD rules when it reexamined
the voucher holder’s eligibility when she moved into the
jurisdiction. It rejected the voucher holder’s claim that a
prior informal administrative hearing, conducted before
she pleaded guilty to the drug-related criminal hearing,
had a res judicata effect on the termination hearing held
after the voucher holder’s guilty plea. Lastly, it rejected
the voucher holder’s claims that the receiving housing
authority’s rules were inconsistent with HUD regulations
and that the receiving housing authority had to maintain
her voucher because she had successfully completed a
rehabilitation program. Court agreed with the magistrate
that the housing authority had discretion to consider the
rehabilitation program when terminating a voucher for
past criminal drug activity.

Discrimination Against Persons Who Are
Mobility Impaired—Voucher Program

Liberty Resources, Inc. v. Philadelphia Housing Authority, 2007
WL 4441201 (E.D.Pa., Dec. 17, 2007). On cross motions for
summary judgment, the court dismissed the plaintiff’s
complaint against a housing authority, which claimed
that its administration of the housing choice voucher pro-
gram discriminated against mobility disabled program
participants in violation of Section 504 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act (RA), Title II of the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) and various implementing regulations pro-
mulgated by the Department of Justice and Department
of Housing and Urban Development. The court concluded
that the plaintiff did not establish a prima facie case of dis-
crimination because the housing authority did not fail to
provide mobility disabled people with meaningful access
to the benefits of the voucher program and, therefore, did
not violate the ADA or RA. The court based its conclusion
on the fact that the voucher program was intended to pro-
vide various services and financial assistance that facili-
tate voucher holders” access to private housing, and the
program’s purpose was not to provide accessible housing,
which was lacking in the private market.

Reasonable Accommodation—Public Housing

State ex rel. Henderson v. Des Moines Mun. Housing Agency,
2007 WL 4553350 (Iowa App., Dec. 28, 2007). In a split deci-
sion, the court reversed and remanded the district court

summary judgement ruling that the housing authority
did not violate its state statutory obligation to reasonably
accommodate a tenant with a disability by failing to allow
her to maintain a large dog in her apartment. The district
court ruled that the tenant, who claimed that the dog was
a service animal, was not an otherwise qualified resident
because, at the time that she had sought a waiver of the
authority’s pet policy, she was in violation of that policy
in a number of ways. The court of appeals reversed on
the ground that the tenant’s lease required the housing
authority to consider a request for a reasonable accommo-
dation at any time that the requestor was in residence and
that the resident did not need to have prior permission
to include the animal in the household. Moreover, it con-
cluded that the district court’s summary judgment anal-
ysis failed to give adequate consideration as to whether
reasonable accommodations will permit the resident to
realize the principal benefits of the reasonable accommo-
dation program. Accordingly, it reversed and remanded
the case to the district court.

Surviving Household Member’s Right to
Remain—Voucher Program

Maglies v. Estate of Guy, 936 A.2d 414, 2007 WL 4355389
(N.J., Dec. 12, 2007). The New Jersey Supreme Court, in
a split decision, reversed an appellate court decision that
denied the surviving daughter of a voucher resident the
right to remain in the leased apartment when the daugh-
ter was a longstanding member of the household with the
landlord’s consent and her income was included in the
determination of household income for the purposes of
establishing the household rent payments. The Supreme
Court concluded that federal law does not govern a surviv-
ing household member’s right to remain in an apartment
and that New Jersey’s Anti-Eviction Act, which precludes
evictions except for good cause, controls the matter. The
court concluded that while the statute does not explicitly
protect household members from evictions, it does pro-
tect functional co-tenants who have lived in a unit with
the landlord’s consent and have contributed substantially
to the household’s rent payments. Accordingly, the court
remanded the case to the lower court for a determination
of whether the daughter was a functional co-tenant pro-
tected by the New Jersey Anti-Eviction Act.

Whether a Household Member Is a Surviving
Member with a Right to Remain—
Voucher Program

Goldman v. New York City Housing Authority, 2007 WL
4380638 (N.Y.Sup., Dec. 6, 2007)(unpublished). The court
upheld a housing authority’s reversal of a hearing officer’s
decision that an applicant was a remaining member of
the lessee’s household and entitled to remain in a public
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housing unit. The court concluded that the housing
authority’s decision was not arbitrary and capricious
because there was no showing that the petitioner and
the deceased tenant maintained a relationship that quali-
fied the two persons as a household as required by the
authority’s rules. The court further concluded that, under
the authority’s rules, the petitioner was entitled to a griev-
ance hearing, but that her status was not modified by vir-
tue of her right to a hearing. Lastly, it concluded that the
hearing testimony was in conflict as to whether the peti-
tioner, who was a minor, lived with the deceased tenant
on a permanent basis and was therefore not a remaining
household member.

HUD’s Failure to Maintain Development as
Mortgagee in Possession—Section 236 Program

Cheatham v. Jackson, 2007 WL 4572482 (E.D.Mich., Dec.
27, 2007). The plaintiffs, residents of a HUD Section 236
project, the management of which HUD had taken over
as mortgagee in possession, sought a preliminary injunc-
tion against HUD for its failure to maintain the premises
in a decent, safe and sanitary condition and for its failure
to provide the residents with adequate notice of its intent
to foreclose on the mortgage loan. The court denied the
plaintiffs” motion on the grounds that they are not likely
to prevail on the merits of their Administrative Proce-
dures Act claim. It concluded that HUD acted within its
discretion in managing the project by bringing in a new
management firm and making some repairs. The court
also rejected the plaintiffs’ due process notice claim on
the ground that the loan foreclosure was not imminent.

Priority of RHS Right to Recapture Subsidy—
RHS Section 502 Single Family Loan Program

In re Ouellette, 2007 WL 4557779 (Bkrtcy. D.Conn., Dec. 20,
2007). In deciding whether a private loan company has a
secured interest in a home whose purchase was financed
by the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) (now
Rural Housing Service), the bankruptcy court found
that FmHA prior security interest only extended to the
original mortgage loan and did not cover the amount due
FmHA under the Recapture of Subsidy Agreement.

Vacating Settlement Agreement;
Failure to Replace Public Housing

Newark Coalition For Low Income Housing v. Newark Rede-
velopment and Housing Authority, 2007 WL 4395531 (D.N].,,
Dec. 18, 2007). In a case that challenged the housing
authority’s failure to replace public housing it had demol-
ished or was planning to demolish, the court concluded
that all but two provisions of a 1999 settlement agreement

had effectively been complied with and that the housing
authority was under good management and HUD super-
vision. Accordingly, it vacated the settlement agreement
between the parties except for provisions requiring the
housing authority to construct 1777 units of replacement
housing and protections accorded to persons on the hous-
ing authority’s waiting list. The court also dismissed an
eighteen-year-old action. The opinion is extremely com-
plimentary of New Jersey Legal Services and particularly
its director, Harris David, for initiating and prosecuting
the litigation and in transforming the Newark Housing
Authority.

