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Resolve providing for an Investigation and Study by a Special
Commission relative to Rents to be paid by Certain Vet-
erans in State Housing Units.

Resolved, That an unpaid special commission to consist of three
members of the senate to be designated by the president thereof, five
members of the house of representatives to be designated by the speaker
thereof, and three persons to be appointed by the governor, is hereby
established for the purpose of making an investigation and study rela-
tive to rents to be paid by certain veterans in state housing units. In
making said investigation and study said commission shall consider
the subject matter of current senate document numbered 297, of cur-
rent house documents numbered 220, 346, 679, 680, 1077, 1081, 1536,
1537, 1538, 1539, 1540, and of the subject matter of the investigation

proposed by current house document numbered 1974. Said commis-
sion shall be provided with quarters in the state house or elsewhere,
may expend for clerical and other assistance such sums as may be
appropriated therefor, and shall report to the general court the results
of its investigation and study, and its recommendations, if any, to-
gether with drafts of legislation necessary to carry such recommenda-
tions into effect, by filing the same with the clerk of the house of rep-
resentatives on or before the first Wednesday of December in the
current year. Approved July 2, 1955.

Cbe Commontuealtb of Massachusetts

RESOLVE AUTHORIZING COMMISSION.

Chapter 84



REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION TO
INVESTIGATE AND STUDY RENTS TO BE
PAID BY CERTAIN VETERANS IN STATE
HOUSING PROJECTS.

May 19, 1954.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

In accordance with chapter 84, Resolves of 1953, the
Commission organized on September 29, 1953, with the
election of Senator Charles \V. Hedges of Quincy as
chairman, and Representative William W. Jenness of
Quincy as vice-chairman.

Preliminary Statement

Chapter 84 charged the Commission with the general
task of investigating and studying rent structures in all
state-aided housing developments. In addition, it specif-
ically directed consideration by the Commission of the
subject matters of Senate Document No. 297 and of
current House Documents numbered 220, 346, 679, 680,
1077, 1081, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539 and 1540.

Many of these measures covered identical subject
matter. All of them are concerned in one way or another
with items of income which many citizens and civic
groups believed might properly be omitted from gross
income when rentals are computed or when eligibility
for admission to or continued occupancy in a project is
to be determined. Briefly, their contents embrace these
problems:

1. If rent is to be computed on the basis of a percentage
of gross income (as it is at present), are any of the follow-
ing types of cash receipts properly called “income,” and
should they be included in gross income when computing
rent, determining eligibility for admission, or deter-
mimng eligibility for continued occupancy?

Cfie CommontoealtJ) of ajjassaclmsetts
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(a) Disability compensation (paid for service-con-
nected disability).

(b) Part-time compensation.
(c) Overtime compensation.
(d) Pensions, annuities and insurance receipts
2. Should there be in all projects a maximum rental

for totally unemployable disabled veterans or for all
veteran tenants?

Other questions came to the attention of the Commis-
sion during its deliberations which were not only basic
but also pertinent to the inquiry being made:

1. Should a flat rental based upon space be charged for
all units?

2. What -exemptions, if any, should be allowed for
children?

3. How should the income of minors be treated in
determining gross income of the occupant family
group?

An intelligent appraisal of these questions brought the
Commission back to its logical starting place, namely,
the reports of the special commission created by chapter
68 of the Resolves of 1947 and revived by chapter 79 of
the Resolves of 1948 the Sears Commission. 1 Here in
outline was the basis of the entire housing program, a
basis which this Commission should now review with the
particular problem of rents in mind. These reports put
the thinking of the Commission in proper perspective for
its study by reviving for it the stark reality of 1947 and
1948, when no homes were available for veterans and
providing them was the number one problem in the Com-
monwealth, and by clearly delineating what was in-
tended by the 1948 legislation (chapter 200), which is
now the reality of 16,000 homes. It became clear that
the Legislature, by enacting chapter 200, was recognizing
in some way its obligation to its veterans; that no
charity or gifts or gratuities were either demanded or de-
sired by the veterans, but that the program was under-

See House, No. 1740 of 1948, and Senate, No. 575 of 1949.
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taken in the midst of near disastrous conditions defined
most vividly in terms of 50,000 veterans in desperate need
of homes, and no building program, either public or
private. It became clear, also, that the Sears Commis-
sion and the Legislature desired to leave operation, man-
agement and control of housing developments in the
hands of local governments, and desired to limit partici-
pation of the Commonwealth to financial guarantees and
only such necessary concomitant controls as were feasible
to secure such financial guarantees.

Following these Sears reports, and after much legisla-
tive activity, the Housing Program had now become a
reality, and with such growth new problems in the
field of management have become paramount. These
problems, in a sense, rival in importance the chal-
lenge in 1947 and 1948, since any proper solution to
problems of rent and income must be grounded on a
basis which will render the program most effective to
accomplish its proper objectives.

