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Today’s Topics

* Nixon’s Moratorium

e Section 8 Housing + HMDA + CRA

* End of the Federal Era of Housing

e Decentralized Housing and Tenant Advocacy in NYC
* NYC Renters
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We left off last week in the early 1970s with lawsuits piling up against HUD-FHA—many of them launched by Black women activist -- for what was in effect reverse redlining of inner city neighborhoods through the insuring of and mortgage lending for homes that were dangerously uninhabitable.

Timeline source: chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.prrac.org/pdf/HUD50th-CivilRightsTimeline.pdf
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We left off last week in the early 1970s with lawsuits piling up against HUD-FHA—many of them launched by Black women activist -- for what was in effect reverse redlining of inner city neighborhoods through the insuring of and mortgage lending for homes that were dangerously uninhabitable.
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“Forced Integration” — heading to moratorium

e Despite HUD having policies making them abide by the 1968 Fair Housing Act —
they were not enforced, as we see with the many segregation lawsuits brought
against them.

e Essentially, HUD was not “affirmatively furthering fair housing” as the 1968
FHA required them to do. This meant no only no discriminating, but also
actively working to dismantle segregation and foster inclusive communities.

e Pres. Nixon fired HUD Secretary Romney on the grounds of “forced integration”
and “social engineering” for Romney’s plans to house low-income folks in white
suburbs (e.g., case of Warren outside of Detroit).

e Nixon denied any racism by shifting the narrative to one of economics, arguing
that racial segregation is about “free choice” and bringing low-income folks into
suburbs would hurt property values and that the Federal Gov’t couldn’t force

integration with the threat of cutting off funding.



Colorblind ideology....

Cleveland Mayor Carl Stokes on Nixon’s colorblind framing:

...suburban America “no longer talks about spics, wops,
ni**ers but talks about density, overcrowding of schools to
achieve the same purpose.”
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Nixon’s Federal Housing Moratorium (Jan. 1973)

e President Nixon halted all new commitments on federally subsidized housing
programs when he ordered a moratorium on January 5, 1973.

e The moratorium targeted Sections 235 (home ownership) and 236 (rental and
cooperative housing) as well as rent supplements, low-rent public housing, and
college housing.

e Federal programs had problems, but didn’t deserve elimination according to
the Joint Economic Committee (JEC).

e Sen. Proxmire (D Wis.), chairman of the Joint Economic Subcommittee on
Priorities and Economy in Government argued that Nixon’s Administration
killed these programs “in an attempt to cover up their own
mismanagement.”
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Nixon’s Federal Housing Moratorium (Jan 1973)

e JEC’'sreport cited “gross inefficienc[ies]” that wasted billions in federal housing
dollars, yet found the administration's “arrogant solution” to be wrong.
e Re:the moratorium on housing subsidies:

e The administration did not justify its decision with “a careful
documentation of the nature of the difficulties we have experienced in
housing subsidies.”

 The administration did not consider the “disastrous effects” of the cut-off
on national housing priorities, the families who need decent housing and
the effect on the economy.

e The moratorium constitutes “the most serious constitutional issue in
many decades” in stopping congressionally authorized programs
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President Nixon’s
January 1973

Moratorium on Housing

employment.

actors. This argument is clarified by a second primary theoretical point, which argues

Administration — gave the president a relatively low-risk political opportunity to dis-
mantle civil rights efforts, a chance he did not have in the areas of education and nuch of the “action”

Hedging His Bets
Why Nixon Killed HUD’s Desegregation Efforts

Drawing on primary sources from the Nixon Presidential Materials and the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), this article examines HUD's
attempts during the Nixon era to implement “pro-integrative” policies and the White
House response to these efforts. Specifically, this article provides an explanation for
why President Richard Nixon elected to dismantle residential integration initialives
while allowing similar polictes in employment and education to proceed with some force.
In comtrast to existing work arguing that Nixon's civil rights positions were designed
to maximize political payoffs, I contend that Nixon's strategies are more accurately
characterized as blame avoidance. Whenever possible, Nixon attempted to shift the
onus of political responsibility for controversial civil rights decisions onto other political
actors. This argument is clarified by a second primary theoretical point, which argues
that inststutional vulnerability increases the likelihood of presidential attacks. In the
case examined here, HUD's distinctive institutional weakness — shaped by its conflict-
ing missions and unwieldy structure, and laid bare by scandals in the Federal Housing
cal opporiunity to dis-
reas of education and

that institutional vulnerability increases the hikelihood of presidential attacks. In the
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“his topic has drawn

ixon-era civil rights

ile most prominent
stration (in the Civil

Social Science History 28:1 (spring 2004}, 19-52
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Post Nixon Moratorium: New Federalism