HUD’s and HANO's Discrimination Against
African-American Households in Gulf Area—
Certification of Interlocatory Appeal

Anderson v. Jackson, 2007 WL 4414479 (E.D.La., Dec. 14,
2007). The plaintiffs are claiming that HUD and the
Housing Authority of New Orleans deliberately discrimi-
nated against African-American households who had
been displaced from New Orleans by the 2005 hurricanes
by deliberately impeding their return by, among other
actions, demolishing public housing in New Orleans. The
court granted, in part, the plaintiffs’ motion to certify for
interlocutory appeal two questions: (1) whether or not
dismissal of plaintiffs’ claims under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1437p,
1983, 3604 and 3608 constituted reversible error; and (2)
whether or not denial of the plaintiffs’ request for the
issuance of a preliminary injunction preventing demoli-
tion and redevelopment of certain public housing devel-
opments constituted a reversible error. The court rejected
eight other questions that the plaintiffs sought certifica-
tion to appeal.

Lead Based Paint Abatement Statute Does Not
Violate State Constitution

Mackie v. State, 936 A.2d 588 (R.I., Dec. 11, 2007). The Rhode
Island Supreme Court reversed a lower court opinion that
the state’s Lead Hazard Mitigation Act violated the state
constitution’s equal protection clause because it exempted
owner occupied two- and three-unit dwellings. The court
held that the legislation was subject to a “rational basis”
standard of review and that under that standard it did not
violate Rhode Island’s constitution. m
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Recent Housing-Related
Regulations and Notices

The following are significant affordable housing-
related regulations and notices that the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA—Rural Housing Service/
Rural Development (RD)) and the Veterans Administra-
tion issued in December of 2007. For the most part, the
summaries are taken directly from the summary of the
regulation in the Federal Register or each notice’s intro-
ductory paragraphs.

Copies of the cited documents may be secured from
various sources, including (1) the Government Print-
ing Office’s website,' (2) bound volumes of the Federal
Register, (3) HUD Clips,? (4) HUD,® and (5) USDA’s Rural
Development website.* Citations are included with each
document to help you secure copies.

HUD Regulations

72 Fed. Reg. 71,007 (Dec. 13, 2007)
Empowerment Zones: Performance Standards for
Utilization of Grant Funds

Summary: This final rule establishes certain planning
and performance standards for utilization of grant funds
allocated to Empowerment Zones, including planning
and performance standards for benefit levels and eco-
nomic development activities. The standards are designed
to ensure that activities undertaken with HUD Empower-
ment Zone grant funds are consistent with the strategic
plans of the Empowerment Zones.

Effective Date: January 14, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 73,483 (Dec. 27, 2007)
Implementation of OMB Guidance on Nonprocurement
Debarment and Suspension

Summary: This final rule relocates HUD's regulations
governing nonprocurement debarment and suspension to
anew partin title 2 of the Code of Federal Regulations. The
new part adopts the OMB guidance on nonprocurement
debarment and suspension and supplements it with HUD-
specific clarifications and additions. The rule also makes
conforming changes to HUD regulations referencing the
nonprocurement debarment and suspension regulations.
This regulatory action is an administrative simplification
that makes no substantive change in HUD policy or proce-
dures for nonprocurement debarment and suspension.

Effective Date: January 28, 2008.

thttp://www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs.
*http://www.hudclips.org/cgi/index.cgi.

3To order notices and handbooks from HUD, call (800) 767-7468 or fax
(202) 708-2313.

*http://www.rdinit.usda.gov/regs.

HUD Federal Register Notices

72 Fed. Reg. 70,076 (Dec. 10, 2007)
Semiannual Regulatory Agenda

Summary: HUD is publishing its agenda of regu-
lations already issued or that are expected to be issued
during the next several months. The agenda also includes
rules currently in effect that are under review and
describes those regulations that may affect small entities.
The purpose of publication of the agenda is to encourage
more effective public participation in the regulatory pro-
cess by providing the public with advance information
about pending regulatory activities.

72 Fed. Reg. 69,220 (Dec. 7, 2007)
Prepayment of Direct Loans on Section 202 and 202/8
Projects With Inclusion of FHA Mortgage Insurance
Guidelines

Summary: HUD has submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget an information collection require-
ment for review and is soliciting public comments on the
subject proposal. The information collected relates to a
request from an owner to prepay a multifamily housing
project mortgage financed under Section 202 with inclu-
sion of FHA insurance guidelines.

Comment Due Date: February 5, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 69,220 (Dec. 7, 2007)
Use Restriction Agreement Monitoring and Compliance
Summary: HUD has submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget an information collection require-
ment for review and is soliciting public comments on
the subject proposal. The information collected relates
to HUD's necessity to ensure that owners of certain mul-
tifamily housing projects comply with use restriction
requirements once the mortgage agreement is terminated.
This information is also used to monitor owner compli-
ance with the Use Restriction Agreement provisions.
Comment Due Date: February 5, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 70,471 (Dec. 11, 2007)
Allocations and Requirements for the Supplemental
Grant to the State of Louisiana

Summary: This notice advises the public of the alloca-
tion of a $3 billion Community Development Block Grant
(CDBQG) disaster recovery grant to the State of Louisiana
solely for the purpose of covering costs associated with
otherwise uncompensated but eligible claims that were
filed on or before July 31, 2007, under the Road Home
homeowner compensation program administered by the
state in accordance with plans approved by the Secre-
tary. HUD has determined that the state shall follow the
requirements applicable to the other CDBG disaster recov-
ery grants funding the Road Home homeowner compen-
sation program, unless those requirements conflict with
the requirements of Section 159 of Public Law 110-116, in
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which case the requirements of that law apply.
Effective Date: December 11, 2007.

72 Fed. Reg. 70,457 (Dec. 11, 2007)
Notice of Funding Availability for the Public Housing
Neighborhood Networks Program

Summary: The purpose of the Public Housing Neigh-
borhood Networks (NN) program is to provide grants
to public housing authorities (PHAs) to: (a) Update and
expand existing NN community technology centers; or
(b) establish new NN centers. These centers offer compre-
hensive services designed to help public housing residents
achieve long-term economic self-sufficiency. The depart-
ment plans to award approximately $10 million under the
Public Housing NN program in Fiscal Year 2007. Eligible
applicants are PHAs only.

Application Deadline: February 15, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 70,878 (Dec. 13, 2007)
Notice of Submission of Proposed Information Collection
to OMB; Public Housing 5-Year and Annual PHA Plan;
Correction

Summary: This notice was previously published on
November 20, 2007, and is being republished to extend
the comment period. HUD has submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget an information collection
requirement for review and is soliciting public comments
on the subject proposal. The information collected relates
to the fact that PHA's are required to submit annual and 5-
Year Plans to HUD. The purpose of the plan is to provide a
framework for local accountability and a means by which
public housing residents, participants in the tenant-based
assistance program, and other members of the public may
locate basic PHA policies, rules and requirements con-
cerning the PHA's operations, programs and services.

Comments Due Date: December 31, 2007.

