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USE OF AFDC FUNDS FOR HOMELESS
FAMILIES

MONDAY, MARCH 28, 1988

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS, SUBCOMMITTEE oN PUBLIC AsSISTANCE AND UN-
EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION, JoinT WiTH SENATE CoMm-
MITTEE ON FINANCE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURI-

TY AND rrAMILY PoLicy,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittees met pursuant to call, at 10:30 am., at
H.E.L.P.,, 515 Blake Avenue, Brooklyn, N.Y., Hon. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan (chairman, Subcommittee on Social Security and Family
Policy, Senate Committee on Finance) and Hon. Thomas J. Downey
(acting chairman, Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unem-
ployment Compensation, Committee on Ways and Means) presid-
ing.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows‘]

1




POR IMMEDIAYTE RELEASE ‘PR #10
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1988 SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U0.S. BOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BLDG.
WASHINGTON, p.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-1721

THE JONORABLE THOMAS J. DOWNEY (D., N.Y.), ACTING CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, AND

THE HONORABLE DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIRAN (D., N.Y.), CFAIRMAN,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY POLICY
COMMITTEE ON F.NANCE, UNITED STATES SENATE,
ANNOUNCE A JOINT PIELD HEARING ON
THE USE OF APDC FUNDS FOR HOMELESS PAMILIES

The Honorable Thomas J. Downey, Actirg Chairmaa, Subcommittee
on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation, Committee on
Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, and the Honorable
Daniel patrick Moynihan, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Social
Security and Family policy, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate,
today announced that the Subcommittees will conduct a joint field
tedring on the use of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
funds to assist homeless families,

The hearing will be held on Monday, March 28, 1988, in New York
City. The hearing will begin at 3:30 a,m. 1n the Ceremonial Court Room,,
Second floor, U.S. Court of International Trade, One Federal Plaza, New
York, New York. In addition to taking testimony, the Subcommittee is
expected to visit a temporary shelter for the homeless and an example of
alternative housing for hcmeless families.

In announcing the hearings, Chairman Downey said, *Millions of AFDC
dollars are being spent each year to house homeless AFDC families in
temporary shelters. The problem in New York City 1s especsally acute.
This hearing will show us, first hand, the magnitude of the problem :ia
urban areas like New York City. 1 hope 1t will also offer creative
suggestion: for reducing homeiessness arong AFDC families."

Chairman Downey also said, "I am especially pleased that this will be
a joint hearinj with our Senate colleagues. 1f we work together, we
can find a solution to this prcblem.®

BACKGROUND

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987 (P.L. 100-203),
prohibits the Secretary of Health and Human Services, prior to
October 1, 1988, from taking any action that would have the effect of
implementing, in whole or in part, the proposed regulations published in
the Federal Register on December 14, 1987. fThese reqgulations would have
restricted the use of AFDC emergency assistance funds for honeless
families and would have limited States' authority to make payments for
special needs of AFDC recipierts, The moratorium on promulgation of

Under current law, States May operate an emeiyen.y assistance
pProgram for needy families with children (whether or not eligible for
AFDC), if the assistance 1s necessary to avoid the destitution of the
child, or to provide living arrangements in a home for the child.

The statute authorizes 50-percent Federal matching fu-s for emergency
assistance furnished for a peri1od not in excess of 3. days in any
12-month period. Current regulations state that Federal matching s
available for emergency assistance authorized by the State during one
period of 30 consecutive days 1n any 12 consecutive months, i1ncluding
payments yhich are to meet needs which arose before the 30-day period,
or are for such needs as rent which e«tend beyond the 30-day period,

AFDC regulations also allow States to include, in their State
standards of need, provisiz.. tor meeting “special needs" of AFDC

applicants and recipiercs. The State plan must specify the
circumstances under which payments will be made for special peeds.

ERIC J

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-2-

Individuals and organizations interested in present:ng oral
testimony before the Subcomm.ttees are asked to address the following

1ssues:

] Wwhat is the appropriate role for the AFDC program to play in
responding to the needs of homeless families? To what extent does
the AFDC benefit level affect the number of hcmeless families?

Should the AFDC statute and regulations be modified? 1If so, how?

What would be the effect of the regulations proposed by the
Department of Health and Human Services on States, localities,
non-profit organizations and homeless AFNC families?

o What is the long-term sclution to the problem of homeless famil.es?

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF REQUESTS TO BE HEARD:

Individuals and organizations interested in presenting oral
testimony before the Subcommittees must submit their requests to be
heard by telephone to Harriet: Lawler [(202) 225-1721] no later than the
close of business, Monday. March 14, 1988, The telephone request must
be followed by a formal written request to Robert J. Leonard, Chief
Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Reprecentatives,
1102 Longworth House Office Building, Washington,

D.C. 20515. The Subcommittee staff will notify by telephone those
scheduled to apwear as soon as possible after the filing deadline. Ary
questions conc~.ning a scheduled appearance should be directed to tre
Subcommittee :202) 225-.025].

It 1s urged that persons and organizations having a common pPosit.cn
make every effort to designate one spokesperson to represent them in
order for the Subcommittees to hear as many points of view as possible.
Time for oral presentations will be strictly limited with the
understanding that a more detailed statement may be included .a the
printed record of the hearing. (See formatting requirements below.)
This process will afford more time for members tc question witnesses.
In addition, witnesses may be grouped as panelists with strict t.re
limitations for each panelist,

WRITTEN STATEMENTS IN LIEU OF PERSONAL APBEARANCE:

Persons wishing to submit a written statement {or the printed rec:::
of the hearing should submit at least six (6) copies of their state~e-<
by the close of business, Monday, April 4, 1988, to
Robert J, Leonard, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means,

U.S. House of Representatives, 1102 Longworth Hcuse Office Building,
Washington, D.C, 20515, If those filing written statements for tre
record of the printed hear.ng wish to have their statements distrib.:e:
to the press and interested public, they may deliver 75 additiona.l
copies for this purpose to the Ceremonial Court Room, Second floor, . >
Court of Internaticnal Trade, One Federal. Plaza, New fYork, New Yor« :-
the date of the hearing.

FORMATTING REQUIKEMENTS:

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS FOR PRINTINC
OF HEARING STATEMENTS. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND EXHIBITS

Each statement presented for printing to t™e Com~ittee By 3 w tress aNy written stitement Of eamiDit SuB~= “*e*
printed record of any written comments in resPONse *o 2 eGuest fur wr tten Lomments Myust conform to the guidenres < v« &
Any statement of exhibit nOt In COMPhiance with *“ese ;. Celnes wi aot De printed but will de MAntaned 1 i%e & =~ -
fi12s for review and use by the Committee

All statements and any ICCOMDINyIng exMilits “ar printing must be typed in single space on 'egdi size paper 3~ ~,,
exceed 3 tOtal of 10 pages

Copies of whole dotuments submitted 3s exhidit material wuil #ot De Ar¢epted f0r printing instead exhiit ™ate 3 s*.. ¢
pe referenced and quoted Of paraphrased A. eanidit materdi not meeting these speCifications wiii e Marta ~ed 0t e
Commuttee files for review and use Dy the Ccmmuttee

Staterments must Contdin the rdme and ,aDac ty N whh the witress wil appear or fof written comments *ne rare an3
€apaC.ty of the person submitting the statemert as weii as ary CheNts of Cersons of any organization for whom tre witness
appedrs or f0f whom the statement 15 submitted

4 A supplementdi sheet must accomgany each statement 1sting the name ui 300ress 4 teiephcNe NuMber where The witness
Of the designated representative may de reacmed and 2 *0p i 2ut ne of SuMTary of tre comments and recommendations
N the fuil statement This suppiemental sreet wil not Se (Ncluded in the printed record

~

w

) The J0Ove restrictions and (IMItATONS aDP y oniy tO Materal D&NG Submitted for printing Statements and exmibits or
LS mentary materi submitted soiely for distribution to the Members the press and pubiic during the course of apubiic hearing
E l & submitted in other forms .
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*#4# CHANGE IN TIME AND LOCATION #+

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PR #10-REVISED
MONDAY, MARCH 14, 1988 SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSZ OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BLDG.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-1721

THE HONORABLE THOMAS J. DUWNEY (D., N.Y.), ACTING CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASS1STANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AMND MEANS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, AND

THE HONORABLE DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN (D., N.Y.), CHAIRMAN,
SUZCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY POLICY
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, UNITED STATES SENATE,
ANNOUNCE A CHANGE IN THE TIME AND LOCATION OF THE
JOINT PIELD HEARING ON
THE USE OF AFDC FUNDS FOR HOMELESS FAMILIES

The Honorable Thomas J. Downey, Acting Chairmau, Subcommittae
on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation, Committee on
Ways and MeansS, U.S. House of Representatives, and the Honorable
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Social
Security and Family Policy, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate,
today announced a change in the location and time of the joint
field hearing on the use of Aid to Familles wit.; Dependeant
Children (AFDC) funds to assist homeless families.

The hearing, scheduled for Monday, March 28, 1988, will be

held at H.E.L.P. I, 515 Blake Avenue, Brooklyn, New York,
Beginning at 10:30 a.m., instead of as originally announced.
All other details of the hearing remain the same. (See Press
Release #10, dated Pebruary 24, 1988.)
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN

Senator MoYNIHAN. May I say good morning to our guests, our
witnesses and to my colleagues. '

Will the audience please come to order.

This is a joint hearing of the Subcommittee on Public Assistance
and Unemployment Compensation of the Committee on Ways and
Means of which my colleague, Mr. Downey, is acting chairman and
who will be cochairman of this meeting, a joint meeting of that
subcommittee and the Subcommittee on Social Security and Family
Policy of the Committee on Finance. I would like to welcome all of
our guests.

I have a statement, which in the interest of the morning’s pro-
ceedings, I will put into the record as if read, and I turn the gavel
over to my colleague. Tom Downey.

[Senator Moynihan’s prepared statement follows:]




Statement by

Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan

Chaixman

In his 1914 poem. "The Death of the Hired Man,” Robert Fros*
wrote that, "Home is the place where, when you have to go there,
they have to take you in.” Can it be that upwards of two million

E of our citizens have no one to take thewm in? That hundreds of
thousands of people in the richest country in the world are living
and dying in squalid shelters, "welfare" hotels, on the streets?
That countless others are doubled up in cramped quarters with

stives and friends and are at serious risk of finding themselves
in the same predicament?

- The Changing Pace of Homelessness

In fact, the horror of homelessness js not an entirely new
phenomenon jin this nation. Colon:ial parishes drove homeless
persons from their communities for fear they would become dependent
on local alms. After the Civil war, discharged soldiers, Irish
laborers, and othe-s in search of work wandered the country as
tramps and hoboes. Skid Rows, inhabited mostly by men., appeared in
large cities. N

But then, as now, the children were not' immune. ¥When
catastrophe struck their parents, the children of the 19th century

suffered. In his 1872 book, The Dangerous Classes of New York,

Charles Loring Brace described the hordes of homeless boys and
girls roaming New York City streets. He helped found the
Children's Aid Society in 1853 to respond to the needs of these
young, most vulnerable vagabonds. Today, 130 years later, the
Children's Aid Society is still hard at jt.

The Great Depression of the 1930s vastly increased the

number of homeless. The Federal Emergency Relief Administration
sheltered roughly 125,000 homeless people in transient camps in
1933. Refugees from the Dust Bowl wandered westward in nomadic

caravans. Nationwide, there may have been over 2 million people

without a roof to call their own.
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And then relief came. Homelessness diminished rapidly with

the onset of World War II. In the economic boom years that
. followed, it seernied we would fulfill =he objective of the Housing

Act of 1949. Th® Congress declared that as a matter of national
policy, "...the general welfare and security of the Nation...™
depended upon the "realization as soon as feasible of the goal of a
decent home and a suitable living eavironment for every Pmerican
family...*

It was not to be. There were still homeless people in the
19508 and 1960s. but fewer. Typically. they were older men. Some
were very poor, trying to eke out a living on the new Social
Security henefits (the minimum payment then averaging only $30 to
$50 per month). Others were alcoholics. The rest were physically
disabled or mentally ill or social misfits. Few Of them actually
1ived in the street? most found shelter in cheap single room
occupancy (SRO} hotels. aptly known as flophouses. 111 of them
were socially isolated, cut of{ from family and friends.