 The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 consolidated
categorical grant programs into Community Development Block Grants
(CDBGs).

e The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program provides annual grants
on a formula basis to states, cities, and counties to develop viable urban
communities by providing decent housing and a suitable living environment, and by
expanding economic opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income
persons. (more )

 Under New Federalism, local officials had the authority to decide how to spend any
federal aid money they received.

* |deally, this could mean greater enforcement of the FHA, giving HUD a single choke
point (the block grant) to cut off funds form communities not abiding my the Civil
Rights Act.

 However, “the Nixon administration required localities accepting block grants to
comply with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which banned racial discrimination by
entities receiving federal dollars. The draft made no mention of the 1968 fair housing
act or its mandate for the government to “affirmatively further” fair housing.
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Source: https://www.propublica.org/article/living-apart-how-the-government-betrayed-a-landmark-civil-rights-law


1974 Section 8 (Housing Voucher Choice Program)

* In 1974, Nixon introduced Section 8 housing vouchers as the last
major form of federal subsidy

e Section 8 tenant-based certificates increase low-income tenants’ choice of
rental housing through the private sector.

e However, in decades since, those using Section 8 often face landlord
discrimination and limited rental choices.



1974 Section 8 (HVCP)

e Section 8 vouchers have become the dominant form of federally
subsidized housing - 2/3 having derived from public housing (Section
9).

 The Federal Gov’t subsidizes rent beyond 30% of the voucher-holder’s income
and the market rate for the unit.

e Section 8 must meet three conditions:

e Voucher holders must find an apartment on the lower-end of the price-
spectrum as calculated by the Fair Market Rent (FMR) of the surrounding
area;

e The rental unit must comply with standards for physical adequacy;

e The owner of the unit must agree to participate in the program, incentivized
by the federal subsidy which ensures reliable payment.
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1974 Section 8 (HVCP)

* In theory, Section 8 is meant to provide more “choice” for low-income
folks to find housing in the private market, however it faces some
problems such as:

e Landlord’s unwillingness to take Section 8 (i.e., arduous unit inspection
processes and inefficient bureaucratic processes)

e Between 2010 and 2016, ~10,000 property owners left the Housing Choice Vouchers
program*

e Landlord discrimination against source-of-income (especially in whiter, more
affluent areas).

e Concentrating poverty and continuing to limit mobility.

* https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-05-20/landlord-bonuses-aim-to-reform-section-8-housing


Presenter Notes
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Section 8 Source of Income
Discrimination

* Oregon example: In 2013, House BiIll
2639 was passed and changed the
“source of income” language that
explicitly excluded federal rent
assistance, which primarily refers to
the Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher program. This meant
landlords could discriminate against
Section 8 renters.

e Now, with HB 2639, source of income
includes Section 8 in Oregon.

Helping Low-Income Renters Find Housing

Twenty-three states and Washington, D.C., have source-of-income statutes that
prevent landlords from turning away prospective tenants because they would
use Section 8 vouchers to help cover their rent.

Source-of-income law status:

B local ordinances in place M State law in place M State law forbids local ordinances

I State law with limited protection B No state law or state ban on local laws

Source: Poverty & Race Research Action Council
© 2021 The Pew Charitable Trusts
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1975 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)

e In addition to the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) that came two years
later, the HMDA was enacted by Congress in 1975 to help address the
decades-long problems of home loan racial discrimination.

e The HMDA was implemented by the Federal Reserve Board's Regulation C.
This regulation provides the public loan data that can be used to:

e determine whether financial institutions are serving the housing needs of their
communities

e assist public officials in distributing public-sector investments so as to attract private
investment to areas where it is needed

e identify possible discriminatory lending patterns

e This regulation applies to certain financial institutions, including banks,
savings associations, credit unions, and other mortgage lending
institutions. (https://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/history.htm)


Presenter Notes
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Source: https://www.federalreserve.gov/bankinforeg/regccg.htm

https://www.consumerfinance.gov/rules-policy/final-rules/regulation-c-home-mortgage-disclosure-act/


1977 Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)

e Under the CRA, federally insured depository institutions (bank
branches) must respond affirmatively to the credit needs of service
areas to which they draw deposits, including minority and low-
Income communities.