72 Fed. Reg. 70,879 (Dec. 13, 2007)
Notice of Proposed Information Collection:
Comment Request; Monthly Delinquent Loan Reports
Summary: HUD has submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget an information collection require-
ment for review and is soliciting public comments on
the subject proposal. The information collected relates to
Form HUD-92068-A, which is submitted electronically by
mortgagees and is used to report information into HUD’s
Single Family Default Monitoring System. That system
provides reports that reflect default and foreclosure infor-
mation, which is used to identify potential areas of risk to
the insurance fund.
Comments Due Date: February 11, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 70,880 (Dec. 13, 2007)

Announcement of Funding Awards for the Emergency

Capital Repair Grants Program Fiscal Year 2007
Summary: This announcement notifies the public of

Emergency Capital Repair Grant funding decisions made
by the department in FY 2007. This announcement con-
tains the names of the awardees and the amounts of the
awards made available by HUD.

72 Fed. Reg. 71,423, 71,424, 71,425, 71,426, 71,427,
71,428 (Dec. 17, 2007)
Revocation and Redelegation of Various Authorities

Summary: HUD has published eight notices under
which the Assistant Secretary for Fair Housing Act and
Equal Opportunity (FHEO) revokes various prior redel-
egations of authorities and redelegates new authorities
under the Fair Housing Act, Section 109 of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974, the Age Dis-
crimination Act of 1975, Section 561 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1987, Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, various Civil Rights Related Program Requirements,
and the Fair Housing Assistance Program Authority.

All These Delegations Took Effect: May 31, 2007.

72 Fed. Reg. 71,429 (Dec. 17, 2007)
Revocation and Redelegation of Authority Under Section 3
of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968
Summary: The Assistant Secretary for Fair Hous-
ing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) has been delegated
authority under Section 3 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968 and HUD’s implementing reg-
ulations at 24 CFR part 135. The Assistant Secretary for
FHEO retains those authorities and, with noted excep-
tions, redelegates them to the General Deputy Assistant
Secretary for FHEO, who retains and further redelegates
certain authorities to the Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Enforcement and Programs. In addition, the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Enforcement and Programs retains
these authorities and further redelegates limited authori-
ties to each of the FHEO Region Directors. Pursuant to
this notice, the Assistant Secretary for FHEO also revokes
the redelegation of authority published in the Federal
Register on August 3, 2003 (68 FR 45848), and any other
prior redelegations of authority pertaining to Section 3 of
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968.
Effective Date: November 21, 2007.

72 Fed. Reg. 72,746 (Dec. 21, 2007)
Section 8 Random Digit Dialing Fair Market Rent Surveys
Summary: HUD has submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget an information collection require-
ment for review and is soliciting public comments on
the subject proposal. The information collected relates
to the Section 8 Random Digit Fair Market Rent Surveys.
This survey provides HUD with a fast, inexpensive way
to estimate Section 8 Fair Market Rents (FMRs) in areas
not covered by the American Community Survey annual
reports and in areas where FMRs are believed to be incor-
rect. The department has used this random digit dialing
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(RDD) survey methodology for fifteen years, as recently
improved to offset low response rates. The affected public
would be those renters surveyed and Section 8 voucher
holders.

Comments Due Date: January 22, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 72,747 (Dec. 21, 2007)
Application for the Resident Opportunities and
Self Sufficiency (ROSS) Program

Summary: HUD has submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget an information collection require-
ment for review and is soliciting public comments on
the subject proposal. The information collected relates to
the ROSS Grant Program: Service Coordinators Program
and Family Self-Sufficiency for Public Housing. Eligible
applicants are PHAs, tribes/ TDHEs, Non-Profits and Res-
ident Associations. Information collected will be used to
evaluate applications and award grants through the HUD
SuperNOFA process.

Comments Due Date: January 22, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 73,065 (Dec. 26, 2007)
Notice of Regulatory Waiver Requests Granted for the
Third Quarter of Calendar Year 2007

Summary: HUD is required to publish quarterly Fed-
eral Register notices of all regulatory waivers that HUD
has approved. Each notice covers the quarterly period
since the previous Federal Register notice. This notice
contains a list of regulatory waivers granted by HUD dur-
ing the period beginning on July 1, 2007 and ending on
September 30, 2007.

72 Fed. Reg. 73,867 (Dec. 28, 2007)
Owner Certification with HUD Tenant Eligibility and
Rent Procedures

Summary: HUD has submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget an information collection require-
ment for review and is soliciting public comments on the
subject proposal. The information collected relates to the
collection of tenant data to ensure owners comply with
federal statutes and regulation that (1) establish policies
on who may be admitted to subsidized housing; (2) pro-
hibit discrimination in conjunction with selection of ten-
ants and units; (3) specify how tenants’ incomes and rents
must be compiled.

Comments Due Date: January 28, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 73,868 (Dec. 28, 2007)
Notice of Proposed Information Collection: Comment
Request; Subpoenas and Production in Response to
Subpoenas or Demands of Courts or Other Authorities
Summary: HUD has submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget an information collection require-
ment for review and is soliciting public comments on
the subject proposal. The information collected relates to
issues and reasons why a review of the Counsel’s deci-

sion denying a request for documents or testimony is
appropriate.
Comments Due: February 26, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 73,869 (Dec. 28, 2007)
Notice of Funding Awards; Public Housing Family
Self-Sufficiency for Fiscal Year 2006

Summary: This announcement notifies the public of
funding decisions made by the department for funding
under the FY 2006 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA)
for the Public Housing (PH) Family Self-Sufficiency Pro-
gram funding for Fiscal Year 2006. This announcement
contains the consolidated names and addresses of those
award recipients selected for funding.

72 Fed. Reg. 73,873 (Dec. 28, 2007)
Notice of Funding Awards; Public Housing Neighborhood
Networks for Fiscal Year 2006

Summary: This announcement notifies the public of
funding decisions made by the department for funding
under the FY 2006 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA)
for the Public Housing Neighborhood Networks Program
funding for Fiscal Year 2006. This announcement contains
the consolidated names and addresses of those award
recipients selected for funding based on the rating and
ranking of all applications.

72 Fed. Reg. 74,320 (Dec. 31, 2007)
Notice of Funding Awards; Resident Opportunities and
Self-Sufficiency Family and Homeownership Program for
Fiscal Year 2006

Summary: This announcement notifies the public of
funding decisions made by the department for funding
under the FY 2006 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA)
for the Resident Opportunities and Self-Sufficiency Fam-
ily and Homeownership Program funding for Fiscal Year
2006. This announcement contains the consolidated names
and addresses of those award recipients selected for fund-
ing based on the rating and ranking of all applications.

RHS Regulations

72 Fed. Reg. 73,252 (Dec. 27, 2007)
Single Family Housing Loans, Payment Assistance

Summary: This final rule implements a change in the
regulations for the Rural Housing Service 502 Direct Sin-
gle Family Housing Loans by amending the formula that
calculates payment assistance for which a borrower quali-
fies. This action is being taken to improve the distribu-
tion of program benefits, simplify the application process
and improve customer service. This final rule follows the
publication of the proposed rule on February 17, 2006, and
takes into consideration the public comments received in
response to the proposed rule.