Then something new started to happen. Beginning with the
19708 and accelerating rapidly in the 1980s. there has a been a
resurgence Of homelessness. The numbers Of the new homeless rival

the estimates for the years of the Great Depression.

The disabled men who d~ink too much. Or use drugs, are still

there. But their ranks have been swelled with disor:ented people
who mutter to themselves and. more recently, with young women =--

their children in tow.

The new homelﬂsihfre visible. The Skid Rows in which they
once congregated are gone: gobbled up by urban growth. So those
without a place to call home can be seen throughout our cities.
And make no mistake, despite what the Reagan Administration chooses
to believe, this is not a problem unique to New York Ccity.
Homelessness is a national problem, indeed. a national disgrace.
Perceiving the pProblem

As with most social problems, however., our understanding of
what has happened comes slowly. It seems as if some critical mass
in human suffering must be reached before our public consciousness
is collectively raised. We ook up vne day and suddenly find that
children are the poorest of our citizens. Interest in welfare

reform stirs anew.
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We have now reached this point with homelessness. We 1ook
around and see people sleeping on steam grates and wonder why they
are living in the street, since 1983, there have been 30 odd
studies of the problem and there is remarkable agreement about the
findings: The new homelessness is primarily due to a gevere
shortage of affordable housing. shelter deprivation. if you will.

The new homeless are not the Skid Row derelicts of
yesteryear, The fastest growing group of homeless are young women
with children. In cities a.coss the nation, families with chi.. =n
{saimost always single mothers), constitute one-third of the
homeless. In New York City, they make up nearly two-thirds of the
homeless! The new homeless are disproportionately bilack and
Hispanic, as are recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (arpC).

Why the sudden appearance of younger people, especially
families with children? with the demographic bulge of the baby
boomers competing for jobs and housing, there are too many people
with too 1ittle money fighting for too 1ittle housing that costs
tco much. Add to this the rapid increase in poor female-headed
families and the steep decline in federal supporc for 1ow-income
housing (between FY 81 and FY 88 federal bucdget authority was
slashed by 728) and you have a recipe? for digaster.

And while there are far fewer persors who are homeless
because they are elderly and poor {increasing social security
benefits have largely 1icked that problem), between:one-fourth and
one-third of the new homeless are mentally §11.

I know something about the latter. The advent of drug
therapy for the mentally {11 in the 1950s launched the era of
"deinstitutionaliz.tion.* wWe had a treatment. We could help those
who were i11 on an out-patient basis., at community mental health
centers., rather than lock them away in state mental hospitals.

On October 31, 1963, in one of his last acts, president
Kennedy signed into law The Mental Retardation Facilities and
Community Mental Health Centers Construction ACt of 1963. I served
on the President's task force that developed this legislation. We
knew exactly what we wanted: One community mental health center
for each 100.000 persons, to be built at the rate of 150 a year. so
that by the year 1980, there would be 2000 such.
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Now here is the point. We only built about a third of the
number we set out to build, 768 to be exact. By the standard of
our original legislation, New York State should by now h.ve 170

Community Mental Health Centers: we have 44. New Yoirk City should

have 73; we have l4. The streets have replaced the hospitals we
emptied and the centers we never built.
Solving the Problem

We know the problem is big -- as many as two million
homeless pecple nationwide. In March, in New York City, there are
nearly 28,000 men, women, and children receiving emergency
shelter. This includes 5,200 families with nearly 11,000
children! Nearly one-fifth of those families are here in Brooklyn.

We also know what we ought to do. Over the long-term, we
have to provide the necessary incentives to rebuild and expand our
housing stock. In the 1986 Tax Reform Act, Representative Rangel
and I worked to include a provision that would include tax
incentives for the construction of low-income housing. 1In this
session of Congress, we must make sure that the technical problems
with that provision are worked out.

But incentives for private development won't be enough. The
federal government must not abandon the objectives it set for
itself i1n the 1949 Housing Act. We must recommit federal funds to
build and rehabilitate low and moderate-cost housing. We must
foster innovative, public-private partnerships, such as HELP I. We
must build the Community Mental Health Centers that President
Kennedy envisioneds I have just introduced legislation toward twuis
end. We must address the larger issues of unemployment and
under-employment, as well as the problem of working for wages so
low that there is no escaping poverty.

Even if we could enact all of these policies into law
tomorrow, it would take years before things start to improve. We

must confront the current crisis. No man, woman, or child should

be condemned to the streets. We can provide clean, safe temporary

housing. We have evidence. We are sitt:ing :in it.

Welfare hotels have to go. Ch:ildren die in them. There are

no acceptable explanations or excuses. Period.

—~
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Finally, we can at the very least, avoid making things
worse. TO wit: We should not further reduce federal support for
housing programs (as the President's PY 89 budget proposes), nor

should we reduce or terminate federal financial support for

emergency shelter. I refer to the AFDC-Emergency Assistance (EA)

and "special needs® funds that eleven states use to shelter the
homeless, 10 states uge to prevent evictions that could lead to
horelessness, and that 18 states use to avert other emergencies
that threaten family 1iving arrangements.

Indeed, not only should we preserve the states’ options to
use AFDC-EA and "special needs" funds for cmergency shelter costs,
we should permit states to use at least a portion of these funds
for the construction and rehabilitation of permanent housing for
homeless AFDC families. Representative Schumer and I have
intreduced legislation to this effect. I have also included such a
provision, on a pilot-test basis, in our welfare reform bill, the
Family Security Act (S. 1511). A very similar provision is in the
welfare bill already passed by the House (H.R. 1729).

We will be struggling with the problems of homelessness for
some time to come. The present Administration has succeeded only
in making a bad situation desperate. The next President and the
101s!* Congress will have to pick up the pieces. Let us hope that
what we hear from our distinguished witnesses today will help us to

help the millions of our citizens who are without homes.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS J. DOWNEY

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You can
tell that we are joined today by a number of our colleagues, all of
whom I suspect will want to make brief statements, and I ask them
to be brief. I have a short statement that I would like to make at
this time, Mr. Chairman.

Thousands of American children woke up this morning in a wel-
fare hotel. They live in Boston, Newark, Detroit, Los Angeles, and
here, in New York, in cramped, often unsanitary rooms, in build-
ings that many adults would be afraid to enter. Their parents can’t
cook them breakfast and they have no place to play. Ironically they
are the lucky ones. Some homless children don’t know from one
day to the next where they will spend the night.

In the past week the networks, with two major broadcasts, have
helped to dramatize a problem we can see on our streets but have
often ignored. We can’t afford to ignore it any longer. Instead we
must begin the process of change. We must stop blaming the chil-
dren for their plight and begin to look for solutions. We start by
looking at the causes of the problem:

There is no low-income housing program left in this country. In
many parts of our Nation safe, affordable housing does not exist for

r families; restoring it will take time and political will. Welfare
nefits are inadequate to keep a roof over their head and food in
the mouths of America’s poorest children. What limited dollars
there are shrink with each passing day. Reversing this trend will
be extraordinarily difficult, as we know, Mr. Chairman.

The real tragedy is that ending homelessness among families
A~ not await the development of new technology or medical
breakthroughs; it is a problem whose solution is clearly within our
reach. There is nonetheless a temptation to be overwhelmed by its
magnitude. The sordidness of the conditions in hotels blinds us to
the possibility for change. In truth, there are many options. Qur
best minds should be applied to the task. Graham Green once
wrote: “There is always one moment in childhood when the door
opens and lets the future in.” For too many children, that door is
covered with layers of peeling paint, and a room rate card on the
back. Let us not nail that door shut.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I recognize at this point Mr. Rangel
for the purpose of making an opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you, Senator and Mr. Chairman.
As we fight the war against international drug trafficking and
smuggling, some peoRle argue that we should deal with the source
countries, others with interdiction, others with sound law enforce-
ment. Of course we all agree that it takes education. Yet, over the
ears, one would wonder why would a human being want to pierce
is arms and his legs with this poison, these poisonous needles?
What is it that would cause young people at the height of their
mph 9to want to take cocaine and poison their minds and their
ies?
I suspect that without an opportunity to get away from where
they are forced to live in the dilapidated housing where they

Q
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cannot bring friends and families—with rats and roaches—to see
them in these welfare hotels, kids without any direction, without
any hope, without any jobs, without any future, then the question
is that why should they say no if they are trying to rid themselves
of the horror of the life that they live?

This occurs in every major city throughout the United States,
and indeed in the shadow of our Nation’s Capital and the White
House; but I think what is more obscene is that not only are these
our children and the next generation and our future leaders, but
they are our senior citizens, they are our youth, they are our war
heroes, and there are those that are supposed to be our heroes for
the future. And it is the Government, our Government, that finds
that it is our fingerprints that is on their future. We own the build-
ings; we provide for the slums; we design the regulations; and we
make it difficult to change these things.

At these hearings today we will have Members of the House and
the Senate, members of the State legislature, our mayor and other
mayors coming together saying, “We may not be able to win this
battle, but certainly as it relates to those who are involved as
public officials, let us not be included among the slum lords.” Let
not those in Washington be included among those who make it im-
possible to improve the situation. Where we are today shows that it
can be done. People can be creative and they can take limited re-
sources and provide decent housing. I hope we find the answer for
some of the remaining problems through these hearings.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Mr. Green.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BILL GREEN

Mr. Green. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too have a long state-
ment which I should like to insert in the record, and so I shall just
make a few remarks.

I should like to thank you, Senator Moynihan, and you, Con-
gressman Downey, for holding the hearing today. I am here today
to say that I am aware of the welfare hotel horror. Some 40 per-
cent of the families in welfare hotels are in my district. I hope that
with the aid of legislation that I have just introduced there will be
fewer and fewer families subject to the indignities of living in wel-
fare hotels.

The city has long promised that welfare hotels would only be
temporary quarters, but temporary in New York can mean many
months or years. Last year the Federal Department of Health and
Human Services moved to cut off about $70 million annually in
Federal aid because it argued that emergency funds are designed
for brief hotel stays and should not be used for stays of a year or
more. Those of us who represent the city in Congress prevented
that cutoff until next October. Because it was decided that that
should go on the reconciliation bill rather than the continuing reso-
lution, Senator Moynihan and Congressman Rangel play the lead
role in seeing that that happened. But the budget axe remains
raised. Federal taxpayers cannot be too happy about paying an av-
-erage of $1,900 a month for a dismal hotel year after year because

13
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New York City cannot come up with housing that would better
serve the families at much lower cost.

Since the threat of a cutoff in Federal aid, the city has devised a
5-year plan for moving the families into better housing. I believe
that the city has good intentiouns, but we also all know what can
happen to 5-year plans. As Mr. Rangel pointed out in the Ways and
Means Committee report on the fiscal year 1988 reconciliation bill,
this is not solely a Federal responsibility, and his report language
calls for, and I quote, “equal or greater effort at the state and local
levels” to find appropriate solutions.

I agree and, therefore, I have just introduced legislation tying
federal funding to a 5-year phase down by the city of hotel residen-
cy. Under the plan which I had discussed last year with Congress-
man Rangel and with Manhattan Borough President David Din-
kins, both of whom have long expressed grave concern about the
homeless families, the city would either move a specified percent-
age of families out of the welfare hotels or lose Federal aid for that
percentage.

I am aware of the difficulty of obtaining new housing, so under
my proposal the clock for the city does not start running for 2
years, during which time HHS would have to keep funds flowing
unabated. But beginning in late 1990, that Federal aid would be
eliminated for 25 percent of the preexisting welfare hotel popula-
tion, and this cutback would increase by another 25 percent, into
the next 3 years, until the problem was eliminated. That would
mean the city would have to find alternate housing for the families
or foot the bill itself for keeping the families in hotels past 60 days.
The goal is to have long-term residency in the welfare hotels ended
by late 1993.