* In NYS, in the post-federal era, public-private partnerships have been
able to leverage private dollars to develop in low-income areas—the
same areas in which private property owners and financial
institutions disinvested in and neglected during the 1960s and 70s.

 Three factors contributed to the proactive role that banks and private
investors were starting to take:
1. Enactment of federal CRA and mortgage disclosure act

2. Incentives to reduce risk and provide market rate returns for investors
3. Resurgence of homeownership activity in urban centers (gentrification)


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Recall you were introduced to CRAs in the Reveal podcast of Redlining.


1977 Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)

* From the Reveal podcast: “61 cities across the country where people of
color are more likely to be denied home loans”

* Exploiting loopholes: the case of Chase Bank....

e J.P. Morgan Chase helped 745 people buy homes in Philadelphia over five years but just 15
of those borrowers were African Americans.

e At the time they had one branch on Philadelphia, but they acted as though it was not a
branch to skirt CRA requirements.

* Fighting disclosure of credit scores: despite the Dodd Frank Bank Reform Act
(intended to thwart bad lending that precipitated the 2008 global crisis)
requiring banks and mortgage brokers to disclose credit scores of lendees —
banks are refusing to do so. They argue that racial disparities would be
eliminated with this data, which suggests POC have low credit scores!

e Tom Curry, top bank regulator during Obama Admin. — rated 99% of banks as
satisfactory or outstanding PRIOR to 2008 financial meltdown!


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
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1977 Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)

e From the Reveal podcast:

“So this landmark Civil Rights law from 40 years ago that
was supposed to deal with the historic legacy of redlining is
useless for a lot of people it was supposed to help. In fact, a
cruel twist of the law is driving the ferocious pace of
gentrification in cities around the country”.


Presenter Notes
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Recall you were introduced to CRAs in the Reveal podcast of Redlining – 


End of the Federal Era in Housing

* The Federal Era came to a close largely amidst the following:
1. Dramatic budget cuts to federal programs (e.g., Reagan presidency)
2. Economic restructuring of urban areas and ensuing economic polarization

3. Mobilization of community-based housing to try and fill the void left by
federal dollars

 Under the Reagan Administration of the 1980s, the federal
government rescinded its role as the primary lead in housing policy

 Between 1979 and 1988 Federal budget authorization for low-income housing
fell by 80%

 There was an overall reduction in commitment to low-income housing,
shallow subsidies, and limited support for affordable housing

e Housing programs were cut more than any other domestic program as the
peace-time defense budget grew.



Reagan’s federalism had
three main objectives on the
domestic front that
reshaped and continue to
shape social welfare

1. Retrenchment of social
programs and public
spending
Devolution of
responsibility to local
(mainly state)
governments

Restriction of eligibility
for social programs to the
“truly needy”

L
NYT February 20, 1981 ':>

The Truly Needy

Repeal the New Deal: that used to be an article of
conservative faith, a familiar starting poirt for Repub-
lican programs. Not any more. Ronald Reagan, apple
of the conservative eye, now says the social welfare
programs erected in the 1930’s are matters of national
conscience, part of the permanent ial safety net to
protect the truly needy. ! Iminisr:
ne New Deal. Its aim is (0 repeal

h of the Great S Mr. Reagan's budget-cut-
ting proposals threaten to tear holes in the social safetv
net, jecpardizing hundreds of tho wgple who

BeL 10 repes)

Y ANy Meas iDle defimil » LOULY ey,
students of the food stamp program estimate that
the proposed Reagan changes could force amillion peo-
ple off the rolls. Are they truly needy?

Imagine a hypothetical elderly couple whose only
incomels an average Social Security payment of about
$70 a month. If this couple live in Arkarsas, say, in
their own house, $570 might bring them comfort, but
what if that couple lives in Brooklyn, in anapartment?
Anyone who knows New York City rents knows that
such a couple truly need the extra pittance they now re-
ceive in food stamp benefits. But under the Reagan
plan, thay would no longer be eligible. Some safety net.

Students of welfare estimate tha: the Reagan
proposals would affect half a million poor families with
children. New aligibility rules would reduce their bene-
fits or cut them off altogether. Are these families the
poorestof the poor? No, but consider who they are.