Effective Date: April 1, 2008.
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72 Fed. Reg. 70,220 (Dec. 11, 2007)
Thermal Standards

Summary: RHS is amending its regulations to be con-
sistent with other federal agencies. The current thermal
standards for existing single family housing can impose
an unnecessary financial burden on the borrower and are
not always cost-effective. Removing the thermal standards
for existing single family housing will provide consistency
with HUD. This change will not affect the thermal stan-
dards for new construction; such requirements are gen-
erally prescribed by adopted building and model energy
codes. Removing the agency’s imposed thermal standards
for existing single family housing will give a borrower the
opportunity to allocate money towards other improve-
ments which may result in higher cost savings.

Effective Date: January 10, 2008.

RHS Federal Register Notices

72 Fed. Reg. 71,618 (Dec. 18, 2007)
Request for Extension of a Currently Approved
Information Collection

Summary: This notice announces USDA Rural Devel-
opment’s intention to request an extension for a currently
approved information collection in support of compli-
ance with Civil Rights laws. USDA Rural Development is
required to provide federal financial assistance through
its housing and community and business programs on an
equal opportunity basis. The laws require the recipients
of USDA Rural Development Federal financial assistance
to collect various types of information, including infor-
mation on participants in certain of these agencies’ pro-
grams, by race, color, and national origin.

Comments Due By: February 19, 2008.

72 Fed. Reg. 71,619 (Dec. 18, 2007)
Extension of a Currently Approved Information Collection

Summary: The Rural Housing Service intends to
request an extension for a currently approved informa-
tion collection in support of the program for the Guaran-
teed Rural Rental Housing Program. The housing must be
available for occupancy only to low or moderate income
families or persons, whose incomes at the time of initial
occupancy do not exceed 115% of the median income of
the area. After initial occupancy, the tenant’s income may
exceed these limits; however, rents, including utilities, are
restricted to no more than 30% of the 115% of area median
income for the term of the loan.

Comments Due By: February 19, 2008.

RHS/RD Administrative Notices

Single Family Housing Guaranteed Loan Program Loss
Mitigation Comprehensive Policy Clarification RD AN
No. 4321(1980-D)(Dec. 18, 2007)

Summary: Rural Development encourages approved
Single Family Housing Guaranteed Loan Program (SFH-
GLP)lender/servicerstoexerciselossmitigationtechniques
to the fullest extent possible when servicing defaulted
loans under SFHGLP. This Administrative Notice clari-
fies the policies concerning loss mitigation actions. The
attached Loss Mitigation Guide (Exhibit A) describes loss
mitigation alternatives, identifies circumstances for use,
and discusses situations in which each alternative may
be appropriate. Lender/servicers who service Section 502
Guaranteed Loans should use this guide to give guidance
to SFHGLP borrowers when considering loss mitigation
alternatives. Agency staff that give guidance to lenders
should refer to this guide when considering the appropri-
ateness of a lender’s loss mitigation alternatives.

Expiration Date: December 31, 2008. m
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Housing and Redevelopment Authority of Tp. of Franklin v. Miller, 2007 WL 4052473
(N.J.Super.A.D., NOV. 19, 2007) ....coevuuimemiiciiiciiicinicinicisieisieis i sesaes

Criminal Activity Prior to Admission
Ross v. Broadway Towers, 2006 WL 3681148 (Tenn.Ct. App., Dec. 14, 2000) .........cccceuvvcuriecunee

Anacortes Housing Authority v. Assenberg, 2007 WL 3348459 (Wash.App. Div. 1, Nov. 13, 2007)....

Curing Default
Housing and Redev. Auth of the Township of Franklin v. Mayo, 2007 WL 162187
(N.J. Super. A.D., Jan. 24, 2007) ......cccceueuruieeremrmrieeieremsiiesessesesseesesseesesesessesesesessesessaesessessseseseens

Drug-Related Criminal Activity
Williams v. Integrated Community Services, 2007 WL 1500263 (Wis.App., May 24, 2007)..........

Failure to Pay Rent on a Timely Basis
Schroeder Co. V. Coates, 2007 WL 1720903 (Ohio App. 6 Dist. June 15, 2007) ........cccccvuuevruncnnes

Harm to Agency Employees
Johnson v. Wichita Falls Housing Authority, 2007 WL 4126475 (Tex. App., Nov. 21, 2007)........

Lock Out, Damages
Hinton v. Sealander Brokerage, 2007 WL 470396 (D.C., Feb. 15, 2007).....ccccvruererrrrrererrerecrennnn.

Notice, Failure to Follow State Law
Des Moines Mun. Hous. Agency v. Hunter, 2007 WL 2493114 (Iowa App., Sept. 6, 2007)..........

One-Strike Eviction
Long Branch Housing Authority v. Villano, 933 A.2d 607, 2007 WL 2935405
(N.J.Super.A.D., Oct. 10, 2007) ...c.cuiuuimemniiciieciiieiieieieisiseisiees s senaes

Refusal to Set Aside Settlement Agreement
New York City Housing Authority V. Dunn, 17 Misc.3d 137(A), 2007 WL 4244804
(N.Y.Sup.App.Term., NOV. 21, 2007) .....cccvuururiuciiiiiniciniiciicisicisicisisisssissssesssse s ssssssesaes

Threat to Other Residents
Howell v. Justice of Peace Court No. 16, 2007 WL 4201125 (Del.Super., Nov. 2, 2007).................

Violent Criminal Activity Near Premises
Lowell Housing Authority v. Melendez, 449 Mass. 34, 865 N.E.2d 741 (Mass. 2007)...........c.c.....

Fair Housing

Damages for Failure to Fix Elevators
Davis v. Lane Management, 2007 WL 3306959 (S.D.Fla., Nov. 6, 2007) ........cccccceurueuriremrureununcunnnes

Discrimination Against Families with Children
Housing Rights Center v. Snow, 2007 WL 91148 (E.D. Cal., Jan. 3, 2007) ......ccccvureeeuererrerceererrenenes

Discrimination in the Provision of Water Services
Kennedy v. City of Zanesville, 2007 WL 2570383 (S.D.Ohio, Sept. 7, 2007) .....corveerrreerrrernueernenees

Discriminatory Zoning Ordinance
Nevada Fair Housing Center v. Clark County, 2007 WL 610640 (D.Nev., Feb. 23, 2007) .............

Jeffrey O. v. City of Boca Raton, 2007 WL 628131 (S.D.Fla., Feb. 26, 2007).........ccccecoeuviueuriuernunne.