On occasion I have even heard city officials say they would like
the Federal Government to force them to take necessary but politi-
cally difficult actions, particularly in terms of siting housing for
low-income families. This legislation should do that. It will help the
city fight inertia and recalcitrance.

This legislation also has national impact in an attempt to find
better ways to solve the problem of welfare hotels. It provides for
demonstration programs whereby municipalities can encourage
landlords to supply apartments by paying them at the high hotel
rate for up to a year, then at a lower rate in exchange for a longer
lease. The city tried such a program but ran into opposition with
the federal administration. I think the Federal administration is
wrong on that and the legislation would permit the city to move
ahead with that experiment.

Also on the national level the legislation would prevent HHS
from cutting off after 30 days emergency aid for homeless families’
needs, including housing in other than hotel-type locations. That
recognizes that the Federal Government has a responsibility to
assist those who find themselves homeless, but the Federal Govern-
ment should not be part of a system that would institutionalize and
make permanent long-term use of welfare hotels.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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StaTEMENT OF HON. BiLL GREEN, 5 REPRESENTATIVE 1N CONCRESS FROM THE STATE
oF NEw York

First, I should like to thank Congressman Downey and Senator Moynihan for
holding this joint field hearing on the use of Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC) funds to assist homeless families. I welcome the opportunity to contin-
ue working with my colleagues in the Congress to find a solution to the problem of
homeless families. This hearing is part of that process to find solutions, but let me
say that I am not here simply to state the obvious: that the welfare hotels are a
disaster for the families, for local communities and for society. That people can’t
live in dire conditions for years—families not able to cook a decent meal—adults
lacking a cohesive social structure—children not being educated. Those of us from
the New York delegation know those grim facts of homeless family life, and frankly,
we all shoulder some responsibility for not solving this problem.

I am here today to say that I am aware of the welfare hotel horror and that I
hope, with the aid of legislation that I have just introduced, there will be fewer and
fewer families subjected to the indignities of living in welfare hotels.

The city long promised that the welfare hotels would only be ‘temporary’ quar-
ters, but temporary in New York can mean many months or years. Last year the
federal Department of Health and Human Services moved to cut off about $70 mil-
lion annually in federal aid because, it argued, emergency funds are designed for
brief hotel stays—up to 30 days—and should not be used for stays of a year or more.

Those of us who represent the City in Congress prevented that cutoff until next
October, but the budget ax remains raised. Taxpayers can not be too happy about
paying $1,900 a month for a dismal hotel room for year after year because New
York City cannot come up with housing that would better serve the families at
much lower cost.

Since the threat of a cutoff in federal aid, the City has devised a 5-year plan for
moving the families into better housing. I think the City has good intentions. But
we all know what can happen to ‘6-Year Plans’. We want the city to keep federal
funding while moving families into decent housing. As Mr. Rangel pointed out in
the Ways and Means Committee report on the FY "88 reconciliation bill, this is not
solely a federal responsibility and the report languag calls for an “‘equal or greater
effort at the State and local levels” to find appropriate solutions. I agree, therefore I
just have introduced legislation tying federal funding to a 5-year phase-down by the
City of hotel residenci;.

Under the plan, which 1 had discussed last year with Congressman Rangel and
Manhattan Borough President David Dinkins, who long has expressed grave con-
cern about the homeless families, the city either would move a specified percentage
of families out of the welfare hotels or lose federal aid for that percentage.

I am aware of the difficulty in obtaining new housing, so the ‘clock’ for the City
does not start for two years, during which time HHS would have to keep funds flow-
ing unabated. But beginning in late 1990, this federal aid would be eliminated for
25% of the pre-existing welfare hotel population and this cutback would increase by
another 25% in each of the next three years. What this would mean to the City is
that the City would have to find alternate housing for the families or foot the bill
itself for keeping the families in hotels past 60 days The goal is to have long-term
residency in such hotels ended by late 199J. (Provisions are made for new families
that enter the system so that the City is not penalized by any influx of homeless.)

On occasion we have heard city officials say they would like the federal govern-
ment to force them to take necessary but politically difficult actions. This legislation
should do that. It will help the city fight inertia and recalcitrance.

This legislaticn also has national impact in an attempt to find better ways to
solve the problem of welfare hotels. It pro-ides for demonstration programs whereby
municipalities can encourage landlords to supply apartments by paying them at the
high hotel rate for up to a year, then at a lower rate, in exchange for a two-year
lease. The city has been trying such a program, but ran into opposition with the
federal administration HHS does not want to pay hotel rates for apartments, but I
feel that as a means of moving families into mainstream housing, that is a reasona-
ble experiment.

Also, on the national level, the legislation would prevent HHS from cutting off
after 30 day °mergency aid for homeless families’ needs, including housing in other
than hotel ysre locations This recognizes that the federal government has a respon-
sibility to ass.st those who find themselves homeless but should not be part of a
system that would institutionalize long term use of welfare hotels.

Acting Chairman DownNEyY. Mr. Weiss.

Q
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TED WEISS

Mr. Wess. Thark you, Mr. Chairman. I too have a prepared
stalement which I will ask permission to enter into the record in
its entirety. And Senator Moynihan and Chairman Downey, I want
to express my appreciation to you for convening these hearings.

We all remember that about 2 years ago President Reagan ex-
pressed shock at the fact that the ciuy of New York was expending
$37,000 a year, he said, on hotel rooms to house families, When
Congressman Schumer and I introduced legislation which now,
with your support and that of Congressman Rangel, has been incor-
porated in the welfare reform legislation, the President opposed
that bill which simply would have allowed flexibility to use that
money for other than for hotel rents. The callousness of the
Reagan administration toward this problem has never been more
clearly demonstrated. Hopefully these hearings and your efforts,
Senator Moynihan and Chairman Downey, will in fact result in
providing cities across this country with greater flexibility in pro-
viding funding for the creation of standard housing and renovation
of housing.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepare statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. TED WEISS, CHAIRMAN
HUMAN RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL REIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
AT A JOINT HEARING BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY POLICY
OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
IN NEW YORK CITY, MONDAY, MARCH 28, 1988

Chairman Moynihan and Chzirman Downey, thank you for
conducting this hearing on the use of public assistance funds to
help homeless families. Nowhere is this issue more important than
New York City, which has the largest number of homeless families
in the country, and which uses more Aid To Families With
Dependent Children (AFDC) emergency funds than any other
locality.

New York City is currently providing emergency shelter to
more than 5,000 homeless families, a more than 600 percent
increase since 1978. The combined AFDC emergency assistance and
special needs budget for homeless families will be nearly $260
million in fiscal year 1988.

The City has been forced to shelter homeless families,
including thousands of children, in exorbitant, unsanitary, and
unsafe welfare hotels, costing as muvch as $37,000 a vyear.
Everyone agrees that this arrangement i1s unsatisfactory. Bsut
Federal regulations prohibit the use of AFDC funds for the
construction or rehabilitation of shelter. The regulations also
disallow the funding of permanent dwellings for homeless
families.

We believe we have found a partial solution to the problem.
I, with my colleagues from the New York Congressional Delegation,
Represaentatives cChuck Schumer, Charles Rangel, and Tom Downey,
and Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, have introduced a bill which
would authorize a demonstration project using AFDC funds for the
construction or rehabilitation of permanent housing. The
localities that use these funds would be required to demonstrate
that permanent facilities will be less expensive than the costs
to the Federal Government of temporary shelter. The legislation
would alleviate the main cause of homelessness, the scarcity of
affordable housing, by creating permanent housing. Also, the
legislation would reduce the costs of the AFDC Program at a time
that record deficits are creating economic havoc.

The response to our proposal from the Reagan Administration
typifies its insensitive and callous approach to the homeless
crisis, which it refuses to acknowledge. Instead of assisting the
Congress in strengthening a program designed to help homeless
families, the administration sought to cut off AFDC funds to
homeless families in New York City. Last August, the Department
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of Health and Human Services proposed draft regulations that
would have the effect of ending emergency Federal aid to homeless
families. The regulations would have overturned a long-standing
Federal policy that allows homeless families to remain in
temporary shelters funded by the AFDC Program for longer than 20
days. The requlations wo.ld have also limited the use of Federal

funds for special needs programs, such as shelters for battered
women.

Fortunately, congress passed a moratorium to temporarily
prevent the issuance of these regulations in the 1988 budget
reconciliation bill.

There are several reasons why we believe using the aFDC
Program's emergency assistance components is the best way to
alleviate the plight of the families living in welfare hotels and
congregate shelters. First, the Emergency Assistance Program is
the only Federal program already in place that can provide
adequate financial support to the efforts of State and local
governments to shelter homeless families. Second, by using this
program, governments at every level are forced to engage in a
constructive dialogue about homelessness. such a dialogue will
lead to the end of each government placing the responsibility for
the homeless on someone else. Third, by using the existing
Emergency Assistance Program, we will not be forced to ask
Congress to create a new program for the homeless. Such an effort
would be difficult with a President in office who has
demonstrated a clear disinterest in the poorest of Americans, and
who has opposed or attempted to undercut every proposed or
existing program to aid the homeless.

Emergency assistance was created in 1967, long before the
Reagan Revolution that sought to reverse the commitment of the
U.S. to help our neediest citizens. The president insists that
homelessness is a local problem, not a national crisis. In
November 1986, the President said at a national news conference
that he thought New York's spending of $37,000 a year to house a
family in a welfare hotel did not make sense. Why doesn't someone
build a house for that family, the President asked. We agree.
Housing should be built with that money. It makes sense. But the
reason local governments do not build houses with that money is
because Federal law prevents them from doing it. The President
has been advised of the problem, yet he has done nothing to
correct it, and opposes all attempts to find a solution.

The investigation of homelessness has been a priority of the
House Human Resources and Intergovernmental Relations
Subcommittee, which I have the privilege to chair. The
subcommittee has conducted four hearings and issued two reports

on the Federal response to the homeless crisis. The subcommittee
found wouful responses from every Federal agency. An Executive
Branchh Task Force, created to coordinate Federal assistance
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efforts, received no cooperation from such agencies as the
Defense Department, which reneged on vromises to use vacant
military buildings for shelter, and the General Services
Administration, which controlled thousands of vacant buildings
which could have been used for shelter.

While the Depariment of Health and Human Services drafted
regulations to end Federal funds to New York's homeless families,
it refused to use its authority to monitor the dangerous and
inafequate facilities usedidbme localities for shelter. We are
quite aware of the health safety problems of New York City's
welfare hotels, which have been well documented. But outside the
city, similar, even worse abuses have occurred. A 1984
investigation by the Nassau cCounty District Attorney found
"serious deficiencies in the quality of ghelter that is provided
those seeking emergency housing." The District Attorney's
investigation found that homeless families who the County had
believed were sheltered at one facility were actually residing at
a boarding home in another location. Both buildings were owned by
the same absentee landlord. The building where the homeless
families lived, was, according to the District Attorney, "a rat
and roach infested building, with broken and boarded up windows
and wall, with grossly insufficient and broken plumbing, backed
up sewage and other severe structural defects. The rear basement
door has been torn sff, and the house is open to weather and
other intrusions. Large and dangerous debris and abandoned
automobile wrecks were scattered around the yard. 1In this house,
fourteen separate people were required to live in four bedrooms,
with as many as four persons to a small room. One man was placed
in the attic."

The District Attorney found similar problems at shelters
across Nagsau cCounty and concluded that, "Clearly, the various
levels of government are working in conflict. Public monies
should not be spent to subvert public statutes. While the Nassau
County Department of Social Services is under immense pressure,
both legal (from Federal and State judges and officials), as well
as personal (from daily crises of the Department of Social
Services clients themselves), to use an available shelter for
Department of Social Services clients, bureaucratic responses,
however seemingly practical, are no substitute for fulfillment of
the law." This comment can be appropriately applied to local
social gervice agencies everywhere in the country that are trying
to ind shelter that simply does not exist for the increasing
hordes >f homeless families. There is no existing alternative to
this hrsrendous system. We must create one.