The Commission met on at least twenty-four separate
occasions. Every local housing authority in the Common-
wealth was contacted; extensive surveys were conducted
to ascertain, among other things, the number of tenants
receiving disability income, income from pensions, insur-
ance, annuities, overtime work, or other unusual sources.
Representatives of private real estate interests came be-
fore the Commission to express views on the questions
under consideration. These included Mr. Robert Jordan,
director of Housing for the John Hancock Mutual Life
Insurance Company; Mr. William B. Sprout, consultant
for the John Hancock; and Richard Aldridge of the
Massachusetts Real Estate Association. Veterans organ-
izations were represented by Mr. Coleman Nee, Depart-
ment Commander of the American Legion, and Mr. Irving
Stackpole, Commander of the V. F. W., who sat as
members of the Commission. The State Housing Board
through its chairman, Daniel Tyler, Jr., assisted the de-
liberations of the Commission by furnishing exhaustive
statistics and explanations of the present rental policies,
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and a public hearing was conducted at which countless
tenants aired their views with respect to rental problems.

It should be emphasized that the Commission realized
at the outset the complications which could spring from
fixing specific inflexible limits on rental structures. Legis-
lation of this sort could hamper local administration and
endanger fiscal security. Consequently, the Commission
bent its efforts toward consideration of changes in the law
which might provide a framework or general method for
calculating rents, and which would leave as much latitude
as possible with the local housing authority. This prin-
ciple coincided with the attitude of the Sears Commission
and the law itself, and reaffirmed the cardinal principle,
that home rule and local self-government be infringed as
little as possible by enactments which surely affected in a
most direct manner the pocketbook of veteran tenants.
Hard cases make bad law. And hardship cases by and
large should be handled locally and not by legislative
enactment. Laws affecting the administration of rents
should be framed with flexibility. The Commission was
likewise aware of an obligation to make recommendations
which would be fair to all the citizens of the Common-
wealth (since all contribute to the subsidy for these proj-
ects) and to all the veterans, both occupants and non-
occupants.

How Rents are determined in State Housing
Projects.

It is possible to understand fully the recommendations
of this Commission only if we first are aware of the pres-
ent system of determining rents in chapter 200 projects.
The original law as amended to date says very little about
the method of determining rents for our housing projects,
but sets forth only the result to be achieved. 1 It does,

Authority La
In the op )J<

tall rent orreach of laborers and
of the least nui
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however, state in clear language in a number of places
the intention of the Legislature that the Housing Program
should be for low-income families and should be a low-rent
program; 1 and it is further stated that the program shall
be administered in so far as possible the way Federal
Housing programs are administered, presumably to ease
transfer of projects to such federal programs later. 2

Since our Federal Housing Programs are all of the low
rent, low income type, this requirement for similarity
likewise indicated an intention that this program be a
low-rent program for low-income families.

The law provides that the Commonwealth will pay
up to 2Yi per cent of the development cost of each project
annually as a subsidy for the purpose of reducing rents.
This subsidy, together with rental income, must maintain
each project, pay all of its operating costs and its debt
service. The rental income is, therefore, vital to the
solvency of the project, and yet it must be kept low enough
to satisfy the requirements set forth above. This rental
income is derived through the use of two systems which
are in many ways similar. These are called “graded”
and “proportional.” Both systems are based upon the
premise that the amount of rent paid by a tenant should
vary according to (1) family income and (2) family size.
Neither method takes into account the size of the unit
being rented, and both methods are based upon the
thinking that where the Commonwealth pays a direct
subsidy, these subsidy moneys should be distributed
among tenants on a proportional basis, depending upon
income and family size, because this method gives greater
amounts of subsidy to larger families or to families with
lesser ability to pay. Under these systems, today gener-

It shall not accept as a tenant any person or persons whose net annual income at the time
)f admission, less an exemption of one hundred iher of the family

other than the head of the family and his sp ds five times the annual rental
of water, electricity, gas, other heating and cooking fuels,eluding the value or c

and other utilities) of the dwellings to be furnished or pe

1 See section26NN of chapter 121 of the General Laws, particularly the provision regarding
the application of section 26FF to these projects; and see, further, section 26FF containing
numerous references to "low cost” and "lo’

2 See the second paragraph of section 26NN of chapter 121 of the General Law
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ally throughout the Commonwealth tenants are being
charged 18 per cent of their income where there is one
minor in the family; 16 per cent of income where there
are two minors; and 14 per cent where there are three
or more minors. In projects where utilities are included
in the rent charged, this percentage runs higher (for
example, in Boston). Thus, the straight proportional
method ,of calculating rents uses as the basis for rent a
percentage of income which becomes lower as family
size increases. The graded method referred to above
varies from the proportional system in name only. It
provides for charging certain rental between specific
income figures. For example, the rent for all tenants
with three or more children and with income from $2,000
to $2,200 shall be X dollars.