Disparate Impact—Home Loan Underwriting Standards
Beaulialice v. Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation, 2007 WL 744646
(MLD. Fla. Mar. 6, 2007) ......cccuiuimiiriiiiiiiiiiieiesessissa s sessss s sssssss s ssssss s sssssssassans

Disparate Impact—Land Use Plan and Regulations
Reinhart v. Lincoln County, 2007 WL 1041428 (10% Cir., Apr. 9, 2007)......ceueverreeerreeernecrneennenens

Disparate Impact—Withdrawal from Section 8 Program
Graoch Associates #33 v. Louisville/Jefferson County Metro Human Relations Com'n.
(6th Cir., NOV. 21, 2007) w..ovuiuiiiiiiieiiiiiisiceicisieie s ssnes
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Failure to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing

Anderson v. Jackson, 2007 WL 458232 (E.D. La., Feb. 6, 2007) .....ccccveeeeeeereeereeereeereeieeeveenene Mar 07 69
Familial Status Discrimination
White v. U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 475 F.3d 898 (7" Cir. 2007) ......ccoeeuue. Mar 07 70
HUD Complainant Right to Intervene in Civil Action Initiated by the United States
U.S. v. Henry, 2007 WL 2893633 (E.D.Va, Oct. 1, 2007).....c.ccccvuuemrreurmemricirieirmreeeereeensesenseneneeeenn. Oct 07 186
New Jersey Affordable Housing Policies—Mount Laurel Doctrine
In re Adoption of Third Round Substantive Rules of the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing,
2007 WL 949607 (390 N.J.Super. 1, 914 A.2d 348, Jan. 25, 2007)........ccceueururrmrurimruriuerriecnrcnnn. Apr/May 07 92
Obligation to Disclose Disability
Hirschmann v. Hassapoyannes, 2007 WL 2108462 (N.Y.Sup. June 11, 2007) ......cocevuererrrceererrenenee Aug 07 141
Reasonable Accommodation
McAlister v. Essex Property Trust, 2007 WL 2580845 (C.D.Cal., Aug. 24, 2007)......ccccvvreererrunenee Sep 07 162
Gaither v. Housing Authority of City of New Haven, 2007 WL 3378533 (D.Conn., Nov. 2, 2007)..... Nov/Dec 07 210
Reasonable Accommodation—Sufficiency of Request
Colon-Jimenez v. GR Management Corp., 2007 WL 642004 (1t Cir., Mar. 5, 2007) ......c.ccccvucunnce Apr/May 07 92
Source of Income Discrimination—Voucher Holder
DiLiddo v. Oxford Street Realty, 450 Mass. 66, 876 N.E.2d 421 (Mass., Nov. 15, 2007) .............. Nov/Dec 07 211
Montgomery County v. Glenmont Hills Assoc., 2007 WL 4208631 (Md., Nov. 30, 2007).............. Nov/Dec 07 210
FHA Single Family Mortgage Insurance Program
Bankruptcy
Chase Manhattan Mortg. Corp. v. Cordero, 2007 WL 259923 (S.D. Fla., Jan. 19, 2007) ................ Feb 07 46
Failure to Follow Loss Mitigation Regulations
Wells Fargo Home Mortg. v. Neal, 2007 WL 1310141 (Md. May 7, 2007)......ccccccvueuruemruremruncunnnes Jun/Jul 07 121
Foreclosure
APA Review of HUD Regulations
National Leased Housing Ass'n v. U.S. Dept. of Hsng. and Urban Dev., 2007 WL 148829
(D.D.C., Jan. 16, 2007) ...c.ovvuiuriririiiisiciisiiisissieisisisissssiss s ssaes Feb 07 46
Cooperative Interest
Mary Ebanks v. 547 West 147" Street Housing Development Fund, 2007 WL 509232
(N.Y.A.D. Feb. 20, 2007)......ccccrmrimmriimniiiiniiiiiiiniiiissssssssssssssss s sssessssesssssssses Mar 07 69
Demolition of Subsidized Housing
Farmer v. City of Cincinnati, 2006 WL 3762131 (S.D. Ohio, Dec. 21, 2006)..........cccocceurvererecmnnee Jan 07 15
Failure to Follow Loss Mitigation Regulations—FHA Insured Home Loan
Wells Fargo Home Mortg. v. Neal, 2007 WL 1310141 (Md. May 7, 2007)......cccccceueuriemruriununcuennes Jun/Jul 07 121
New Jersey Affordable Housing Policies—Mount Laurel Doctrine
In re Adoption of Third Round Substantive Rules of the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing,
2007 WL 949607 (390 N.J.Super. 1, 914 A.2d 348, Jan. 25, 2007)........cccceueururrmrivimriniiririenncnnnne Apr/May 07 92
Right of Redemption—RD/RHS Single Family Home Loan
In re Bartlett, 2006 WL 3114469 (Bankr. D.Vt., NOV. 1, 2000).......ccceeieeuiriieiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeieens Jan 07 16
Illegal Charges—Qui Tam Action
Coleman v. Hernandez, 2007 WL 1515163 (D. Conn. May 24, 2007) ......cccceveerervmrerccrerrrieerenreneecnens Jun/Jul 07 119
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Immigration

Right to Rent by Persons Not Legally Admitted to the United States
Villas at Parkside Partners v. City of Farmers Branch, 2007 WL 1498763

(N.D.Tex., May 21, 2007).......ccceuuriurumememimiinimcieieieeiaeiessssssssse e ssssssssssssesse s sssssssas s sssessesassassens Jun/Jul 07 121
Prepayment
FHA Insured Loan
Kukui Gardens Ass'n. v. Jackson, 2007 WL 128857 (D. Hawaii, Jan 11, 2007) ......c.ccecvvverrrererenens Feb 07 45
Damages
CCA Associates v. United States, 2007 WL 315350 (Fed. Cl., Jan. 31, 2007) ..c.coovvereveereeeerererennnn. Feb 07 45

State Housing Finance Agency Loan
Renaissance Management Company v. Connecticut Housing Finance Authority, 281 Conn. 227,
2007 WL 328592 (Conn., Feb. 13, 2007) .....ccccvuimriimriiieiiieiiieiieiicieicieicssescesieseessescsessanns Mar 07 69

Procedural Issues

APA Review of HUD Actions
National Leased Housing Ass’'n v. U.S. Dept. of Hsng. and Urban Dev., 2007 WL 148829
(D.D.C., Jan. 16, 2007) ...c.ovueururiiiiniiiiiisiiiisicisieissiesssisss st saes Feb 07 46

Burden of Proof—Review of State Agency Regulations
In re Adoption of Uniform Housing Affordability Controls by the New Jersey Housing and Mortgage
Finance Agency, 914 A.2d 402, 2007 WL 195733 (N.]. Super. A.D.,. Jan. 25, 2007)................. Feb 07 46

Class Action Certification—Habitability Damage Action; Public Housing
Thames River Apartment Tenants v. New London Housing Authority, 2007 WL 4305525