We cannot replace the shelter system overnight. In the
interim, there are stopgap measures we can take to improve the
system. I would like to see a non-profit organization take over
the welfare hotels and manage them in a more adequate, 1less
costly manner. Or perhaps in lieu of such a move, the City can
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adopt more stringent standards for the current welfare hotels and
shelters that would make them cleaner and safer. If the owners of
these hotels are allowed to gouge the taxpayers, they should at
least be forced to provide better gervices. I want to make clear
that, althougk I believe the current welfare hotel system must be
replaced, the concept of Single Room Occupancy units, SRO's,
should not be abolished. Often, and especially in New York City,
SRO's are the only affordable type of residence for poor people.
I see nothing wrong with maintaining adequate SRO units for needy
citizens, but not the type currently being used to house homeless
families. They are a disgrace.

The facility we are in now is an example of the positive
work than can be accomplished on behalf of homeless families when
innorative approaches are used to create shelter.

That concludes my statement. Thank you, Chairmen Downey and
Moynihan. I look forward to working with you, other members of
your subcommittees, and members of the New York Delegation in the
future.

)
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Acting Chairman DownEgy. Next, I recognize Mr. Schumer.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER

Mr. ScuuMeRr. Thank you. Again, I also add my thanks to Sena-
tor Moynihan and Chairman Downey for holding this hearing and
ask lElﬂnanimous consent that my whole statement be read in the
record.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Without objection.

Mr. ScHUMER. Let me say that to me the problem of homeless-
ness is one that I have been concerned about and working on for
many years now. It illustrates the classical problem in American
politics, which is becoming more and more a problem, and that is
the dichotomy between image and substance. We have all had the
images of homeless families, homeless people seared into our brain
in the last few years, and that is extremely important. At a hear-
ing that I held, and many members were present, we heard testi-
mony from a girl named Cheryl Reis, an honor student at one of
the city’s finest high schools, about how she struggled in a small
little welfare hotel room, with five other people living in the same
room, to keep up her grades so that she might stay in the honors
program, get into a good college, and escape the trap that she and
her family now find themselves in. So we know the problem.

The challenge for us as « society is to find the solutions to those
problems, to somehow connect the images that we all care about
and we all feel for into substanive policy solutions. These hearings
are very appropriate for that. One solution is around us. Through
the work of Andrew Cuomo, the Red Cross and so many other par-
ticipators it shows it can be done. Just a simple comparison be-
tween a room here and a room in one of the city’s welfare hotels is
stark, dramatic and, in fact, hope inspiring. It gives us hope for the
future, that we can get there.

The second thing we have to do is go back to the dry, laborious
process of drafting legislation that allows the moneys that now
flow into the welfare hotels, through no fault of the cities, into
projects like this, and into permanent housing. As Congressman
Weiss mentioned, he and I introduced legislation that would allow
this money to be introduced. Through Chairman Downey’s help,
and Congressman Rangel’s help, it has passed the House and is
part of the welfare bill. and Senator Moynihan has promised and
pledged, and his pledge is very good on these things, that if we get
a welfare bill in the Senate, it will be part of it and thus can
become law. And so there is some hope.

The purpose today of these hearings, and a very justifiable and
real purpose, is to galvanize action, not just behind the sympathy,
which is a real and natural reaction, but behind the legislation
that Congre.ssman Weiss and I and Senator Moynihan have intro-
duced, and uther pieces of legislation that I know Congressman
Green, Congressman Rangel, Chairman Downey are considering, so
that we can indeed, 3 or 4 years from now, not have welfare hotels,
but pomnt to projects like this and permanent housing. As I drove
by here I passed the Nehemiah Project, another beacon of hope,
right in this same area, so that we can once and for all galvanize
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the energy behind the images into substantive action aucw a hope
for the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT oF HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF NEW YORK

I want to start by thanking the two distinguished chairmen, Chairman Downey of
the House Subcommittee on Public Assistance, and Chairman Moynihan of the
Senate Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy. These hearings are
timely and they are extremely important to concerned officials from every State in
the lnion. I very much appreciate the invitation to join you on this distinguished

el.

The problem of homelessness is not new to any of us. Earlier this year, I held
hearings here in New York City as chair of the Budget Task Force on Homelessness
and Housing. One of the witnesses was Andrew Cuomo, the creator of the HELP
project, where the distinguished chairmen have chosen to convene this hearing. In
that hearing, and in an earlier hearing I held in Washington, we examined the in-
extricable link between the housing budget cuts and the increase in families suffer-
ing from homelessness. The conclusion was not surprising. 'The Reagan admininstra-
tion has created a simple and destructive e(?‘xation—dec_:rease nousing, increase
homelessness. They do not seem to understand that increasing the number of vouch-
ers will not add to the stock of affordable housing. This is a strange omission for a
supposedly supply-side administration. .

a member of the Budget and' Housing Committees, I have directed my ire
largely at OMB and HUD, the two main partners in the dismantling of America’s
housing programs. Now, I am afraid, I must widen my horizons and add the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to the list.

We can all agree that the welfare hotels are a horror. Nobody would contend,
least of all New York City administrators, that these hotels are suitable places for
children. Psychologists have documented the severe distress children suffer by living
in places where drugs are readily used and dealt and space to play and study is
practically nonexistent.

But what would Mr. Stanton have us do, throw these families on the street? His
decision to restrict the use of emergency assistance and special needs funds to 80
days is tantamount to exactly that. Be perfectly clear about that, Mr. Stanton, your
policies will result in an increase of thousands of families on the streets in cities all
over the country.

We understand that you deplore the use of AFDC money to pay for welfare hotels
that can cost up to $1,800 per family per month. We in Congress share that concern.
The hotels are a disgrace. Run by slumlords who are getting rich in the process,
they are expensive, dilapidated, and cramped. In New York City alone, the Federa
State, and local governments spend over $100 million to house families in these dis-
graceful surroundings.

Why don't cities like New York use the millions of dollars they are now spending
on temporary welfare hotels to build permanent homes for the homeless?

The answer is simple. Current Federal law makes such a wise policy illegal. Cities
like New York would love to leave the scandal of welfare hotels behind them, but
Federal laws gives them no choice.

The good news, however, is that a simple solution is available. Mr. Stanton, I
would like to see you appear before Congress to support the bill that Senator Moyni-
han, Congressman Weiss and I are working so hard to pass that would allow cities
to use emergency assistance funds to build permanent housing. Such a bill has been
included as a part of Chairman Downey’s Welfare Reform Act, and is being consid-
ered as a part of Chairman Moynihan’s bill. I call on Mr. Stanton to lobby House
and Senate Republicans, and President Reagan, to support these efforts.

The homeless problem can be solved only by increasing the supply of affordable
housing. Our bill will use these funds directly to achieve that end.

Finally, let me note that the Schumer-Weiss-Moynihan bill is not the only solu-
tion being offered. The city of New York has a program, called EARP, the Emergen-
cy Assistance Rental Program, in which the city offers landlords a rent equal to 8
months of welfare hotel-size rents. In some cases, this is given as an upfront subsidy
in order to help the landlord rehabilitate the apartment. In exchange, the landlord
must accept a homeless family on AFDC for an additional 32 months at the stand-
ard AFDC shelter allowance of $286/month. This program results in average rents
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of $5c188 per month, a paltry sum compared to the $1,800 New York is presently
spending.

This is clearly a move in the right direction, but HHS has called this program
improper, and is demanding that New York return close to $20 million that it has
used to fund the program. Mr. Stanton, what is it you really want?

In closing, let me reiterate that nobody favors paying welfare hotel slumlords.
New York has already developed plans to phase such 1nstitutions out of the picture
by 1992. But we must give cities across this Nation the time and flexibility to devel-
op alternatives. Cutting off Federal funds, as Mr. Stanton suggests, will simply
make more serious a national homelessness problem that has already reached epi-
demic proportions.

Acting Chairman DownNEyY. Thank you, Mr. Schumer.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS

Mr. Towns. Thank you very much, Chairman Downey and Sena-
tor Moynihan.

I am very pleased that the Senate Finance Subcommittee on
Social Security and Family Policy and the House Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensa-
tion have come to my cungressional district today to address the
iraportant issue of social service delivery to homeless families. Sen-
ator Pat Moynihan and Congressman Tom Downey, through the
years, have repeatedly demonstrated their commitment to improve
the quality of life for disadvantaged and low-income Americans. So
it is an honor for me, as the Congressman from the 11th Congres-
sional District, to have you here along with our other New York
colleagues.

It is no accident that New Yorkers serve as the chairmen for
these two subcommittees. New York has generally demonstrated a
commitment to social services. We can be proud of the compassion,
generosity ana creativity that New York State and New York City
have demonstrated in addressing this issue. While other cities were
busy passing ordinances to prevent the hungry from salvaging food
from garbage cans, the State and local government in New York
was attempting to meet the needs of people. Too often in our frus-
tration to find a solution, we don’t stop to acknowledge what has
been achieved. Certainly, we could and should be doing more to
help the homeless but we should also applaud the efforts that have
been undertaken thus far to address the problem.

While today’s hearings will focus on the use of AFDC funds to
assist these families, if we are to address this problem with any se-
riousness we must be prepared to examine the range of services
needed by the homele:.-- emergency food, job placement and/or
training, and so forth. I hope that we will be able to also address
these issues during the course of the hearing.

Families, of course, present special challenges in resolving the
problen.. faced the Nation’s homeless population. Resource alloca-
tion for AFDC is a major stumbling block in assisting these fami-
lies. In 1986, one-third of poor U.S. families with children did not
receive AFDC benefits. Even programs, which are designed to keep
families intact, are underfunded. AFDC-UP, “The Unemployed
Parent Program,” allows two-parent families living in poverty to
receive benefits, yet it only reaches 11 percent of the 2.3 million
intact families with children living in poverty.
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Last week’s Nightline program on the problems of homeless fam-
ilies in welfare hotels, like the Martinique, in Manhattan por-
trayed, in very stark terms, the devastating impact that homeless-
ness has on children in these families. Hotels, like the Martinique
and the Brooklyn Arms, here in my congressional district, have
become permanent “holding cells” which contribute to higher
infant mortality rates, depression, hunger and illness among chil-
dren. As a parent, I can empathize with the frustration of parents,
who are forced, by necessity, to live in these hotels; yet, they are
unable to protect their children from the crime and unsanitary
conditions in these facilities. The feeling of helplessness, in this sit-
uation, must be overwhelming.

And the problem is getting worse not better. The U.S. Conference
of Mayors’ most recent survey on the homeless found that while
Federal funding had dropped by 43 percent within the last year,
homelessness has increased an average of 21 percent in 25 major
urban areas. Families with children comprise the fastest growing
group of homeless Americans. In New York, a third of the home-
less are children and their parents. Yet, we seem unable to move
much beyond the unsafe and overcrowded welfare hotel as a solu-
tion to this problem.

HELP-1, which we were able to tour this morning before the
hearing began, offers an excellent housing model for families who
are making the transition from homelessness to permanent shelter.
Regrettably, it can only service 191 families. Nationwide, the
demand for low-income housing assistance increased in 84 percent
of the cities surveyed by the conference. No city had experienced a
lessening of demand, and the average increase was 25 percent. The
need for transitional housing cannot be overemphasized. The
Select Committee on Children, Youth and Families heard testimo-
ny from a New York family who lived in a welfare hotel for 27
months before they could obtain alternative housing. Twenty-seven
months is not unique to New York City. The average waiting time,
nationally, for housing assistance is 22 months and 65 percent of
the cities no longer maintain a waiting list.

So, while HELP-1 is a small effort, I believe that it is a giant
step in the right direction. We are all hopeful that it will be dupli-
cated successfully throughout the city. I look forward to the testi-
mony by the State and city agency representatives as to how this
program and future alternative housing strategies will be imple-
mented.

Thank you.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Mr. Ackerman.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN

Mr. AckerMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Moynihan, and colleagues who have proven and shown their dedi-
cation to helping resolve this issue over the years. I do have a com-
plete statement that without objection I would like submitted into
the record.