These systems of charging rentals have resulted in an
average shelter rent throughout the Commonwealth of
approximately $4O. Testimony developed also that the
average annual income of families living in chapter 200
state-aided homes is $3,250; that admission to homes is
generally limited to families with gross incomes of $3,600
to $3,900, and continued occupancy is allowed until
gross income exceeds $3,900 to $4,800. These figures
are general averages for the entire Commonwealth.
Since approximately 24 per cent of all units are located in
Boston, special mention should be made of the averages
for Boston.

In Boston graded rent schedules are used. Under these
schedules an average shelter rent has been achieved of
$43.28. However, since Boston tenants have utilities
(electricity, gas and heat) included in their rent, the
average utility charge of $15.72 should be shown as
part of the complete rent, producing an average gross
rent of $59 in Boston units. Admission is allowed up to
an income of $3,975, and continued occupancy is allowed
up to an income of $4,800.

All of the problems presented to this Commission
would be eliminated if a system of charging rents ac-
cording to the amount of space rented were adopted,
since all ideas of “proportion” would then be eliminated.
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Thus, the question of a complete change of method had
to be considered by the Commission and logically became
its first problem. The majority of the Commission felt
that such a major change was inadvisable and unnecessary,
particularly since many recommendations contained
later in this report allow for adjustment of rent because
of the nature of certain types of cash receipts.

Flat or Space Rents.

The Commission gathered considerable evidence, both
oral and statistical, on this subject. Some witnesses ad-
vocated a space rental because of the conviction that
where the same rent would be charged all families accord-
ing to the size of the apartment occupied, all tenants are
treated more fairly. Other witnesses indicated a desire
to vary the flat or space rent according to numbers of
children, or some other factor. The overwhelming ma-
jority of witnesses, however, were opposed to any such
system of space rents, and this group included all execu-
tive directors and local Housing Authority members who
expressed opinions. The Commission agreed with these
latter witnesses.

A most persuasive argument against the use of a space
rental was an analysis of the effect of such a rental on a
specific project. This analysis took the form of the fol-
lowing reasoning: A project must be financially self-
sufficient in and of itself except for the subsidy con-
tribution which it receives from the Commonwealth. All
expenses of operation, including debt service (bonds or
notes), must be obtained from the tenants in the project

except for the amount contributed by the Common-
wealth. In many projects it is now possible to calculate
with high accuracy the exact amount of money which
must be collected in rents in order for the project to re-
main solvent. Consequently, it was possible for the
Commission to experiment with the application of a space
rental system to a given project in order to determine its
effect. For purposes of such an experiment, it is, of
course, necessary to assume a contribution of subsidy at
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the maximum figure. Using the Chelsea Housing projects
for an example, the Commission endeavored to deter-
mine the net effect of installing a space rental. Here is
the result:

For the twelve-month period ending on September 30,
1953, the Chelsea projects had the following income:

Tot Per Unit10TAL' per Month.

Dwelling rent income $114,399 30 $4B 15
Miscellaneous project income . . . 1,047 27 44
Subsidy full 2 Yi% of cost . . . 64,425 00 27 11

Total income 1179,871 57 $75 70
During this same period, the expenses of

running the Chelsea projects (including
paying their debt service) were; $165,663 36 $69 73

It is clear from these figures that the Chelsea Housing
Authority must get $69.73 each month from each unit
in order to remain solvent, and only $27.11 of this sum
can come from the Commonwealth. The balance ($42.62)
must come from the tenants. Therefore, any space
rental system adopted for these projects must produce an
average of $42.62 per month per unit. Since the Chelsea
Housing Authority operated 119 two-bedroom units, and
79 three-bedroom units, the rents for these units would
have to be $40.62 for two-bedroom units and $45.62 for
three-bedroom units (assuming a five dollar spread be-
tween unit sizes).

Applying these rents to all apartments in the Chelsea
project, the Commission noted the following results:

1. The rents of 105 families would increase and the
rents of 93 families would decrease.

2. High income families in the projects would receive
reductions in rent, and low income families would suffer
increases. For example, in Chelsea 200-1:
Low Income Families:

(a) A family with gross income of $2,080, which now
pays a rent of $24.50, would have its rent increased to
$45.62.
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(b) A family with gross income of $2,216, which now
pays a rent of $26.00, would have its rent increased to
$45.62.

(a) A family with gross income of $4,716, which now
pays a rent of $62.50, would have its rent reduced to
$45.62.

(b) A family with gross income of $4,555, which now
pays $60.50, would have its rent decreased to $40.62.

And in Chelsea 200-2 (where utilities are included in
rent) the same result appears:

Family Income. Present Rent. New Rent.

51,920 546 00 S4B 62
2,070 48 50 48 62
2,525 49 50 55 62
4,171 68 50 55 62
4,373 71 00 55 62
4,384 71 00 55 62

High Income Families:

This result did not recommend a space rental system.
Whereas some felt that perhaps variations could be in-
serted in the system according to family size or income,
it was concluded that by so much as this system should
be so varied, by so much would it more closely approxi-
mate the proportional system now in operation.