Typically they consist of a mother, about 30, and
one or iwo young children whom she is trying to raise
by herszlf. She has found some work, but her wages,

though very low, push her over the proposed new eligi-
bility threshold. Ncnetheless she remains truly needy.
And if the Reagan proposal discourages her from
trying to work at al, she will become more so — forced,
perversely, to seek even more welfare,

Hypothetical cases like these do not show the Rea.
gan proposals to becallous; only glib.

There is powerful reason for Mr. Reagan baldly to
seek dramatic cutsin total Federal spending. They are
essential if he is to have any chance of jolting the nation
out of its present psychology of inflation, inflation,
inflation.

The Administration is also wholly justified in seek.
ing to reform various social welfare programs. In the
food stamp program, for instance, new recipients now
receive a full first month's allotment of stamps no mat.
ter how late in the month they sign up. It would be only
sensible to issue them a prorated amount instead. Ir
addition, projected improvements in the program
could reasonably be dropped. Taken together, suct
changes could easily yield savings of $600 million or
more.

But now the Administration would cut three time:
that much hard to see how cuts of that masnitude
hard to see

¥ the suffering Ch cuts wou use can b | il
with protecting the truly needy. With his budget
proposals, Mr. Reagan warmly deserves to be callec
bold. He does not yet deserve to be called humane.

by juared with theid 4 . I




End of the Federal Era in Housing

 Economic Constraint Model characterizes urban policy in the 1980s. It
consists of:
e An increasingly globalized economy
e Greater mobility of capital via business and investments

e A perceived dependence of local economies on decisions made by economic
and political actors who are not local and beyond the control and influence of
local authorities

* The logics of this model promote unbridled growth and the political
hegemony of land-owners, property interests, and business and
public officials.

 Encourages privatistic policies that grant incentives and subsidies to private
actors




End of the Federal Era in Housing

* Counter to the aims of housing advocates, the logic of the economic-
constraints model finds redistributive policies not to be in the city’s

best interest suggesting such policies p
members of society for the benefit of t

 The argument against redistributive po

ace burdens on “productive”
he “unproductive”.

icies:

1. Local resources spent on redistributive purposes means less for maintaining

the economic vitality of the city

2. Potentially makes the city a “welfare magnet” for the poor

3. Discourages private capital investment


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Note: Kirchheimer’s article on Sheltering the Homeless in NYC talks about redistributive policies and pushback from conservative actors.


End of the Federal Era in Housing

e Devolution of housing policy

e Community-based housing exploded in the 1980 and 1990s as states, cities,
and local communities were now responsible for finding ways to fund low-
and moderate-income housing with exceedingly limited budgets.

* Non-profits housing groups emerged and became critical in delivering services
* Housing advocates at state and local levels struggle for redistributive policies and form
broad coalitions with other community-based groups

 Cities and local governments are spending own money to make themselves
more attractive to investors in efforts to boost their economies by attracting
capital (i.e., entrepreneurial cities)

e State and local budget responses can’t cover what was lost due to federal
cutbacks

. Betgveen 1980 and 1987 funding for HUD (Dept. of Housing and Urban Development) fell
by $19.2B.

* |ncreases is state expenditures between 1980 and 1990 was $2.2B—a 350% increase but
not near the amount that was provided by the federal gov’t.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
You may see the term devolution a lot when reading about this era in housing...devolution means the shifting of power or responsibility to a lower level, as in from the federal government down to the state or city.




End of the Federal Era in Housing

e This also marks the neoliberal turn and the deregulation of finance

e For example: 1996 — Federal Reserve reinterprets the Glass-Steagall Act several times,
eventually allowing bank holding companies to earn up to 25 percent of their revenues
in investment banking.

e This means banks are allowed to speculate and invest when they were restricted from doing
so before...[Think back to Week 2 when we talked about financialization and the role of banks
in lending out on subprime mortgages]

* Alternative policy paradigm for housing: a refiguring of public and
private responsibilities and obligations for low-income housing

 The Federal Era focused on public subsidies for the private production of
housing

e Post-federal Era carefully regulates private development while promoting the
non-profit sector through community development corporations (CDCs) now
increasingly responsible for developing ownership and low-cost housing.



Presenter Notes
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Prior to this time, state and local agencies had only indirectly dealt with affordable housing planning and policy via zoning, building codes, property tax rates, and implementing federal programs.