(Conn.Super., NOV. 13, 2007).......ccuuueuriuemnieeiniiciniieinieisieseiseeessesesesessesesssessae s ssessssesesaesensens Nov/Dec 07 211
Collateral Estoppel
McAlister v. Essex Property Trust, 2007 WL 2580845 (C.D.Cal., Aug. 24, 2007)........cccccevucuuuee. Sep 07 162
Discovery in Termination Proceeding
Hudson v. Housing Authority of Baltimore City, 2007 WL 3274773 (Md., Nov. 7, 2007) ............. Nov/Dec 07 209
Failure to Meet Discovery Obligations
Housing Rights Center v. Snow, 2007 WL 91148 (E.D. Cal., Jan. 3, 2007) ......cccccerverereererrercecrennn. Feb 07 46
Jurisdiction—Federal Courts
Farmer v. City of Cincinnati, 2006 WL 3762131 (S.D. Ohio, Dec. 21, 2006)..........cccouerrveerrueerennee Jan 07 15
Modification of Consent Decree
Henderson v. Morrone, 2007 WL 186764 (3™ Cir., Jan. 25, 2007)......ccceveeeveeeeeeeerereerereerereereneenenes Feb 07 44
Preemption—Section 202 Eviction Good Cause
Ross v. Broadway Towers, 2006 WL 3681148 (Tenn.Ct. App., Dec. 14, 2000) .........cccccuvvcuviecunnee Jan 07 15
Removal of State Eviction Proceeding to Federal Court—Lack of Federal Question
Eden Housing Management, v. Muhammad, 2007 WL 4219397 (N.D.Cal., Nov. 27, 2007).......... Nov/Dec 07 211
Ripeness
CCA Associates v. United States, 2007 WL 315350 (Fed. Cl., Jan. 31, 2007) ...cocovevveeevereereerenenn Feb 07 45
Rooker-Feldman Doctrine;
Farmer v. City of Cincinnati, 2006 WL 3762131 (S.D. Ohio, Dec. 21, 2006)...........ccoceurvecrrrecrenee Jan 07 15

Standing—Federal Courts
Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority, 2007 WL 120791 (7 Cir., Jan. 19, 2007) .......ccccecuu.c. Feb 07 45

Standing and Ripeness—Federal Courts
Kukui Gardens Ass'n. v. Jackson, 2007 WL 128857 (D. Hawaii, Jan 11, 2007) ......c.cceevererererenenens Feb 07 45
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State Courts—Res Judicata

Mary Ebanks v. 547 West 147 Street Housing Development Fund, 2007 WL 509232

(NLY.AD. Feb. 20, 2007).....cccuiueuimemiueiieeiiiemiiessiessieessssesessese s ssssessesesssse s sse s sessessssesssacsensens Mar 07 69
Statute of Limitations
Tamerline Ltd, v. United States, 2007 WL 1469392 (Fed.CL., May 18, 2007) ......ccccccoeueurucururcunnnes Jun/Jul 07 121
Project-Based Section 8 Program
Acceptance of Rent as Waiver of Right to Termination
Macleay Woods Housing v. Franks, 16 Misc.3d 1136(A), 2007 WL 2597918
(NLY.City Ct., SEPt. 7, 2007) ..cecucreririeererreriniecieneeeeeerersesteesesseessaesessesesesesessessaesessesessaessssescassessens Oct 07 185
Breach of HAP Contract by Adoption of REAC Regulations
Valentine Properties Associates v. U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 2007 WL
3146698 (S.D.N.Y., Oct. 12, 2007)....cceururieererrmiieererririeeieneeriieeieseeseseeesessesssesesessessessesessssssesessesenns Nov/Dec 07 210
Illegal Termination of Subsidy
Homesavers Council of Greenfield Gardens, Inc. v. Sanchez, 70 Mass.App.Ct. 453, 874 N.E.2d 497
(Mass. App.Ct., Oct. 10, 2007) ....covuvrmimimiinininiiiisisiesssssssssses s ssssssnes Nov/Dec07 209
Public Housing
Constructive Eviction
Anderson v. Jackson, 2007 WL 458232 (E.D. La., Feb. 6, 2007) .....cceceeeerreeereeereeeeeeveeieveerevenenes Mar 07 69
De facto Demolition
Givens v. Butler Metropolitan Hous. Auth., 2006 WL 3759702, (S.D.Ohio, Dec. 19, 2006).......... Jan 07 14
Demolition, Failure to Repair
Anderson v. Jackson, 2007 WL 458232 (E.D. La., Feb. 6, 2007) .......cccoueurueuriverrmciricirireienreienneenn. Mar 07 69
Eviction
Accepting Rent after Notice
Warwick Housing Authority v. McLeod, 913 A.2d 1033 (R.L, Jan. 18, 2007) ....cccccuevrerceruenncn. Feb 07 44
Bankruptcy Automatic Stay Provision
Biggs v. Housing Auth. of Pittsburgh, 2007 WL 654247 (W.D.Pa., Feb. 28, 2007).................. Mar 07 69
Application of Strict Liability Standard
Howell v. Justice of Peace Court No. 16, 2007 WL 2319147 (Del. Super., July 10, 2007)........ Aug 07 139
Criminal Activity
Housing and Redevelopment Authority of Tp. of Franklin v. Miller, 2007 WL 4052473
(N.J.Super.A.D., NOV. 19, 2007) .....cveuruimriiieiiiciriiciieisicieiessieieseee e sesaesesans Nov/Dec 07 208
Curing Default
Housing and Redev. Auth of the Township of Franklin v. Mayo, 2007 WL 162187
(NJ. Super. A.D., Jan. 24, 2007) .......ccceiururiuruniniriciricisieisieisieisisisssssssse s sesaesesaes Feb 07 44
Drug Related Criminal Activity
Boston Housing Authority v. Garcia, 449 Mass. 727, 871 N.E.2d 1073 (Mass., Aug. 17, 2007).. Sep 07 162
Failure to Pay Maintenance Charges as Part of Rent
Lorain Metro. Hous. Auth. v. Noel, 2007 WL 1661854 (Ohio App. 9 Dist., June 11, 2007)... Aug 07 140
Harm to Agency Employees
Johnson v. Wichita Falls Housing Authority, 2007 WL 4126475 (Tex. App., Nov. 21, 2007) . Nov/Dec07 207
Misrepresentation of Information in Original Application
Bennington Housing Authority v. Bush, 2007 WL 2068328 (Vt. July 20, 2007)........ccccccue.. Aug 07 139
Notice, Failure to Follow State Law
Des Moines Mun. Hous. Agency v. Hunter, 2007 WL 2493114 (Iowa App., Sept. 6, 2007) .. Oct 07 186
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Pet and Drug Policies
Anacortes Housing Authority v. Assenberg, 2007 WL 3348459
(Wash.App. Div. 1, NOV. 13, 2007) .....eveueuiuemieiiiciiciricisicieieseeeeeeeeeneeens

Reasonable Accommodation

Boston Housing Authority v. Bridgewaters, 69 Mass.App.Ct. 757, 871 N.E.2d 1107

(Mass.App.Ct., Aug. 20, 2007)......cruememimimrininicisiisieinissssssssssssssesaens
Refusal to Set-Aside Settlement Agreement

New York City Housing Authority V. Dunn, 17 Misc.3d 137(A), 2007 WL 4244804

(N.Y.Sup.App.Term., NOV. 21, 2007).....ccceuururimurimciriciriciicisicisisisiceensees

Retaliatory Eviction

Housing Authority of City of Bayonne v. Mims, 933 A.2d 613, 2007 WL 2982258

(NJ.Super.A.D., Oct. 15, 2007) ....vveererrereeerereeririierenrenierierseneseeesessesesenesenneseans

Right to Discovery in Termination Proceeding

Hudson v. Housing Authority of Baltimore City, 2007 WL 3274773 (Md., Nov. 7, 2007) ......