Many other reasons persuaded the Commission to op-
pose adoption of a space rental:

1. A fixed or flat rental results in a distribution of
subsidy in equal amounts to all tenants. For example,
the maximum subsidy paid to tenants in the Chelsea
projects is $27.11 per month for each unit. If a fixed
rental is used, each tenant regardless of his income or his
family size would receive that much subsidy. Under the
present proportional rent system, each tenant receives a
different amount of subsidy depending on his income and
family size. While $27.11 is paid monthly to each unit
(average) by the Commonwealth, each tenant in effect
receives a different amount of subsidy. For example, the
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highest income in the project is $4,716; the lowest income
is $1,920. The family with the income of $4,716 pays
$62.50 rent. Since it takes $69.73 (average) to operate
each unit of the project, this highest income family in
effect receives a subsidy of $7.23. On the other hand,
the lowest income family pays $3B per month rent and
receives therefor a subsidy in the amount of $31.73.

Such a proportional distribution of subsidy seemed
fairer and more in keeping with the spirit of the law than
an equal distribution. Certainly, if the intention of the
Legislature was to assist veterans in proportion to their
ability to pay, 1 this intention is being carried out more
properly with the proportional system.

2. If fixed rentals were used, ineligible occupants with
incomes beyond the continued occupancy limits would not
be induced by their rental to seek shelter elsewhere. This
is a practical matter which deserves to be given consid-
eration in any fair appraisal of the veterans’ housing pic-
ture. There are upwards of 800,000 veterans in the Com-
monwealth. Only a small fraction of these veterans are
receiving the benefits of this program. The entire field of
eligible veterans must be considered, however, in any
study of these units, and not merely the 16,000 occupant
families. Relative need among all veterans is important.
For this reason, the continued occupancy limits, ranging
as they do in the vicinity of $3,750 to $4,000, and going
as high as $4,800 in Boston, caused the Commission to
speculate concerning the relative position of countless
thousands of non-occupant veterans and their families.
On the one hand, a veteran in need of housing and with
an income of $3,000, who is not an occupant, relatively
speaking, should have occupancy before the family in
occupancy which has achieved an income of $4,000 to
$4,500. Today such $4,000 family has a strong induce-
ment to relinquish its apartment, for example, a high,
in fact, penalty rent. With a fixed rental, this would
not be the case.

1 This intentionseems to appear clearly in the provisions of section 26NN referred to above.
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3. Some rents of lower income families would be so
substantially increased that such families would be unable
to afford our public veterans housing program. Of course,
such a result would be untenable, since it would violate
the spirit and letter of the law.

4. The space rental needed in one project would of
necessity vary from the space rental needed to sustain
another project. This is so because each project starts
with a different cost, and each project must sustain itself.
Consequently, even with space rentals, rents would vary
from project to project even within a given community.
Boston, for example, could and probably would have ten
different rents, one for each project. Nor would the rent
bear any relation to the desirability of the particular
project. The evil inherent in such a result is too apparent
to require added comment.

While the Commission thought, that the above argu-
ments were most persuasive, it likewise realized that
there are a number of practical considerations which urge
the adoption of fixed rentals. A four-bedroom apartment
renting for half the rental of an adjacent two-bedroom
apartment shocks our sense of justice and fairness. Pro-
portional rents require extensive investigations to deter-
mine gross income; the proportional system leads to a
few cases of unscrupulous concealment of income; some
tenants erroneously believe that a pay raise should be
rejected or a wife should refrain from working or that
overtime work should be refused in order to prevent a
raise in rent. While the rental increase would consume
at most only 18 per cent of this additional income, and
the tenant would retain the other 72 per cent, nevertheless
witnesses did show evidence of thinking in these terms.
It was apparent, therefore, that at least among a minority
of tenants the proportional system has the effect of di-
minishing perseverence, initiative and ambition. All of
the specific questions treated by this report, such as pen-
sions, insurance, and disability income, would not arise
if a fixed rental were used, since all of these questions arise
from conflicting views as to what should constitute net
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income for the purpose of computing rent and determin-
ing eligibility. And lastly, executive directors, who are
harried by tenants who rightly or wrongly haggle over
the inclusion or exclusion of an item of income, would
find their task lightened considerably by a rental system
which with one stroke of the pen eliminated all questions
requiring administrative determination. One executive
director called the space rental system “a director’s
dream.”

Despite these reasons, the Commission felt that a fixed
rental would not fit the program and would not equitably
handle our veteran tenants. It therefore disapproves
such a system.

Pensions

There was little dissent either in oral testimony before
the Commission or in survey answers from local housing
authorities on the question of excluding pension receipts
from gross income when either computing rent or deter-
mining eligibility for admission or continued occupancy.
Pension receipts are by nature income and are properly
considered a component of gross income. But it is im-
portant to differentiate such payments from other types
of receipts, such as annuities or insurance income. The
Commission felt that pension receipts should continue to
be included in gross income for purposes of determining
rent eligibility for admission and eligibility for continued
occupancy.