More on deregulation when we talk about Financialization after the mid-term. For example, the “June 16, 1933. The Glass-Steagall Act effectively separated commercial banking from investment banking and created the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, among other things. It was one of the most widely debated legislative initiatives before being signed into law by President Franklin D. Roosevelt in June 1933” and with its repeal contributed to the 2008 subprime mortgage crisis.  


https://www.cepr.net/documents/publications/dereg-timeline-2009-07.pdf

e This alternative policy paradigm for housing includes the following
objective/techniques:
1. Reliance on non-market relationships for the production, management and
ownership of land and housing—shift to non-profit sector

2. Greater regulation of the private sector in ways that promote the
production and preservation of low-income housing—shift to local land-use
regulatory powers (e.g., moratoria on demolition or market-conversion of
affordable housing, 1:1 replacement programs, rent control)

3. Taxing the private development process to provide financial resources for
low-income housing (e.g., real estate transfer fees, escrow fees)

4. A reversal or mitigation of the impacts of downtown development and the
subsequent reuse of inner-city land for low-income housing—means to
preserve low-cost housing like single-room occupancy (SRO) hotels.

5. Community-based planning and housing issues



e City efforts to provide low-
income housing assistance are

characterized by:
1.

Housing Assistance Discretionary Budget Autherity and Outlays as % of GDP

Increased use of local (non-

federal) dollars —— Discretionary Budget Authority

1.20% Disaetionary Outlays
Increased use of CDBG dollars i b el
Greater leveraging of private L
capital os

Increased reliance on non-
profits developers like CDCs

Use of off-budget items and _ | _
regulatory strategies (e.g., e o ko D s et T O 4 0 87 O o ot g 13 238 e
land-use regulation)

A shift from new construction
to rehabilitation
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Graph source: https://nlihc.org/federal-budget-and-spending


NYC: Urban Crisis of the 1970s

e 1975 Fiscal Crisis was the result of several factors including middle-class tax exodus
and gross fiscal mismanagement by the city.

 NYC was a robust welfare city with strong unions and social programs...but it was also
going into debt. Other contributing factors were:
e Plummeting property values

e Loss of tens of thousands of apartments due to abandonment, arson, and
demolition

e Generous tax abatements for below- market and, as a construction stimulus,
market- rate housing

e Loss of manufacturing and employment as new immigrants moved in looking for
work that had either gone to the suburbs or abroad



NYC Decentralized Housing

* Decentralized (below market-rate) Housing evolved in the context of
weakening commitments to subsidized housing, increasing
stigmatization of public housing during the 1970-80s in NYC, and the
rise of deindustrialization and population loss in urban centers.

By 1971, NYC suburbs had half of the metro’s population and half of
its manufacturing, retail and restaurants.
 Between 1969 and 1976 NYC lost 600,000 jobs, primarily in manufacturing

e Between 1970 and 1980 NYC lost a 1,000,000 residents

 Remaining in the city were a small elite in gold coast sections of Manhattan
and Brownstone Brooklyn, a dwindling number of white middle- class
enclaves elsewhere, and a growing working class, mainly of color, with
declining occupational prospects.



At the turn of the 20th century in
New York,

“Even with a burgeoning tenants’
movement, laissez- faire ideology
dominated, and most leaders
believed the housing question
would be solved privately, through
the process of decentralization
that was already gradually
unfolding, or in model tenements

built by philanthropists”. (sloom &
Lasner eds., 2016, p. 3)

miod

0.2: Rev. Bertram G. Bennett, Jr., left, and Tony Aguilar with
el of Nehemiah Houses, Bronx, by Edward Keating, 1991
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However, as the century progressed it was clear that federal subsidies would be needed. When that came to end in 1973 under Nixon, public-private partnerships started to form (as we discussed earlier in the lecture) and in “the 1970s and 1980s New York planners and neighborhood activists pioneered new forms of public- private partnerships, resulting in such innovative projects as Charlotte Gardens (1983– 87) and Nehemiah Houses (1983– present) (fig. 0.2).”  (Bloom and Lasner, 2016).

These were part of decentralized affordable housing in NYC.