Acting Chairman DownNEy. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. ACKERMAN. A few brief comments if you would allow me,
Mr. Chairman.
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First of all, if we take a look at what goes on in the city of New
York, the capital of the world, we realize that the problem of
homelessness, although it occurs in every town and village, seems to
center in the minds of people as occurring in New York City be-
cause we have such a large number of people who are homeless,
and that is just because we have such a great city that we have
such great numbers of everyone and everything here. I think we
would be remiss if we did not mention the great and tremendous
efforts that our Mayor has put forth in this area since his tenure
in office.

When you take a look at the fact that there are somewhat over
5,000 people who show up at homeless shelters, none of whom are
turned away by the city of New York, 5000 people is probably
more people than the average city in the entire United States has
as citizens, we have them as homeless in our city, and yet they are
not turned away. That is not the final approach that we have to
take to solving this great dilemma that we face in this city and
throughout the country. The problem has to be in permanent hous-
ing and that is one of the things that those of us who are up here
have to look towards. I spent some time back in the days when 1
was in the New York State Legislature as a homeless person wan-
dering through the system, and one of the things that I found, and
one of the things that I an, looking for in trying to figure out how
we have gotten here and where we go from here, is that the people
who are basically living out in the streets are bankrupt, and it is
not just a financial bankruptcy that we are looking at, it is a spirit-
ual bankruptcy, it is a bankruptcy of hope. They do not have a cen-
tilla of evidence in their recent experience that they will somehow
be able to come out of the dilemma they have gotten into.

If you take a look at this beautiful setting that we have had the
privilege of touring this morning, I think that what this will do
throughout that darkness of the homeless experience that these
people are going through, is to provide that little bit of light, that
little bit of hope that will rekindle and restore some of their sense
of individual dignity. Because the answer isn’t really an apartment
or a roof or a shelter, the answer to the long-range solution is re-
storing human dignity to people so that once they are able to be
assisted in getting back on their feet, they will stay on their feet.
And I think that what Andrew Cuomo has done here in this mag-
nificent place is to provide the basis for that restoration of dignity
to human beings who have had that depleted. It is up to those of us
who are here to now provide the bootstraps by which they can help
lift themselves up in the form of permanent housing once they get
past this initial stage.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Stater . ry Congremssmanr Gary Ackerman

Suhpitted for the joint hesring held or March 2R, 1988, hy the Hnvgrn
Suhcommittae on Punlic Prristance anrd Unerployment Compensation and the
Senate Suhcommittea on Social Security apd Family DPodicy on tha ume of AFDC
funde teo ageist homelens families.

The Condrersman will it with snhcrmmitten memhers and queating wituessen

I want to compenn my dirtinguiehat cr1leramien Sejater Moynihan, Chaimmag,
Ot the Sanate Suhcomittes on Sacial Security and Family Policy, and Rar,
Downey, Acting Chairman 0t tha Houma Surcommittam on Pubhlic Areistanca ang
Unemployment compensatfon, £or their 1padarshin an the important igsum nf the
use of Aig to Families Panandent Crildren (AFDC) for hemelers famidias., I
appreciate reina inct #r thin mnorning’s hearing. I almo want to walcome
our distinguished witfarsnc thie wmornine who have diractly a¥parianced tha
hardships of baing hemalasa, and these wha hava gailed iLaight inte the
Problems of the hrmelerr through case werk, program rManiing or litfigatinp.

There f8 nr questicn hut that ve Are facing a loug=term homelers Drablam,
Here, 11. the Natingn’s 1srgest city, which ot surprising)y rrovidas tnamrrrary
housing to tha largest numher 04 homelase iamilies, tha Froblem ia etagaering
and the caseload conrtinues to riee. In 1978, thare wara ahout R00 tamilies in
the City‘r emergercy hrusing. The ayster now servers ahout 11,R00 disimrent
fami) iaa over the ccurse of A year.

Yot, i1 the wake nof the rising tide nf hammlarenass, desparataly needed
tunding for Federal hougring rrograma har hremn glarhed by 70% gince Preasidant
Reagan took ocafice in 19al. This ahdication ©f rafronsirility ie an outragam.

We are here today to 4frcurs the ire of AFPC mmnryeicy arsistapnca furdse
dor homelesr tamilier, an wel) asg waYR tO raduca homelaarsness among AFPNDC
fariliee. Thase of us from New York City underatandt tha scute prohlem of
housing homelerr AFPC familins in EAMDArary rhelters. Our eofforte ara nuce
agair heing comrounded, this tima hy the Haalth and Human Sarvices
Aarinistration’s (IIIS) naw requl atinnas limiting Federal reimbursement for corte
#nsocisted vith providing shelter ana gervices to homelags familins Lor morm
than 30 days in any tvalva=menth nericd. Wayle Stanten, asmirtarnt HHS
facretary, has indicsted that the naw regniatinc:.s Are darigned teo farca Haw
York City and othar minicipalities to rethink their rolicy oi sheltering the
hosmless in walfare hotalf, He contandr that providing ior the continuing
teade 0f families ghenld ha dnne threugh asmistance nrograms nther than FA.

Lika many nt our natior's athar citier, New York has hmen vigilant in its
efforts to house the ever~incrasging numkrar rf hnmal eas fami‘im8. Phile
housirg programe have been the hardast hit Py Feadarsl hudget cuts, the City, in
cooperation with nor-prozit orgsnizations, hag davised innovative ways of
rroviding emergency housing and increaging the supply ot transitionsl houring,
with the ultimate gral of relocating homeless families to decent snd afferdalkle
Fermarert housing. Still, over 200,000 familien are nn the City's vaiting Viat
for public housing. Undar current law, it ir illagal to ume AFDC emergency
assistance for tha constructinon nf Permerent housina. Crpsequently, wae)fara
hotels have heel used nut of ArEn)nte necessity, hecsumse pe other shelter is
available,
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I don't helimve therm iFf anycona hara today who wantf to dafend the current
aystep, Or who dcest't want an end to the 1tre Of hotals to shelter homaless
familiem., Tut lat’s be hohent anmit why an epidemic of hommlassiass {8
avwaaPind the Nation. Tha mevera crimis wea are extariancing ie tha result of
seven years of Presfdent Panaan'm nclicies 01 major cuts in Federal housing
rrogramg, decrasses’ in Job training, fnnd atamps, haalth vare, nutrition and
othar Programe, as vell as A rafusal to kear APDC nr tha minimum wage {n line
with inflatinn., AR the dirparity retwneyn rich apt ynnr has ircreasrd, the
go-called "Ralaty net* has A1) rut diearpeared, and rany Americane hava hit the
i1loor hard and ar~ now homalecr, Thega rolicier, cornined with the Jors of
affordsrle hrugiug and the retreaat from Puirding narmatent hrusing, have daalt
& savere Nlnw to the hn-~ag of hometens New Yorkers fnr deceut, affordanle
rermanant homes.

Laat year on national telavision the President stated that the homelass
area homelase *hy choice.® One ot our accomPlighmants at today'sr hearing will
Yo to dispe) this callous mYth and acknowledge that thare is a diract Jiuk
ratwean the Reagan Admiuistration's mdget nelicy and the dramatic increase in
homelestnase. The major raifon panPle are homelef2 18 hecatfRe We are nnt
tuilding homes. In 1979 wa had 00,000 unitr . purlic and arristed houring.
Today we have fewer than 80,000. The Devartrant of Housing and Urbhan
Peval opment accounted far 7% of the Federsl ruddet in 19787 this year it wil)
srmount to fuRt 1%. While Federal revente har increasad cverall )y mnra than 89
»1llion, not one panpy went to amitordanla houring. We don't have to look far
tn datermine the caurar 0Of homa)eranear, Clearly, we car not contirue to
atteamft to balance the Tudget fon the Pack nf thnre whn are nredieqgt in mur
society.

Noneathelerg, ir hif 19P9 hudget DiaL, the Preaident has olice Again
rropoged masgfive cutf in houring ascigtance, including the elimination o thrae
housing proarams tor the homelerse, deap cite in an amargency 1004 program for
the homelesr, ard termitatiern nf a inh trainiig Pragram fnr the hnnelars. Mg
the homeless Dnruvlation in America if sryrocketing, it i a disrgrace that the
Presidant visns to continue his sever-year Pelicy nf Aismant)ing the Natiou's
housing programe.

During the Part dmcnde trte have witnessred a trerandoue outpoiring of
rhergy aml comnmitmant hy vhluntesrs acrosse the Natiecn {n rasponse to the
rrehlems of homelrfsnass, hunger and Poverty. Our Natinn's citimes hava mronre
innovative Puilcers of hnuriing for the homelens. But thegse afforts 2lone
cannot 80lve the haric rFocinl) and aconoric pronhleme that laad to hormlersnese.
The new HIIS regulations to reduce to 30 daye tha pariod ior vhich Fednral
assistance i8 available for temrorary hnusing for hcmeleas tamiliee typiiy thae
Reagan Admiidstraticn's annrnach te mocial Pronleme, This chauge will denrive
thousands 0f families 0L Shelter, Darticularly in threa cities with the mnst
savera housing shortages, including New Yorv.

It ir timm to 24dresr the pocial ard rconomic tactors that contrihute te

hommlesrnass and rerew our natinnal comritrent to AecaAnt hourind for all
Americans.
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Acting Chairman DownEy. Thank you, Mr. Ackerman.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Before we turn to our distinguished wit-
nesses, perhaps I might make a distinction about this hearing.

The problems of the homeless divide fairly clearly into those who
are mentally ill and not cared for in community mental health cen-
ters, and welfare families who ‘have lost their lodgings. In New
York City the latter predominate, and here in this extraordinary
development, that is the case also. Our hearing will not deal with
the first group as our committees do not have that jurisdiction; on
the other hand, with respect to welfare and welfare tenancy, this is
our concern. The audience might want to know the proportions of
the condition with which we deal: At any given time, 1 American
child in 6 is, in effect, a ward of the Subcommittee on Public As-
sistance and Unemployment Compensation of the Committee on
Ways and Means, which is chaired by my distinguished friend and
colleague beside me, Mr. Downey, and the Subcommittee on Social
Security and Family Policy, the Committee on Finance, of which I
am chairman.

I say that again, 1 child in 6, 7.3 million on what we call welfare,
which is title IV of the Social Security Act, and 3.3 on survivors
insurance. Over time, 1 child in 3, 1 American child in 3, will be
dependent on welfare or survivors insurance. It is an eventuality
no one ever would have contemplated a half century ago, but it has
come about and in its wake we have situations such as the present
one. We are here as legislative committees. We deal with this
matter, we are responsible for it. Our colleague, Mr. Rangel, is also
a member of Ways and Means and is intimately involved as well.

So, to our witnesses, first, it is a great privilege, it is not every
day that we get such a distinguished visitor to Bushwick, into
Brooklyn, the very distinguished Senator from Tennessee, Al Gore.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT GORE, JR., A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Senator Gore. It is my pleasure to be here, I appreciate your in-
vitation, and members of the panel. I want to first of all thank you,
Mr. Chairman, and my friend, Tom Downey, for jointly holding
this hearing, and express my respect for all of the Members of Con-
gress who are taking the time to delve into this very difficult and
very vital subject.

At every level, Federal, State, city, and private sector, New York
has done more to take on the toughest battles of our time than
anyplace else I know of. Today I am delighted to pay tribute to pro-
grams with great promise and look ahead to the work that still
needs to be done.

I have joined with you, Mr. Chairman, and with Congressman
Downey many times before to call attention to the plight of the na-
tion’s poor and homeless. No Democrat has breathed more new life
into the progressive social tradition than Tom Downey, and no one
in America has spoken out longer or more eloguently on the impor-
flance of strong families and mutual obligation than has Pat Moyni-

an.