Insurance Payment

Insurance receipts accruing by virtue of the death of a
tenant or other occupant is income of a different nature
from wages, earned income or pensions. Such receipts are
more properly an accretion to capital largely purchased
by the insured with earned income which was previously
included (or which would have previously been included)
in the computation of rent. Whether such receipts are
collected in a lump sum or are by choice collected in
monthly installments over an extended period of time,
the character of the receipt remains unchanged, namely,
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a purchase. Some minor portion of such receipts might
possibly constitute interest income where payments are
received monthly, but these portions are so infinitesimal
and so mingled with the capital payment as to make
segregation impracticable. On the basis of this analysis,
the Commission felt that such insurance payments, re-
gardless of the manner of receipt of the same, should be
excluded from gross income in computing rent and in de-
termining eligibility for admission and continued occu-
pancy. Legislation to accomplish this purpose is ap-
pended hereto as Appendix A.

Where minor members of the family unit earn sporadic
income or so-called “vacation” income, and do not oc-
cupy full-time jobs, the Commission felt that such in-
come differed substantially enough from the income of
other family members to require special treatment. Such
income is very often the product of inspired effort moti-
vated by inherent ambition, and is usually desired for
advanced education or other similar purposes. Like-
wise, it is usually sporadic, unanticipated and unsure.
It is not such income as is usually relied upon to sustain
a family in its basic necessities. While it might properly
be included for purposes of computing rent, the over-
whelming sentiment of the Commission was that the
greater social good embodied in the encouragement of
youth dictated the desirability of excluding such income.
Consequently, it is recommended that all income of
minors eighteen years of age and lower be excluded.
This recommendation is likewise implemented by the
recommendations in Appendix B.

A further problem involved the income of sons and
daughters over eighteen years of age and still in occu-
pancy, and affiliated with that problem was the de-
sirability of providing some sort of exemption for such
children as are paying tuition for higher education.
Where working children in the family are in occupancy
with the veteran tenant and his wife, it should not be

Income of Minors.
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assumed that the entire income of such children is con-
tributed toward the maintenance of the family unit.
Consequently, the amount of their income to be included
for the purpose of rent computation should be arbitrarily
set on some fair basis. The Commission felt that all sums
earned by such children in excess of the first $6OO should
be excluded from the rent computation, and that a fur-
ther exemption should be allowed for tuition payments.
These recommendations are implemented in Appendix B.

Overtime Income.

Some testimony was heard in favor of excluding over-
time income in the computation of rent. Current policy
excludes such income when it is sporadic and infrequent
or cannot be anticipated, but includes such income when
it constitutes a regular part of the wage, or if it is a con-
stant and continuing situation; for example, when a ten-
ant regularly works 48 hours, and for 8 of such hours he
is paid at overtime rates.

The Commission felt that these rules were adequate
and that this problem should be left to administrative
determination.

Chapter 200, as amended, forbids admission to housing
units to any one who is not a citizen of the United States.
Today non-citizens are drafted or may volunteer for serv-
ice in our armed forces, and countless numbers of aliens
have seen action in Korea and other parts of the world
in defence of the nation. Those who have returned and
rejoined our community deserve to share in the benefits
of our country equally with citizens, provided they have
initiated action to become citizens as is their right after
honorable service to their adopted country.

To correct the injustices of excluding these defenders of
the nation, the Commission recommends the amendment
of chapter 200 to provide that such non-citizens be eligible
for admission and be admitted to occupancy, provided
they can establish their honorable discharge and that they

CITIZENSHIF
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have applied for first citizenship papers. Legislation is
attached as Appendix C.

Deduction for Minor;

Regulations now provide for an exclusion from gross
income of $lOO for each minor member of the family up
to three minors. Why the line should have been drawn
at this point is unclear, but it was clearly the sentiment of
the witnesses at most hearings that such exclusions should
be extended. The Commission therefore recommends that
by law an exclusion of $lOO be provided for all minor
members of the family unit. Legislation is contained in
Appendix D.

Disability Compensation.

The nature of amounts paid by the United States gov-
ernment for disability occurring in connection with military
service was the object of intense study by this Commis-
sion. The basis upon which the government determines
eligibility for the same, and the amount had to be studied
in order to determine whether or not such moneys quali-
fied as income. This question prompted the Commission
to determine the extent to which units are occupied by
veterans with service-connected disability. Our survey
showed that of a total of 16,000 units approximately
1,767 are occupied by such disabled veterans.

A breakdown! of the number of veterans carrying each
of the various percentages of disability is as follows:

Per Cent. Number. Per Cent. Number.