“The idea that below-market subsidized housing could stabilize
neighborhoods, however, gained a new cogency amid widespread
urban disinvestment. Many in New York and other cities worked
creatively to cultivate new tools, programs, and agents to fill the voids
left by abandonment, arson, and the disappearance of federal, city, and
state programs and long- trusted partners like the United Housing
Foundation. The result was that from the ashes of the welfare state
arose what one expert has characterized as a new “decentralized
housing network.” At its core were community development
corporations, city and state agencies responsible for housing and
housing finance, foundations offering technical assistance, and an
evolving range of small- scale grants, tax credits, and other
inducements offered by the city, state, and federal governments that
could be harnessed toward housing. New York, as in earlier eras of
housing reform, was a leader” (Bloom & Lasner, 2016, p. 245).
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Source: Bloom, N.D. and M.G. Lasner (eds.). Affordable Housing in New York: The People, Places, and Policies That Transformed a City. Princeton University Press. 2016.



* The number of abandoned and dilapidated
building increased dramatically in NYC in the
1970s, coupled with dwindling federal
spending spurred a rise in tenant activism.

e Tenants organized themselves to save their
buildings thus giving shape to NYC'’s
decentralized housing network.

e Homesteaders were among the first tenant-
activist to undertake this kind of work and were
aided by the Urban Homesteading Assistance
Board (U- HAB), established in 1973 by former
city employees.

e Tenants converting owner-abandoned buildings
into tenant-led limited-equity co- ops.

e U- HAB trained groups to do cost estimates,
hired professionals, wrote grant applications,
and worked with the city to obtain permissions
and loans. Additionally, they trained groups to
do much of the renovation work themselves.

6.4: Tenant at Community Management Program
building (for in rem properties), operated by Adopt-
a-Building, 73-75 Ave. C, Manhattan, by Chester
Higgins, Jr., 1978
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Image source: The People, Places, and Policies That Transformed a City;  Book Editor(s): Nicholas Dagen Bloom and Matthew Gordon Lasner, p. 248

https://www.uhab.org/

4+ o1
. 1

=i

n.
'H
g
.“_..
e
E
[
4
=
g
T



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Source: https://www.uhab.org/about-us/history/


NYC Decentralized Housing

 Self-Help Housing: As tenant-activist were
working to fix their homes aided by U-HAB,
the city started foreclosing on buildings
that were in deep tax arrears with
extensive housing code violations and/or
had already been forced to make
emergency repairs.

e These in-rem (Latin for “against a thing”)
buildings were then sold to the tenants or to
other nonprofit operators.

e This activity made NYC stand out compared to
other cities that often let tax- delinquent
properties fall apart beyond repair.
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According to the NYU Furman Center:
“The TIL program funded the renovation
of buildings while they were still in city
ownership. Tenants were required to
participate in building management
education programs, and after several
years, the properties were transferred to
tenants as cooperatives for a modest
price.”
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NYC Decentralized Housing

 NYC-based CDCs complemented the efforts of :
tenant-activists and U-HAB by putting city A grow.lng number of
funds and the in rem program to work on a CDCs in NYC began
larger scale. undertaking larger scale

e One of the first NYC CDCs to focus on housing rehabilitation of tax-
after the moratorium were the Mid-Bronx ] o
Desperadoes, established in 1974 by delinquent properties in
Genevieve S. Brooks and other “desperate” the 1970s

citizens, and the South East Bronx Community

Organization .

e Early Bronx-based CDCs active in housing e Other early CDC’s were:
included: e Fifth Avenue Committee in Brooklyn
e Banana Kelly e Harlem Congregations for Community

BUILD (Bronx United in Leveraging Dollars) Improvement in Manhattan.

Fordham Bedford Housing Corporation

South Bronx Churches (affiliated with Nehemiah
Houses)

Nos Quedamos
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Image source: The People, Places, and Policies That Transformed a City;  Book Editor(s): Nicholas Dagen Bloom and Matthew Gordon Lasner, p. 249

By the early 1990s the city’s stock of in-rem properties had shrunk as many of them has passed onto tenant-owners, community groups, or private entrepreneurs via various initiatives.


NYC Decentralized Housing

Provided:

* A range of rental tiers

* Income ranges could accommodate residents earning between 30% to 175%
of average city income (what HUD refers to as area mean income, or AMI).

* Broadened political support for below-market subsidized housing
through a mix of incomes

* Diverse neighborhoods.