I become involved in the problems of homelessness several years
ago when my own family became aware of this growing problem
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through an experience that many millions of Americans have
surely had by now. My wife was walking down the sidewalk in |
Washington, DC with one of our four children, and they walked |
past a man in ra%s who was crawling along the edge of the side-

walk. As frequently is the case, a child can see more clearly than

an adult; adults sometimes grow numb from seeing the same sight

too frequently and no longer express shock or surprise. Our child

asked the question, “What is that man doing there?”’ That simple
question provoked a series of discussions within our family, and

over the past 3 years as a family we have become quitc active on

this problem.

I have conducted 13 major workshops on the problems of home- 1
lessness, and 2 years ago introduced comprehensive legislation .
called the Homeless Person’s Survival Act of 1986. I would like to :
say, for the record, I worked very hard to find cosponsors. It was a |
bill that scared a lot of people because the awareness of homeless-
ness was not yet at the peak level it is now. There was only one
member of the U.S. Senate who was willing to sign on as a cospon-
sor, and I am proud that it was Senator Moynihan.

: This legislation contained much that has since become law in

: other bills that we have cosponsored, including increased spending
{‘or transitional public housing and emergency relief for the home.
ess.

Americans in every State and in both political parties are trou-
bled by the fact that as many as 2 million men, women, and chil-
dren have fallen through the cracks in our conscience and spilled
on to the sidewalks of every major city in the United States of
America. In the past 12 months as I have campaigned across this
country, I have seen great vitality and diversity, but I have also en-
countered the great tragedy of Americans living in the streets in
almost every city that I visit.

My wife Tipper rccently helped organize a national exhibit of
photographs called Homeless in America, which opened 2 weeks
ago in Washington and will be touring in New York over the next
few months. I urge you to see it, the scenes are wrenching. Viet-
n~m veterans camped in the woods outside Naples, FL, eating from
the trash cans behind a Kentucky Fried Chicken outlet. A husband
and wife in Bucks County, PA, who both work full tirae but have to
live in their car with their three children. A baby lying in a shop-
ping cart full of trash in the parking lot of a New Jersey motel.

It is not easy to forget the pictures in that exhibit, or the scenes
one encounters every day in the streets of Manhattan or even in

the park across Pennsylvania Avenue from the White House. The
frustration for most Americans is not that they do not care to help,
but that they do not know how.

That is one reason I am grateful for this chance to visit HELP-1.
I want to commend Andrew Cuomo for the brilliant job he and
others have done here. HELP-1 is a shining example of exactly the
kind of innovative approach that we need to take toward homeless-
ness in America. This project realizes that homelessness is not just
a housing problem or just a poverty problem or just a mental
health problem. It is a complex social problem that demands a
comprehensive response. It is not just a seasonal or temporary
emergency. When spring comes mental illness, chemical dependen-
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cy, domestic violence and other related causes of homelessness
don’t just melt away. These people need a place to go. They need a
place to live.

We cannot leave people in doubt from day to day about their
family’s future and then expect them to rebuild their broken lives.
The homeless need more transitional housing. They need more per-
manent housing. There is a connection, Mr. Chairman, between the
decision over the last 7%z years to cut low income and affordable
housing budgets by 85 percent, and the sudden appearance of
homeless men, women, and children on the sidewalks. There is a
connection. These people need more day care and better health
care and other social services to help them resume a decent life.
They need job training. Most important, they need jobs.

One of the innovative features of this facility is that all of those
services are available in one location. The people who come here
for shelter do not have to spend every waking hour negotiating a
complex maze of bureaucracy at the Federal, State and local level
to find the various keys to the different services they need. They
have day care located right here, with facilities for different aged
children in this sheltered environment. Their families are safe.
Access is limited. There is security for those who live here. On the
same premises, the people who can tell them about education, job
training, welfare, health care and the other services that they need
can all be found very conveniently. And of course when they get
ready to move on to permanent housing, they will find a much
easier time doing that because all of the information is here.

It is our task to straighten out the laws that impede the creation
of other centers and facilities like this one. We need changes in the
AFDC law, and you will be hearing more about that throughout
the course of this hearing. Why can’t the reimbursements go to
defray some of the cost of a facility like this one? We need changes
in welfare reform, which both you, Congressman Downey, and you,
Senator Moynihan, have taken the lead on. Of course, the other
problems desperately need attention; for instance the war on drugs
that Congressman Rangel has taken the lead on. So this really is
an innovative facility and an appropriate place for us to talk about
the advantages that are now necessary and the changes that are
required to provide more housing for the Americans, because this
facility is so good. With all of the restrictions and all of the incon-
veniences that any kind of facility has, if there is no place to go,
then this facility will not play the transitional role that it needs to
play. So this is a tremendous innovation, but we need to get to
work in making more housing available so that transitional facili-
ties will be transitional.

I hope that communities across the Nation will follow HELP-1’s
lead and Mayor Koch’s lead and Governor Cuomo’s lead, because
on this issue, as well as so many others, President Reagan has re-

fused to lead. After 8 years of the Reagan-Bush administration, the
homeless and helpless are ready to come in from the cold. It is time
to bring our Nation’s conscience in from the cold. It is time to put
government back on the side of the people who need it.

In closing, M.. Chairman, let me add one final thought: In all of
the visits I have made to homeless shelters and to different kinds
of facilities, I am left with one image that is even more powerful
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for me than the tragic image of those who are so helpless and in so
much need. It is the image of individuals who, with some help,
have patiently and slowly managed to rebuild their lives, Programs
that are designed carefully can work. I have seen it with my own
eyes. People who are so far down and so far out that no one had
any basis for believing they would ever come back, have done so.
They may start at first with a night job. They may have to learn
social skills all over again, but it can be done and we must change
the way we see homelessness in this country. Instead of seeing a
homeless person as a burden, a liability, a drag on society, we must
learn to see them as opportunities to have more productive mem-
bers of our society. This facility is an important step forward
toward that perception. It is time to put our heads together and
find new ways like HELP-1 to help one another because that is the
only way our people will gain the tools to help themselves. That is
what the American dream and the American family are all about.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, sir.

We do not normally allow emonstrations, but there ought to be
exceptions made for such a distinguished visitor.

I should have noted, out of plain courtesy, that indeed Senator
Gore, in the 99th Congress, introduced the Homeless Person’s Sur-
vival Act of 1986. For those of us who are not as familiar with
things in Washington as we are here, it should be recorded, he did
in fact find but a single cosponsor.

Senator Gore. Courtesy conflicted with modesty.

Senator MOYNIHAN. One question only, sir, before we turn to my
colleagues.

You mentioned the need to use existing legislative arrangements
to provide permanent housing. Mr. Schumer mentioned the provi-
sion which is included in Mr. Downey’s welfare legislation which
say simply that instead of paying $25,000 a year to keep somebody
rich out in Long Island and somebody poor'in a welfare hotel, we
would use some of these funds to buy permanent facilities. We
were told that this would be one of the items that would cause the
legislation to be vetoed. If it does pass and is vetoed and has to
wait for the 101st Congress, would I take it that if all things went
well, as you hope they do, and this bill passed again in the 101st
Congress, it would be signed in the White House.

Senator Gore. I can guarantee it.

It is an outrage to put all of these problems on Mayor Koch,
Mayor Flynn, the other mayors who are here, and pretend that we
can cut the Federal Government’s role by 85 percent and then
expect the problem to go away. It is ridiculous. This legislation you
referred to is one of the official steps to deal with the problem and
I am strongly in favor of it.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Downey?

Acting Chairman DownNEY. Mr. Chairman, I think it is also im-
portant for our panel, and the witnesses and our guests to know
that Senator Gore and Governor Dukakis are not here by chance
today. This is a design of this subcommittee and your Sugcommit-
tee. The problem of homelessness is a human political problem,
and all of the candidates for our Nation’s highest office kave been
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invited. Senator Gore and later Governor Dukakis are the only two
that were able to attend. But this is very much—and I want to
direct my only question to you, Senator Gore—a problem .f politi-
cal wi'l, is it not, and a problem of leadership? There is nothing too
difficuit in this sorting out of human problems or that can’t be
done if a President of the United States and a Congress, in conjunc-
tion with Governors and mayors decide to deal with it. I want to
ask you directly, am I correct to assume that a Gore administration
would spend the sort of money that would be needed for low-
income housing? We—this committee—would make this one of our
priorities and I would hope that your administration would as well.

Senator Gogre. I think it is important to draw a distinction be-
tween problems that emerge because of some technicality, some bu-
reaucratic foul-up on one hand, and problems on the other hand
that emerge because of an absence of political leadership.

There are indeed technicalities and bureaucratic foul-ups that
complicate the problems that cluster under the heading “homeless-
ness,” but it has come about primarily because of a failure of politi-
cal leadership, an absence of political will. That is what has been
missing. Now, when the people began to appear in such large num-
bers on the sidewalk, a lot of Americans started asking themselves,
“What'’s going on here?” Well, the answers were not all that com-
plicated. It took a little time to sort out all of the contributing fac-
tors, but we know what the problem is and we know how to solve
thle pgﬁblem. We simply have not had the leadership and the politi-
cal will.

One final point in response to this question: The costs of provid-
ing emergency shelter, emergency intervention and long-term
social services for people who never find their way out of the
system, exceeds the cost of a sensible effort to provide stable,
longer term solutions. It is just a question of whether you are going
to realize it, have the political leadership to solve the problem, or
just let the problems get worse and allow the country to drift.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That’s a very powerful statement. Mr.
Rangel?

Mr. RaNGEL. Senator, I know that you are just tired of people
asking you the question, what is it that Senator Gore really wants?
But since my chairman has framed a question of a Gore adminis-
tration and since you, in a very sensitive way, indicated that the
homeless should be viewed as resources and not as burdens, we
should seek to find out what kind of contribution can they make to
this great nation of ours, I assume that you will agree that it is not
just a question of homelessness, but it is a question of hopelessness
and lack of skills and lack of job opportunities, lack of training.

Senator Gore. Yes.

Mr. RANGEL. And so we will have to tackle this problem as this
part of America that is going to cost us. An investment has to be
made if we are going to get a return on this investment as a part of
America and, indeed, the free world. Do you think that there is
any way to tackle this problem, that is all of the social problems of
the homelessness, and at the same time reduce the deficit which I
know has to be a part of your administrations goal and objectives
without looking at the tax structure, without providing the leader-
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ship so that the American people will know that these are the
things that we have to pay for through taxes.

Senator Gore. First of all, let me say that your comments on jows
are exactly on target. If you do a survey of the homeless adults in
this country, as many people have, and ask them “What is your
most basic need?” the response that comes in at the top of the list
is jobs. “We need jobs and we need job training.” One of the
changes that Senator Moynihan and I worked for successfully in
the law wus to make it possible for job training programs to be di-
rected at the homeless, notwithstanding the fact that they did not
have an address. There was a problem in the law that someone
who did not have an address could not get certain services, like job
training. Well, that was part of their problem and we fixed that.

I think, obviously, we have to move in that direction. That is
part of the comprehensive solution. I also want to underscore the
point I made a moment ago. The cost of solving this problem cor-
rectly may not exceed of continuing with the current mess, which
sees vast expenditures just to perpetuate the misery that many
people are in and can’t work their way out of.

In order to deal with all of these problems, yes, we may eventual-
ly have to have tax increases. I believe we have to first sort out our
priorities, eliminate some of the incredibly wasteful expenditures
that have ballooned under this administration in the SDI program,
the Bradley fighting vehicle, $40 billion in unnecessary medical
diagnostics, subsidies for junk mail, sales of Federal assets below
their cost, and I think the American people want us to eliminate
those wasteful expenditures as a top priority. I think we also have
to look at structural changes which will save money in the Federal
budget. But if those measures do not suffice, yes, we will need more
revenue, and I have listed a series of measures as standby, tax rev-
enue measures, in case the preferable ways to reduce the deficit do
not suffice.

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you.

May I welcome to our panel our good friend, Major Owens, who
has been elsewhere in the district and has now joined us. We are
following the early bird rule, so your time will come in a moment.

Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. Senator Gore, you mentioned, and you were quite ac-
curate, the marked decline in Federal funding for creation of new
and subsidized housing during the Reagan years. That is obviously
true. The total number of units being subsidized per year has gone
down, in terms of incremental units, and the program has been
shifted enormously towards the voucher system as opposed to cre-
ating new units. What you didn’t mention is that that trend did
not start in the Reagan administration. In fact, if you look at the
statistics, and I am pretty familiar with them because I used to be
a regional administrator in HUD, the two Ford budgets proposed
400,000 units of section 8 housing for low and moderate income
households, of which two-thirds, approximately, were for new con-
struction or gut rehabilitation. By the end of the Carter years that
was down to 200,000 additional units and bK act of heavily Demo-
cratic Congresses, 3 to 2, 3 to 2, the ratio had been shifted to 55
percent existing housing versus 45 percent new housing.
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You mentioned in your remarks that under the Homeless Per-
sons Survival Act of 1986, there had been increased spending on
public housing, but I haven’t seen it and I am ranking Republican
on that appropriation subcommittee.

Senator Gore. May ! interject?

Mr. GREEN. Sure.

Senator Gore. That legislation did not pass. I didn't say there
had been an increase under that, but some features of that have
been incorporated in the emergency shelter provision, and some of
the changes on job training and other services that I mentioned.

Mr. GReeN. Let me just read: “Much of that bill has since
become law in other legislation I sponsored, including increased
spending on public housing.”

Now the fact of the matter is that some 3 years ago Congressman
Eddie Boland, who is the chairman of the HUD and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee and I, as the ranking mi-
nority member, brought to the floor an appropriations bill which
would have increased the funding level for public housing, new

ublic housing, from 5,000 units to 10,000 units a year. Everybody
Enows the scope of the problem, and yet we got beaten and beaten
rather handily on the House floor, and as you know the House con-
tinues overwhelmingly Democratic. That is all I have to say to you.

Given the fact that this trend has continued under Democratic as
well as Republican administrations, given the fact that we have
run into a stone wall ia the House when we have tried to increase
funding for public housing, why do you think you can reverse that?

Senator Gogre. First, I recognize and respect the burden you bear
as the only Republican member on this panel, and I respect it
greatly, and I am keenly aware that your burden is even heavier
than usual on the problem of homelessness. .

Mr. SciuMEer. He's barely a Republican. [Laughter.]

Senator Gore. But you have attempted to provide some balance
to the record, and I think that is most appropriate.

I believe that the political conditions in the country have
changed rather dramatically where the problems of homelessness
are concerned. Whereas 2 years ago when Senator Moynihan and I
introduced our legislation we could not find others to join us in co-
sponsoring it, and the public opinion polls indicated *hat homeless-
ness was very far down on the list of priorities for the American
peopie, now those same polls indicate that the problem has leaped
up to nearly the top of concerns volunteered by Americans when
they are asked “What problems do we need to address?”

So I believe you are going to find in both political parties a new
and increased willingness to see the kinds of initiatives that you
have been associated with and have encountered difficulty with on
the floor of the Congress. So I think you are going to see a new
attitude as the Gore administration takes office.

Mr. GReEEN. Let me make one suggestion. I think part of the
problem, to be frank, and I am not here to try to embarrass you
but really to shed some light on the subject, is that the homeless
that the public sees is by and large the single adults on the grat-
ings and in the parks. Federal housing programs have never dealt
with that group; they have dealt with the elderly, the people over
62; they have dealt with families. They have not dealt with single,
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nonelderly adults. And so I don’t think the connection has yet been

made in the public mind between the homeless problems they see

and public housing.

b Sefrlxator Gore. I would disagree just slightly, and I will do so
riefly.

I would underscore remarks made by Congressman Schumer a
moment ago.

I don’t think the public’s awareness comes only from the chance
encounters with the single adult individuals on the sidewalk any
longer. I think there have been widespread discussions and the por-
trayals of this problem in the news medis, in the entertainment
media—there have been movies about it, there have been magazine
layouts, there has been an incredible amount of discussion on this
problem. Churches and synagogues have had long-standing pro-
grams all over the United States. I think the American eople un-
derstand that the image of an alcoholic bum, which usetf to be the
image l;F)leople had when they thought of homelessness, is not accu-
rate. The image has to include that of a child who is an honor stu-
dent in school but under tremendous burdens and pressures, of
families, people from every walk of life. I think people understand
that now amf they are ready to move on it.

Mr. RANGEL. I certainly hope you are right. and I want to than!:
Senator Moynihan and Congressman Downey for holding this hear-
ing which I hope will make that point clearly.

enator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Weiss.

Mr. WEesss. Thank you, gentlemen, and I too want to express my
appreciation to Senator Gore for his leadership and his commit-
ment to dealinf,r with this issue.

I don’t recall the specific vote that our friend and colleague Mr.
Green referred to by number, but I am willing to wager on the
basis of past experience that the overwhelming percentage of Re-
publicans in the House voted against his and Congressman Bo-
land’s efforts and that the overw elming percentage of Democrats
voted for it. That’s the way things work on the House, but because
the Democrats control it, it is easy then to say, “Well, the Demo-
crats have the majority control, therefore, they are responsible for
it.”

Let me ask you a question, since you play this national role:
There is still a {ingering myth that homelessness is a problem that
is related only to specific parts of the country and to large urban
areas. Would you comment on that?

Senator Gore. I will be glad to.

When I got involved in it I decided to have a series of workshops
across my State of Tennessee. We found that it existed not only in
the large cities, Memphis, Nashville, Knoxville, Chattanooga, but
in the smaller cities and towns as well. Cookeville, Tenn., with
fewer than 20,000 people, has a homelessness problem. My home
town, with 2,000 people, has had individuals who were homeless. In
the rural areas you find homelessness. Anywhere you go in the
United States of America you will find *omelessness. In very small
towns it is not uncommon. If you ask ti,e police department, if you
ask the social services leader, they will say, “Oh, yes, there are
some people sleeping under the bridge out on Highwaly 27,” or
something similar. It is a nation wide problem in rura environ-
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ments as well as urban environments, and in every location in this
country.

Mr. %’Vmss. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Weiss.

Mr. Schumer.

GMr. ScuuMer. Thank you very much and thank you, Senator
ore.

My question is this; I think there is a third reason that we
haven’t had the translation from the sympathy which, you correct-
ly point out, is there, into programmatic solutions, and it is a prob-
lem which really bedevils all of us. Some of us, Congressman
Green. myself, Congressman Rangel, on the tax end, have been
thirsing about this for years, and we know that it is so darn ex-
pensive to build housing. You know, food is essential, and maybe it
costs $3,000 to $4,000 a year for food stamps for a family, but hous-
ing, at least even anyway you build it, ends up costing—well,

ublic housing, $100,000 a unit, some of the others, $60,000 or
70,000 a unit. You are quite correctly regarded as having one of
the most creative and incisive minds in Washington.

I am not asking for a definite discourse, but what would be some
of your thoughts on how we could get those costs down? Because as
long as costs stay at $80,000 or $100,000 a unit, as much effort as
have, given the deficit and everything else, we are rot going to be
able to house all the people that need housing. It 's not just the
homeless in New York City, as I guess our mayor will testify; we
have 100,000 people doubled up in public housing. They would
rathe: live with another family in the same unit than go to a shel-
ter or be out on the street.

So how do we deal with these cost problems? Do you have any
initial thoughts on that?

Senator Gore. Well, we have a problem which has been de-
scribed as the hidden homeless. For every individual you encounter
in a shelter or on the sidewalk, there are many, many others who
are living in very fragile circumstances, with a cousin, with an ac-
quaintance, and some minor change in that family’s circumstances
will put them very shortly into a shelter or on to the sidewalk. So
you are right in saying that the magnitude of the housing crisis ex-
tends far beyond the problem of homelessness, as large as that is.

Now, it is not new for this Nation to attempt to answer the ques-
tion that you have put. After World Wer II we had a housing
crisis. You say, how can we get * e cost down? Well, the answer
came in the form of very large Government intervention, and more
than half of all new home purchases today still cc ne about with
the assistance of VA and FHA. We have seen the respected roles of
VA and the FHA cut back dramatically during this administration.
There may have been some cuts that began before, but nothing has
taken place anything comparable to what has happened during the
last 7% years. So, as a practical matter, you have got to have an
aggressive role played by the Federal Government in making it
possible to create more housing units in this country. The “baby
boomer” is now of child bearing and child rearing age, and we have
a tx:(leng(lendous demographic crunch on the housing units that are
available.
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As you well know, every single year we lose so many units due to
what used to be called urban renewal, due to development, due to
decay, and they used to be replaced every year. What has hap-
pened during the last 7% years is not very complicated really when
you boil it all down. Every year we continue to lose those units, but
they have not been replaced. And so people are on sidewalks and
thev are in with cousins, grandparents, et cetera. You have to beef
up FHA, VA. You have to have new creative roles for the Federal
Government. And let me say as a former homebuilder, I think you
have got to bring interest rates down so that the private sector can
contribute more directly to the stock of housing that is available.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you.

Mr. Towns.

Mr. Towns. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Sernator Gore, let me say at the outset, I appreciate your out-
standing testmony.

You have made a cominent that the time has come to put our
heads together and find new ways to solve the problem. Could you
expound on that just a little?

Senator Gore. Well, I think this facility here in your district,
Congressman Towns, is a perfect example. You know, ‘we find in S0
many cominunities the homeless put into emergency shelters that
have a short time limit on how long they can stuy there. They
spend every waking hour going to knock on this Government agen-
cy’s door or that department’s door trying to find some way out of
the maze that they find themselves in. Then the time limit runs
out and they are forced to move out.

This facility represents a new way to approach the problem. All
the services are clustered in one place; you have a long duration,
averaging 6 months but no official time limit, but they can stay
here long enough to rebuild their lives and get the services that
they need. I think that is one of the new ideas that we need.

A second new idea comes from Congressman Downey and Sena-
tor Moynihan, let’s change our welfare laws so that we don’t have
an incentive for one parent to leave the home; so that we don’t
have a disincentive for a welfare parent to get back on the work
rolls because they are afraid their children are going t¢ ose Medic-
aid if they do.

There are other ideas that others have advanced: What about
having a more aggressive effort at literacy training? What about
having more targeted assistance to provide child care so that not
just the people who live in this facility but others will also be able
to have their children in a safe and secure environment while they
go out looking for jobs and getting the help that they need.

Those are a few of the approaches I would like to see used more
aggressively.

Mr. Towns. Thank you very much.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Owens.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAJOR R. OWENS

Mr. Owens. Yes, Senator, I don’t have a question; I don’t want to
belabor the questioning. I just want to make a few comments and
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join Congressman Towns in welcoming you and the rest of the
people here to this facility. it is only two blocks from the border of
my congressional discrict also.

Senator Gore. Well, I think that gives you some bragging rights
on this facility also.

Mr. Towns. Plus 5 percent.

Mr. Owens. I want to applaud and congratulate the people who
have brought it thus far, Andrew Cuomo and the American Red
Cross and all the other people who are involved. And I was called
at the inception of the project and asked if I would serve in some
capacity on an advisory committee and I want them to know I am
still ready, whenever they call a meeting, to serve in some capacity
on that advisory committee.

I think you and all of the Democratic candidates who have taken
strong positions on programs for the homeless, and I congratulate
you, including Candidate Jackson who has been to Brooklyn sever-
al times to visit homeless children, and he has a strong position. I
think all the other candidates do also. In general, you have good
positions.

What I want to leave you with is the need for an expansion of
our thinking. A complete breakout from the usual conventional
thinking, but understand that this physical facility, this physical
achievement here, as laudable as it may be, is only the beginning.
The real challenge will be how will be abort a social disaster here?
We have a dense concentration of poor people here; are we going to
follow the usual pattern and in a year or two this facility would be
the kind of place that the neighborhood surrounding it would be in
rebellion to get rid of. That is a great challenge. This is going to be
a model instead of what can be done with a dense concentration of
poor people. Because we are willing to spend the money for oper-
ational costs, for organizing people, for giving support services to
do the kinds of things that need to be done, which even after you
add the money spent for organizing people and good support serv-
ices, the costs would be far cheaper than welfare hotels. We would
still be ahead of the game.