10 791 60 43
20 295 70 8
30 318 80 15
40 133 100 113
50 51

At the present time, local housing authorities are per-
mitted to exclude amounts paid for disability in connec-
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tion with military service for purposes of determining
eligibility for admission to chapter 200 projects, but it
is not excludable for determining rent or continued oc-
cupancy. Furthermore, if a totally disabled veteran is
unemployable, all of his disability income in excess of the
first $l,BOO may be omitted by a local housing authority
in computing his rent. The question before this Commis-
sion was whether all disability income should be excluded,
not only for purposes of determining eligibility for admis-
sion, but also for purposes of computing rent and deter-
mining continued occupancy. The arguments for and
against such exclusion were numerous and the testimony
of witnesses on this question vehement. These arguments
and testimony may be summarized as follows:

(a) Disability Compensation should be included in Income.
Disability compensation should be included in com-

puting the rent because to exclude such income would
set up a special class of veterans within a class; that is,
would give a special monetary benefit to disabled veterans.
It was urged that so-called chapter 200 subsidy money
was not intended to augment disability income and should
not be used for this purpose; that to give such an addi-
tional monetary benefit to a disabled veteran would re-
sult in penalizing the non-disabled veteran by charging
him a higher rent in order to compensate for the lower
amounts collected from the disabled veteran; that chap-
ter 200 requires that projects be administered in the same
manner as federal housing programs in so far as possible,
and disability compensation is not excluded from gross
income in the federal program; that in the event of the
possibility of a future transfer of a chapter 200 project
to a federal program, the disparity between the methods
of charging rent would destroy the ability of the Com-
monwealth to accomplish such a conversion; that the
exclusion of this income would allow many families to
remain in occupancy when they in fact had cash receipts
far in excess of the actual cash receipt of many other
families not in occupancy but eligible for occupancy;
that such disability compensation is intended by the
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federal government to equalize the non-disabled veteran
with the disabled veteran, to make up in some measure
the earning power lost because of the disability; and
that since the disabled veteran was by this payment
equalized with his fellow veteran, he should not receive
any further monetary aid through the housing program.

( b) Disability Compensation should he excluded from In-
come.

It was asserted by some that disability compensation
should be excluded because such compensation is not in
reality income; that it is not considered as income by the
federal government for tax purposes; that such com-
pensation was not intended by the federal government as
a so-called “equalizer,” but that it is awarded under a
theory of compensating for an injury suffered rather than
for a loss of wages, and the percentage of disability and
the amount of income are both based upon a number of
factors of which the loss of income is only one; that the
exclusion of the disability compensation would not, in
fact, increase the rentals of non-disabled veterans, since
any loss of income resulting therefrom could be made up
by use of a larger amount of the state subsidy, because
in most cases, after the first year of operation, projects
are not using the maximum amount of the subsidy; that
in all events the diminution of income by such exclusion
would be so infinitesimal as to make no impact upon the
financial structure of the program, while at the same time
it would confer a benefit on a most deserving group of
tenants.

A perusal of these arguments makes clear the diffi-
culty which the Commission faced in deciding this ques-
tion. The Commission kept in mind the above-mentioned
reports of the Sears Committee, and reviewed in addi-
tion the Opinion of the Justices rendered in 1948 with
respect to chapter 200, for whatever light these docu-
ments might shed upon this question.

It was the view of the majority of this Commission that
amounts paid by the United States government for dis-
ability occurring in connection with military service
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should be included in the computation of the rent to be
charged, and should be excluded for purposes of deter-
mining continued occupancy. The Commission likewise
approves the present law excluding such disability in-
come for purposes of admission only, but determined
that it was not necessary to make it mandatory, since
all local authorities exclude it now. Chapter 200
was designed primarily for veterans without regard to
the type of service and without regard to disability. It
has long been recognized as a primary duty of the fed-
eral government to compensate veterans for service-con-
nected disability. It was not intended that chapter 200
should indirectly operate as a device for increasing such
federal compensation; rather, it was intended that in a
period of dire housing distress the Commonwealth would
construct homes for all veterans in need of homes re-
gardless of the presence or absence of physical incapacity.
Disability might be a factor bearing upon the extent of
the need of a particular family, but it was not intended
that amounts of the Commonwealth’s subsidy should be
unevenly distributed on the basis of such disability. The
Commission agreed with this original intention, and feels
that the arguments sustaining it are still valid. Our dis-
abled veterans cannot be sufficiently compensated in a
monetary way for their sacrifices, and it was fruitless to
discuss whether they deserve special financial treatment.
This fact is conceded unanimously by all Commission
members, and, in fact, by all citizens. But special finan-
cial treatment should be granted directly and should not
be conferred in an indirect manner and a manner which
might adversely affect other deserving veterans.

In all probability non-disabled veterans in occupancy
would be required to pay additional rental if this income
were excluded. This is so because each project must pay
its own way with rental income and a grant of a state
subsidy. In those projects which use the full amount of
state subsidy, non-disabled veterans would unquestion-
ably suffer a rental increase to compensate for the lower
income derived from disabled veterans. This would be
manifestly unjust, since all citizens, and not just non-
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disabled veteran occupants, should contribute toward
disability compensation. In those projects which do
not use the full state subsidy, subsidy could be increased
to the maximum to compensate for the lost income. But
the Commission felt that despite this fact such an exclu-
sion would still constitute an indirect addition to disa-
bility compensation from a source which was not designed
for this purpose.