* In 1969 NYS Legislature enacts the Rent Stabilization Law

e All units in buildings with 6+ apartment built between 1947 and 1969 would
be subject to stabilization (less strict than rent control)...later this was
extended to those built through 1974.

e Landlords are entitled to periodic rent increase as determined by the NY Rent
Guidelines Board. Generally these have been between 1.5% and 2% increase
upon lease renewal.

e After the COVID moratorium, rent could be increased by 3.25% and 5%.

e In 1996, rent stabilized units constituted over half of all rentals in NYC at
1,052,300

* Rent regulation also covers Section 8 subsidized rentals
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NYC has the most robust, long-standing rent regulation program than any city in the US.


ion 1. Thi:
mulation ref

* Rent Regulation "Reform" Act of

1993 ( ) D DD
e Luxury decontrol creates more market
rate units

* In 1996 (after changes to rent
regulation) an estimated 147,507
households (5.3% of total
households in NYS) had one or
more severe housing quality
problems (e.g., insufficient heat, o
infestation, cracks, holes, plumbing ro, INTEREUET
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Rent Regulation Reform Act: http://tenant.net/Rent_Laws/RRRA93/reform.html; 



http://tenant.net/Rent_Laws/RRRA93/rrra93.html

TABLE 1.11
Severe Housing Problems in New York City: Boroughs and Subtenures

Renter Pays Owner Pays Occupant Has

Unit Has Five More Than  More Than  Affordability
or More Unit Is in 50% of 60% of or Housing
Maintenance lJiIdpid.ﬂvd Income for Income for ()u.‘lr;
Deficiencies Building Rent Housing Problem
Number of Households 123,773 30,164 525,736 67,916 735,819
4.5% 1.1% 18.9% 2.4% 26.5%
Borough
o . Bronx 32,633 6,148 109,281 5,179 141,531
Since 1993, NYC has lost 152,000 regulated units 7.9% 15% 2%.5% 1.3% 34.4%
R Brooklyn 35,895 7,937 180,403 25,644 245,975
after landlords increased rent, report says 4.4% 1.0% 222% 3.2% 30.2%
Manhattan 43,506 11,191 136,818 7,675 186,939
POSTED ON MON, MAY 21, 2018 BY DEVIN GANNON 6.2% 1.6% 19.4% 11% 26.6%
Queens 11,826 3,341 88,955 26,002 137,976
1.7% 0.5% 12.5% 3.6% 19.3%
Staten Island 1,131 1,538 10,287 3,958 18,898
0.8% 1.1% 7.5% 2.9% 13.8%
Tenure/Subtenure
”A 1] d an Ot h er 1 30 ), 000 more Rent Controlled 4264 747 17,527 NA 20,582
6.0% 1.1% 0 29.2%
Rent Stabilized 76,714 14,338 290,026 NA 346,132

apartments have been lost due ot S BRI e e

4 N/ N A0/

) 38.8%

e e Unregulated Rental 134,200 NA 140,87

to expiring tax breaks and co-op

Public Housing 11,496 187 28,685 NA 38,410

° ” 6.9% 0.1% 17.3% 23.2%
a n d CO n d O CO nve rS I O n S . In Rem Housing 6,048 3,786 8,113 NA 13,527
26.3% 16.5% 35.3% 58.6%

Conventional Owner 1,836 3,407 NA 64,963 70,787

0.3% 0.6% 12.0% 13.0%

Co-ops/Condos 1,266 829 NA 21,199 22,189

0.5% 0.3% 8.8% 9.2%

Mitchell-Lama Housing 379 141 NA 6,351 6,504

0.7% 0.3% 12.5% 12.8%

Rental Buildings with 3.8% 0.2% 24.7% NA 26.1%

More Than 100 Units
Frequency in Units 8.5% 2.1% 25.5% NA 33.0%

Where Rent ¢ $500

++1ousing and Vacancy Survey Data Files

£
YOUT
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This ushers us into the 1990s in which we’ll see the dismantling of public housing nationally (Week 8 lecture) and mounting problems for NYCHA (NYC had first ever public housing initiative) and into the early 2000s with Mayor Bloomberg’s rezoning of nearly 40% of NYC starting in 2002, along with rising gentrification and continued challenges to building affordable housing.

https://www.6sqft.com/new-york-city-has-lost-152000-rent-regulated-apartments-since-1993-according-to-report/

P> Dl -lD 0:09 / 14:11

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9vD1RUOLt5g&ab channel=lagarchivist
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OPTIONAL TO WATCH – offers some recap of housing advocacy efforts in the wake of the fiscal crisis in the Bronx.
Start @3:25 for 4-5 mins...summary @11:28

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9vD1RU0Lt5g&ab_channel=lagarchivist
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