Threat to Other Residents
Howell v. Justice of Peace Court No. 16, 2007 WL 4201125 (Del.Super., Nov. 2,

Exclusion of Family Member
McLurkin, v. Hernandez, 843 N.Y.S.2d 305 (N.Y.A.D., Oct. 18, 2007)......cccovervuene.

Failure to Adjust Utility Allowance for Residents with Disabilities
Amone v. Aveiro, 2007 WL 2479291 (D.Hawai'i, Aug. 27, 2007).....cccceerrereererrureneecs

Reasonable Lease Clauses

2007)..........

Cabrini-Green Local Advisory Council v. Chicago Housing Authority, 2007 WL 294253

(N.D. 1L, Jan. 29, 2007) ....c.ceeueremememererereiererereieneueseresesesesesesesesesesesesesesesesesesesenenenes

Retaliatory Eviction
Housing Authority of City of Bayonne v. Mims, 933 A.2d 613, 2007 WL 2982258
(N.J.Super.A.D., Oct. 15, 2007) ...cceveuemieemieemieemriieisieeisieisiecseieeseeseesesesesesesesssens

Right of Household Member to Remain—One-Year Residency Rule

Torres v. New York City Housing Authority, 2007 WL 1364690 (N.Y.A.D. 1, May 10, 2007).......

Right to Continued Residency
Santos v. Port Chester Hous. Auth., 2007 WL 2669529 (N.Y.A.D. 2 Dept., Sept. 11,

Right to Discovery in Termination Proceeding

2007) ...

Hudson v. Housing Authority of Baltimore City, 2007 WL 3274773 (Md., Nov. 7, 2007) .............

Right to Exclude Visitors
Gilmore v. Hernandez, 2007 WL 1438666 (N.Y.A.D. 1 Dept., May 17, 2007) ...........

Prepayment of RD/RHS Section 515 Loan

Prepayment Restriction Damages
Tamerline Ltd, v. United States, 2007 WL 1469392 (Fed.Cl., May 18, 2007) .............

Residents’ Right to Intervene in Landlord Quiet Title Action
Meadowfield Apartments, Ltd. v. U.S., 2007 WL 1752271 (M.D.Fla., June 15, 2007)

RHS Acceptance of Prepayment Violates ELIHPA
Goldammer v. Veneman, 2007 WL 1748665 (D.Or., June 14, 2007) ....covevvevveeereennen.

Right to Prepay Loan
Schroeder, v. United States, 2007 WL 3028432 (D.Or., Oct. 17, 2007) ...oevevvereenennne
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Project Based Section 8 Program

Fair Debt Collection Practices—Attorneys Fees in Eviction Action

Rochelle Hodges v. Sasil Corp., 2007 WL 247812 (N.J. Jan. 31, 2007) .....ccccceeuvuvemrunimruriicunicrnicnnaens Feb 07 44
Opt-Out—Adequate Notice
Park Village Apts. Tenants Assoc. v. Mortimer Howard Trust, 2007 WL 519038
(N.D.Cal., FED. 14, 2007) ....cctsvererririrrereirireeresesesieseseseessesessssssesessssssssesesessssesesessssesesesessssesesesssseses Mar 07 69
Opt-Out-Obligation to Accept Enhanced Voucher
Feemster v. BSA Limited Partnership, 2007 WL 106522 (D.D.C., Jan. 12, 2007) ......ccvceerrereeerenncn. Feb 07 45
Right to Continued Residency
Valley Dream Housing v. Schidt, 16 Misc.3d 1138(A), 2007 WL 2684829
(N.Y.SUp., SePt. 14, 2007) ..oveeeeriiiiieicieiriticieieieeeie ettt et Oct 07 185
RD/RHS Section 502 Single Family Home Loan
In re Bartlett, 2006 WL 3114469 (Bankr. D.Vt., NOV. 1, 2006) ......ccccvetemrrirerrreeiereeeeeeneeeeeeenens Jan 07 16
Recovery of Full Market Rent from Resident when Housing Authority Terminated
HAP Contract
Vincenzi v. Strong, 16 Misc.3d 1121(A), 2007 WL 2296505 (N.Y.City Civ.Ct., Aug. 13, 2007) ......... Sep 07 163
Rent Abatement—Right to Recover Housing Authority’s Share of Rent
Anderson v. District of Columbia Housing Authority, 2007 WL 1280576 (D.C., May 3, 2007)............ Apr/May 07 91
Section 202 Program—Eviction, Good Cause
Ross v. Broadway Towers, 2006 WL 3681148 (Tenn.Ct.App., Dec. 14, 2006) .......ccoeveererereecrerrereennens Jan 07 15
Section 236 Program—Rent Increase
HUD Tenants Coalition v. U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, (D.N.]. Dec. 15, 2006)..... Jan 07 15
Voucher Program
Eligibility
Arrest Record
Perry v. City of Milwaukee Housing Authority, 2007 WL 1168733 (E.D. Wis. Apr. 18, 2007).... Apr/May 07 91
Drug Related Criminal Activity
Williams v. Integrated Community Services, 2007 WL 1500263 (Wis.App., May 24, 2007). Jun/Jul 07 119
Life Time Sex Offender
Cunningham v. Parkersburg Housing Authority, 2007 WL 712392 (S.D.W.Va. Mar. 6, 2007) ... Apr/May 07 91
Perry v. City of Milwaukee Housing Authority, 2007 WL 1168733 (E.D. Wis. Apr. 18, 2007).... Apr/May 07 91
Payment Standard—Appropriate Unit Size
Bursey V. San Diego Hous. Comm., 2006 WL 3791262 (Cal. App. 4 Dist., Dec. 27, 2006).... Jan 07 14
Reasonable Accommodation
Gaither v. Housing Authority of City of New Haven, 2007 WL 3378533 (D.Conn., Nov. 2, 2007)..... Nov/Dec 210
Refusal to Rent to State Voucher Holder—Source of Income Discrimination
DiLiddo v. Oxford Street Realty, 450 Mass. 66, 876 N.E.2d 421 (Mass., Nov. 15, 2007) .............. Nov/Dec 07 211
Montgomery County v. Glenmont Hills Assoc., 2007 WL 4208631 (Md., Nowv. 30, 2007).............. Nov/Dec 07 210
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Rent Controlled Landlord’s Obligation to Continue to Accept Voucher
Daley v. M/S Capital N.Y., 2007 WL 2828927 (N.Y.A.D. 1 Dept., Oct. 2, 2007)......ccccceevrerrureueuncs

Termination of Participation in Program by Landlord
Henderson v. Morrone, 2007 WL 186764 (3™ Cir., Jan. 25, 2007).....ccccevvereveerecrerererieerrerereereseenenns
Rosario v. Diagonal Realty, 8 N.Y.3d 755, 2007 WL 1879349 (N.Y., July 2, 2007) .....ocecevrvreeerenncn.