In a similar vein, exclusion of such income would
adversely affect veterans, able and disabled, who do not
occupy chapter 200 units but who qualify for occupancy,
and who must await vacancies to gain admission. Thus,
if, for example, a disabled veteran has 53,500 income
plus disability compensation, his low rent would encour-
age him to continue in occupancy, while, on the other
hand, a totally unemployed disabled veteran not in occu-
pancy would be seeking admission and unable to obtain
it. This is hardly just. In addition, citizens, generally,
including disabled and non-disabled veterans, who do
not occupy these units are contributing the sums which
subsidize these units. All of these citizens are entitled
to know that in the allocation of these funds the Com-
monwealth is not distinguishing between types of bene-
ficiaries entitled to benefit by law.

It was likewise important to note that even if such
disability income were excluded, the benefit so conferred
on disabled veterans would be very small and surely not
worth the evil results growing out of legislation which
might be construed as discriminatory. Consequently,
the Commission recommends that disability income be
excluded when considering admission to the project and
for continued occupancy, but that such income be in-
cluded in the computation of rent. Legislation is ap-
pended.

Conclusion.
This Commission desires to express its appreciation to

the State Housing Board, all local housing authorities, the
American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and
to all other organizations and individuals who co-oper-
ated so admirably in its study. Now that the Veterans
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Housing Program is a reality, the most vital problem in
connection with its administration is the problem of
charging rents in a manner equitable to the Common-
wealth, the Veterans, all citizens and also all bond-
holders. Our report has attempted to contribute toward
such an equitable rental system.

During our deliberations, many problems were brought
to the attention of this Commission which could not
properly be considered within the scope of our studies, but
which were nevertheless of sufficient magnitude to arouse
our attention and concern. Some of these problems are:

1. Since the law presently requires that all projects
be administered separately, and since this requirement
causes disparity of rental between projects, which dis-
parity is not related to location, family size or income,
should it be amended to allow for amalgamation of
projects for purposes of administration?

2. Single bedroom units are in some cases (particularly
in Boston) very difficult to rent. Should such units be
made available to aging persons or others?

3. Should a study be made of the financial advantages
inherent in a revision of the law which would allow an
authority to draw full subsidy for the purpose of retiring
outstanding bonds when the same shall become callable?

4. Should adequate provisions be made now in the law
for disposition of projects, particularly the singles, du-
plexes and four-unit dwellings?

These and many other problems will in the future com-
mand the attention of our administrators and legislators.

Respectfully submitted,
Sen. CHARLES W. HEDGES.
Sen. HASTINGS KEITH.
Sen. ELIZABETH A. STANTON.
Rep. WILLIAM W. JENNESS.
Rep. ISAAC A. HODGEN.
Rep. WILLIAM J. BRICKLEY, Jr.
IRVING L. STACKPOLE.
COLEMAN L. NEE.
ALEXANDER S. BEAL.
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It is the opinion of the minority members of the Recess
Commission on veterans’ housing that the entire struc-
tural basis of public housing for our war veterans as
promulgated by chapter 200 of the General Laws, as
amended, should be reconsidered and evaluated to present-
day conditions.

The minority members do not disagree with the pro-
posed changes as proposed by the majority members,
but are firmly convinced that affirmative action should
have been taken relative to the exclusion of war-time,
service-connected disability compensation, and are con-
vinced that a great deal more consideration should be
given to the future status of graded rents, and believe
that the insertion of space rentals or flat rents will be the
only method of safe and sound financing of public housing.

Our disabled war veterans have, in our opinion, a real
grievance and complaint against the present system of
the inclusion of disability compensation in the computa-
tion of income for rent purposes. It is our honest belief
that the federal government awarded these payments to
our war heroes for the pain and anguish incurred and
suffered due to the veterans’ handicaps or incapacitations.
Inasmuch as a grateful nation has willingly paid this
compensation through taxation, and as the Congress of
these United States protected this compensation by non-
taxation of the same, by exemption from legal attach-
ments or other normal and due process of law, then we
are of the opinion that the Commonwealth should not
violate the federal government’s intention. We recom-
mend, therefore, that disability compensation be excluded
from income for the purpose of rent computation in public
housing.

The minority members are of the opinion that the only
method to insure the future prosperity of state housing
is to abolish the present rent computation system. It is

MINORITY STATEMENT.
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self-evident by the number of petitions which were placed
before the Commission, and to the many filed in the
general court during the past four sessions, that the
present system has many inequities and injustices. The
present system does extinguish initiative, does sustain
and foster deceit, does set neighbor against neighbor,
does create greater administrative costs, does require
subsidization of one family by another, does cause un-
certainty in the establishment of the home, does indicate
future financial instability, and, if continued, it will be
necessary for the general public to maintain more than
its present maximum limit of up to 2Yi per cent subsidy.

All of the numerous housing boards which appeared
before our committee did testify as to the lack of rent
problems in chapter 372, Public Housing, which is oper-
ated by local municipalities and which operates on a set
rent schedule. There was not a centiliter of evidence
that space rental would be detrimental to either the
tenant or landlord. We were firmly convinced, after all
the evidence was presented to us, that there should be
three distinctive types of public housing; namely, federal,
state and local, and the eligibility regulations should not
permit dual entitlement. We further believe and recom-
mend, for the general happiness and welfare of the tenant,
for financial security and future operation of veterans’
housing, that a flat or space rental should be made
mandatory, for if ever peace and happiness is to come to
the veteran population of this Commonwealth, it will be
obtained only through his knowledge of a stabilized rent
schedule and not a constant readjustment of an un-
democratic rental schedule.

JOHN T. TYNAN.
JOHN F. ZAMPARELLI.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Fifty-Four.

An Act relative to the exclusion of insurance pay-

ments FROM GROSS INCOME IN DETERMINING THE RENT
TO BE CHARGED, ELIGIBILITY FOB ADMISSION TO AND
CONTINUED OCCUPANCY IN HOUSING PROJECTS.

1 Whereas, Certain inequities exist in the manner in
2 which net income is determined in regulating ad-
-3 mission and continued occupancy and in calculating
4 rents in certain housing projects, which inequities
5 ought to be removed as expeditiously as possible;
6 therefore, this act is declared to be an emergency law,
7 necessary for the immediate preservation of the pub-
-8 he health and convenience.

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representatives
in General Coun assembled, and by the authority of the
same, as follows:

1 Section 26FF of chapter 121 of the General Laws
2 is hereby amended by adding at the end of the sen-
-3 tence inserted by chapter 313 of the acts of 1951, the
4 following sentence: In determining the net income
5 of the tenant family for the purpose of computing the
6 rent and determining eligibility for admission and
7 continued occupancy, proceeds paid to such tenant
8 family from policies of insurance shall be excluded
9 from income.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION.

Appendix A.

Cl)c Commontoealti) of
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Fifty-Four.

An Act relative to the income of minors resident
in certain housing projects.

1 Whereas, Certain inequities exist in the method of
2 calculating rents in certain housing projects, which
3 inequities ought to be removed as expeditiously as
4 possible; therefore, this act is declared to be an
5 emergency law, necessary for the immediate preserva-
-6 tion of the public health and convenience.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives
in General Court assembled, and by the authority of the
same, as follows:

1 Section 26FF of chapter 121 of the General Laws
2 is hereby amended by adding at the end of said section
3 the following sentence: In determining the net in-
-4 come of the tenant family for the purpose of deter-
-5 mining eligibility for continued occupancy and for the
6 purpose of computing the rent to be charged, there
7 shall be excluded from income all of the income of
8 minor members of the family who are eighteen years
9 old and less, and all of the income in excess of six hun-

-10 dred dollars per annum of sons and daughters of the
11 veteran tenant over eighteen years of age. There
12 shall also be excluded from income such further
13 amounts as are paid by sons and daughters of the
14 veteran tenant over eighteen years of age for tuition
15 to an accredited educational institution.

Appendix B.

Cfje Commontoealtb of Massachusetts
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Fifty-Four.

An Act relative to the citizenship status of vet-
erans IN certain housing projects.

1 Whereas, A certain inequity exists with respect to
2 the exclusion of certain aliens from occupancy in cer-
-3 tain housing projects, which inequity ought to be re-
-4 moved as expeditiously as possible; therefore, this
5 act is declared to be an emergency law, necessary for
6 the immediate preservation of the public health and
7 convenience.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives
in General Court assembled, and by the authority of the
same, as follows:

1 Section 26FF of chapter 121 of the General Laws,
2 as amended, is hereby further amended by striking
3 therefrom sub-paragraph (d) and inserting in place
4 thereof the following sentence: (d) It shall not ac-
-5 cept as a tenant in any project any person who is not
6 a citizen of the United States; provided, however,
7 that aliens who have served honorably in the military
8 or naval service of the United States, and who have
9 been honorably discharged therefrom, shall be ad-

-10 mitted to occupancy where they have made applica-
-11 tion for citizenship.

Appendix C.

Clie Commontoealti) of e^assacfnisetts
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Fifty-Four.

An Act relative to theamount op exemption granted

FOR MINOR MEMBERS OF THE FAMILY IN OCCUPANCY.

1 Whereas, Certain inequities exist in the manner in
2 which rents are calculated in certain housing projects,
3 which inequities ought to be removed as expeditiously
4 as possible; therefore, this act is declared to be an
5 emergency law, necessary for the immediate preserva-
-6 tion of the public health and convenience.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives
in General Court assembled, and by the authority of the
same, as follows:

1 Section 26FF of chapter 121 of the General Laws
2 is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof the
3 following sentence: —ln determining the net income
4 of a tenant family for the purpose of computing the
5 rent to be charged, a housing authority will grant an
6 exemption for each minor member of the family (other
7 than the head of the family and his spouse) of one
8 hundred dollars.

Appendix D.

Cbe Commontoealtb of Massachusetts