W & L Associates, LLC v. Gurevich, 16 Misc.3d 129(A), 2007 WL 1840103
(N.Y. Sup. App. Term, June 27, 2007) .......ccceurereeememririerereeriieesenseeeesesesseseaesessesesseesesseseseseseens

Termination

Failure to disclose additional resident
Smith v. Hamilton County, 2007 WL 1095680 (Ohio App. 1 Dist. Apr. 13, 2007)................

Gammons v. Massachusetts Dept. of Housing and Community Development,
2007 WL 1385704 (D.Mass., May 9, 2007) .......ccccoeuviurinimmininiiinininisicsicisisisssissssesnenns

Smith v. New York City Housing Authority, 2007 WL 1247228 (N.Y.A.D. 1 Dept.,
May 1, 2007) .ot

Hicks v. Dakota County Community Development Agency, 2007 WL 2416872
(Minn.App., Aug. 28, 2007).......ccceurmririeiiriniiieiiciicie e

Good Cause at End of Lease Term
Rosina v. Parra, 2007 WL 4244983 (N.Y.Sup.App.Term., Nov. 29, 2007) ........ccccceuecururcurunes

Implied Warranty of Habitability
Penny Point Park Apartments v. Barnes, 2007 WL 3289133
(NJ.Super.A.D., NOV. 8, 2007)....cceueeereuriieerereurenieererseneaeaeresseseeeuessesestaesessesesssesessenesesessenens

Nonpayment Proceeding for Erroneous Certification of Household Income
Remeeder HDFC, Inc. v. Robertson, 16 Misc.3d 1133(A), 2007 WL 2481915
(NLY.City Civ.Ct., Aug. 31, 2007) ...oouvuimiiiiiiiiiiciicieiicisciesississssss s

Waiver, Acceptance of Rent after Notice
Sultanik v. Byrd, 2007 WL 1532274 (N.Y.Just.Ct. 2007)....c.ccveuemrmreeererriienenrereereerenreceenenenne

Termination—Hearing Process/Decision

Arbitrary and Capricious Hearing Decision
Hicks v. Dakota County Community Development Agency, 2007 WL 2416872
(Minn.App., Aug. 28, 2007) .....covurmrrinieieiiiiieicicicissi s

Authority’s Right to Overturn Hearing Officer Decision
Winston v. Minneapolis Public Housing Authority, 2007 WL 2245777
(MINn. APp., AUZ. 7, 2007) c.ceceeverreeeeeereirieeeieteeiscieteesesteesesseesesesessestaesessaseseaesessesesesessenens

Constitutionality of Pre-termination Administrative Hearing
Hendrix v. Seattle Housing Authority, 2007 WL 2790783 (W.D.Wash., Sept. 25, 2007)........
Hendrix v. Seattle Housing Authority, 2007 WL 3357715 (W.D.Wash., Nov. 9, 2007)............

Due Process in Termination Hearing
Tomlinson v. Machin, 2007 WL 141192 (M.D. Fl., Jan. 16, 2007) ......cccceveeeeeererieeeeeeeererenen

Basco v. Machin, 2007 WL 433404 (M.D. Fla., Feb. 6, 2007) ......ccceviveuieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenns

Fair Hearing
Bursey V. San Diego Hous. Comm., 2006 WL 3791262 (Cal.App. 4 Dist., Dec. 27, 2006) ....

Hearing Decision Not Based on Preponderance of the Evidence
Gammons, V. Massachusetts Dept. of Housing and Community Development,
2007 WL 4180804 (D.Mass., NOV. 28, 2007) .......ceuiueuiueunimcmriecmriienieiemeeseseaesesessaeneaenns
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Hearing Officer’s Basis for the Decision
Gaston v. CHAC, 2007 WL 1745631 (Ill. App. 1 Dist., June 18, 2007)........ccecoeurrrrrmririruncnnes Aug 07

Sufficiency of Evidence Submitted at Pretermination Administrative Hearing
Meyer v. Dakota County Community Development Agency, 2007 WL 2703005
(Minn. App., Sept. 18, 2007) ......cuvmrurirriiirriiinieiciscii s Oct 07

Time for Grievance Hearing
Housing Authority of City of Danville v. Love, 2007 WL 2377367
(IILApp. 4 Dist., Aug. 13, 2007).....cccuuruimririmiiiiciiiniicisicisicisieisssissssssessie s sesaes Sep 07

RECENT REGULATIONS AND NOTICES

A summary of recent regulations and notices appears at the end of each issue of the Bulletin.

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE (RHS)/RURAL DEVELOPMENT (RD)/USDA

FY 2007 Rural Development Housing Program Funding............ccccccecviiiiiiiniiiiniiiiniiccas Feb 07
Administration Proposes to Cut RD Housing Programs Serving Low Income Persons............... Mar 07
Under the Radar Revisions to RD Voucher Program ............ccccccocncunicinivcuniernineeeeeeeeseenseeeneeaenn. Apr/May 07
Prepayment and Sale of RHS Apartment Complex Ruled Illegal ............cccooonviiiiiiniiniine Jun/Jul 07
Owner Denied Right to Prepay RHS 515 LOAIN........c.cciiiiiiiiiiciiciicieciicsiiscesie s Oct 07

Rural Rental Housing Preservation Legislation Introduced ..., Nov/Dec 07

SECTION 8 PROGRAMS

140

185

163

43
61
81
103
183
199

(see HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM; HUD; PRESERVATION OF LOW-INCOME HOUSING STOCK)

UTILITY ALLOWANCE AND COSTS
Challenging Voucher Side Payments Under the False Claims Act........ccccceveuevreeernierniernicrnncnnenees Sep 07

156
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NATIONAL HOUSING LAW PROJECT | PUBLICATION ORDER FORM

PUBLICATION UNITPRICE ~ QTY.  TOTAL PRICE
Combined Set: HUD Housing Programs: S 415 \ \ \ \
Tenants' Rights (3d ed. 2004) and new 2006-2007 Supplement

HUD Housing Programs: Tenants' Rights 2006-2007 Supplement $ 130 \ \ \ \
Housing Law Bulletin (10-issue subscription) s 175 | || |
Welfare and Housing—How Can the Housing Assistance Programs $ 5

Help Welfare Recipients? (2000) L] |
Housing for All: Keeping the Promise (1995) s 5 | | | |
The Family Self-Sufficiency Program: An Advocate's Guide (1994) $ 10 | | | |
A Passage from Poverty: Self-Sufficiency Policies and the s 10 \ \ \ \

Housing Programs (1991)

SUBTOTAL (All prices include shipping) S
CALIFORNIA SALES TAX (Excludes Bulletin | 8.75% in Alameda County | 8.25% in rest of CA) |:|

TOTAL

BILLING INFORMATION SHIPPING INFORMATION

All orders must be prepaid. Please do not send cash. name

[J I've enclosed a check or money order made payable
to National Housing Law Project organization

[J Please bill my [JMasterCard [1Visa

street address

card number / exp date

city / state / zip

name on card

telephone / fax

organization

email

street address

city / state / zip MAIL TO QUESTIONS
National Housing Law Project For information on
Publications Clerk first-class mailing

signature . and large quantity
614 Grand Avenue, Suite 320 discounts, call
Oakland, CA 94610 510.251.9400 x3108
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