The problem is, and the conventional thinking is that we spend
the money for the capital outlay. We spend the money for the
physical facilities, and we neglect the programming that is going to
be necessary when you have a dense concentration of poor people. I
think we don’t want to lose the initiative that can be gained. This
problem is going to be with us a long time. This kind of shelter is
going to be needed for a long time. I hope we can put the money
forth to organize people and meet the challenge of human engi-
neering so that we will be able to point to this facility as a model,
to be able to build other facilities like this in other neighborhoods,
that people won't be able to use what has happened here to sup-
port their resistance to the expansion of this kind of facility in
other places.

I hope that we will all have that kind of wisdom and be willing
to put forth the resources necessary to make it succeed.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you

Senator, we have taken your whole morning, but it has been a
great privilege and we thank you so much for being with us.
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Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Acting Chairman DowNky. Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
at the rate we are going we should finish sometime in the wee
hours of this morning. The subcommittee will move a little bit
more expeditiously.

We will next hear from three distinguished public servants, all
mayors of cities: Hon. Edward 1. Koch, mayor of the city of New
York; Hon. Raymond Flynn, mayor of Boston; and the chairman of
the Task Force on Hunger and Homelessness of the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors, the Hon. Art Holland, the mayor of Trenton, N.J.,
and the vice president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mayor Koch, will you begin, please?

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD 1. KOCH, MAYOR OF NEW YORK
CITY, NY, AND ON BEHALF OF THE US. CONFERENCE OF
MAYORS

Mayor KocH. I was just told this morning, Mr. Chairman, that
the Senate budget chairman, Senator Chiles, is proposing a 10-per-
cent cut in CBDG funds. The city got $168 million in those block
grant funds last year and the city uses those funds to rehabilitate
In rem housing for the homeless. So we strongly urge that you
resist that cut.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to repeat, if I can help it, anything
that has been said to date because there is so much more to be
said. What I would prefer to do is say that with all of the changes
that we need to effectuate, and with all of the problems in the pro-
gram, that everybody is aware of since there have been so many
hearings on this matter, the city can take pride, and you, our re
resentatives can take pride in the fact that since 1984 30,000 fami-
lies have gone through our temporary shelters—30,000 families. At
this particular moment there are 5,100 families in our various shel-
ters, including hotels, and a couple of years ago 80 percent of them
were in hotels and now it is down, I tIYnink, to 66 percent, and it is
ourlcommitment, over a 5-year period, to eliminate the hotels en-
tirely.

I want to say, particularly to Mr. Owens, it ain’t cheaper. Don’:
believe that this program at HELP-1 is cheaper than hotels, it is
just that the services are better and the accommodations are hetter
and, therefore, it is worth spending the money. But as it relates to
the total cost, it is just as expensive. It is Jjust that you get far
better value for the people who will be living in the accommoda-
tions.

Now, people have said, and it is a legitimate question, the State
of New York sets the monthly rates for families. For a family of
four, a year or two ago the rate was $270 a month and now I think
it is $308 a month; it is very hard to find apartments that will rent
for that. Then people say, “Why don’t you take some of the money
that you are now spending on hotels and use it to supplement the
rents?” A very rational question, a very rational approach. But the
Federal Government said, when we tried to do that, that they
wouldn’t mcke the contributions. We have a program, it is called
EAR—I don’t even remember wha. it stands for—but what it does
do is, it allows us to give to a landlord, over and above the rent
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that we would pay, the $308, let’s say, if he gives us a 32-month
lease, that he will get $10,000 up front. And the Federal Govern-
ment has said, “We won’t pay our 50 percent.” They were in there,
then they said, “We are not going to pay any of it.” So I think that
the cost to them, up to now, if they had paid it, would have been
$17 million, that’s now shifted to the city and the State, which they
should have been paying.

That program has not worked as well in terms of getting new
apartments as you would think it would. You would think that
people would be standing in line to pick up $10,000; in fact you
would think the advocates would be yelling, “They’re giving away
money,” right? I mean, that’s normally what you hear. But the
truth of the matter is that very few people have wanted it because
we have put so many conditions on it. We have effectually said
that the building has to be basically violation free. There are very
few buildings in the whole State of New York, let alone the city of
New York, that are violation free. So we are going to continue that
program, even if it means the city and the state are going to have
to bear the cost, but we are going to reduce the requirements of the
landlords.

Now, Abe Biderman, I think, will be here, along with Bill
Grinker, and they can get into the heart of it. They will explain
the reduction. The reduction will have nothing to do with life
threatening conditions—people who are going to be getting these
apartments are going to be getting basically an apartment that you
get, if you are paying your own rent elsewhere, when you don’t go
and say before you sign the lease, “Is this a building that has no
violations on it?” We will require, obviously, the elimination of the
violations that relate to heat and hot water and the other essen-
tials as it relates to the use of “nat apartment, and then we would
hope that we would get more apartments. But up until now, offer-
ing $10,000 has not brought in a lot of people. And that is exactly
what people are suggesting that we do indirectly by subsidizing ad-
ditional rentals. We hope under the new structure that it will
work.

When Major Owens said that he liked these buildings, as every-
body does, we will give you two of these if you will take them,
Major, in your area, because we suspect that when we try to put it
in your area, that your constituents are going to scream, and I am
sure you will be there helping us.

That’s the other aspect of this. No matter what people tell you,
and no matter how many polls you see about “We have to do more
for homeless people,” and then “Isn’t it sinful what we are doing?”
I agree with that. We have to do more and it is sinful as it relates
to what we .re doing. Go try to get those people who answer that
poll with their Christian, Jewish, good-will spirit to say the same
thing when we have a proceeding to site it in their district. Then
they do not want to hear about it. That is a major problem for us,
the ennrmous resistance we face.

This particular faciity—it looks terrific. And the services that
we are going to be providing here, they are going to be terrific. It is
very expensive; but we have to do it. We want to do it and we hope
that the Federal Government will do its part as v. :ll.
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The other thing I wanted to tell you is this: I told you 30,000
families have gone through our facilities in basically a 4-year
period of time. What most people don’t realize is that two-thirds of
those families that come in will leave within the first year. Two-
thirds within the first year. And of those families who leave in that
first year, 80 percent find their own apartments. We are really
only finding apartments in that first year for about 20 percent of
the people. And if we were ever in a situation where we had to find
apartments for everybody, it is impossible, absolutely impossible.
But there are people who think that we must find apartments for
everybody. In fact, there are people who believe that we ought not
be building these, who believe that we should only be building per-
manent apartments, and that every family who comes into a tem-
porary shelter of whatever kind, that when they leave that tempo-
rary shelter, that it will be the city of New York that will have
provided them with their permanent apartment. Not doable.

Not doable in terms of apartments available; not doable in terms
of dollars available on the part of the city. I want to tell you what
the city is spending and then I will stop.

We are spending today, over a 10-year period, and it is in our
capital budget, so it is not pie-in-the-sky. There are, of the $4,200
million budget, $350 million that will allegedly, ultimately, come
from the port authority in some form or another; that is the only
thing that is missing. Everything else is there. We will be creating
over a 10-year period about 250,000 apartments, of which 85 per-
cent will go to families whose income is $25,000 or less; 85 percent
of the apartments, 85 percent of the dollars. Fifteen ercent will go
to families whose income is between $25,000 and §48,000, family
income. Not rich people. The average salary in the city of New
York for city employees is about $20,000. Two people are working
and they don’t even qualify in some cases for these apartments.

What we are doing is enormous. And on top of that we are build-
ing 4,000 apartments only for homeless families. It was about 3,000
when we first started this program about 4 years ago; last year it
was 3,600, this year it is 4,080. We hope to increase it.

We have over the last 4 years placed in permanent apartments
homeless families to the extent of 12,000 families or roughly 48,000
people. It is an enormous number. When we started that program
there were only 2,200 families living in our temporary shelters, We
now have 5,100 families living in our temporary shelters and we
have placed in these 4,000 apartments a year about 12,000 people.

So we are without question in favor for expanding this kind of
project. I think we would like to do about 17 more of them. Ulti-
mately we will need your help. It cannot be done over night. No
matter what the design is, it is going to take 5-years to accomplish
this. If there is no change in the Federal law we are going to lose
millions of dollars next year. You were very extraordinary in get-
ting that through for us in the first year. Just for the record, we
know you are doing it anyway. We couldn’t have done it without
you, whether it is Charlie Rangel, or you, Tom, or the Senator or
anybody else. We could not have done it without you and it was
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miraculous that you were able to do it. We are grateful. But we
have got, somehow or other, to get it done so as to allow us to
phase this all out over a 5-year period.

That’s my period.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE EDWARD I. KOCH
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK

THANK YOU, CHAIRMEN MOYNIHAN AND DOWNEY FOR INVITING ME
HERE TODAY TO TESTIFY ON THE USE OF AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) FUNDS TO ASSIST HOMELESS FAMILIES.

1 AM JOINED TODAY BY FELLOW MAYORS RAY FLYNN OF BOSTON
AND ART HOLLAND OF TRENTON. IT IS OUR PLEASURE TODAY TO
SPEAK ON BEHALF OF THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS.

I'D LIKE TO PREFACE MY REMARKS BY RESTATING SOMETHING
THAT YOU IN CONGRESS ALREADY KNOW AND SOMETHING THAT I
BELIEVE IS RATHER OBVIOUS: HOMELESSNESS IS NOT JUST A NEW
YORK CITY PROBLEM - - IT IS A NATIONAL ONE. IT IS A PROBLEM
THAT AFFECTS BOTH URBAN AND SUBURBAN AREAS, BLACKS AND
WHITES, REPUBLICANS AND DEMOCRATS. IT IS ONE THAT TESTS OUR
NATION'S COMPASSION.

AND YET, IN SPITE OF THIS, WHAT HAS PRECIPITATED
TODAY'S HEARING ARE THE HEARTLESS REGULATIONS ISSUED IN
DECEMBER BY THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES.
THESE REGULATIONS WOULD FURTHER EXACERBATE THE PLIGHT Of
HOMELESS FAMILIES BY CUTTING OFF THE USE OF AFDC/EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE (EAF) FUNDS FOR STAYS IN TEMPORARY SHELTERS THAT
EXCEED 30 DAYS AND ELIMINATING SPECIAL NEEDS FUNDS FOR
EMERGENCY SHELTER. I WILL TRY TODAY TO EXPLAIN WRY WE NEED
YOUR HELP TO ALLOW CONTINUED YSE OF THESE FUNDS.

BUT FIRST, I'D LIKE TO GIVE YOU A BIT OF BACKGROUND
ABOUT THE SCOFE OF THE HOMELESS PROBLEM HERE IN NEW YORK
CITY WHERE WE PROVIDE SHELTER TO APPROXIMATELY 28,000 PEOPLE
EACH DAY. NEARLY 11,000 ARE SINGLE ADULTS, AND THE
REMAINING 17,000 COMPRISE OVER 5,100 FAMILIES. THESE
FAMILIES INCLUDE OVER 12,000 CHILDREN WITH 5,400 UNDER THE
AGE OF SIX. THESE NUMBERS REPRESENT A 300 PERCENT GROWTH
SINCE 1983 WHEN WE SHELTERED 1,500 FAMILTES. ACCORDING TO A
RECENTLY PUBLISHED SURVEY OF 26 MAJOR U.S. CITIES BY THE
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, NEW YORK CITY 1S FAR FROM ALONE IN
THIS DILEMMA. 1IN 25 OF THOSE CITIES, THE DEMAND FOR
EMERGENCY SHELTER INCREASED BY AN AVERAGE OF 21% DURING 1987
ALONE.

IN NEW YORK CITY'S SHELTERS, WE SCREEN THESE FAMILIES
FOR COMMUNICABLE DISEASES, TEND TO THEIR SPECIAL MEDICAL
NEEDS, PROVIDE THEM WITH 3 MEALS A DAY AND OFFER CHILD CARE,
NUTRITION COUNSELING, EDUCATION PROGRAMS, JOB TRAINING, AND
REFERRALS TO PERMANENT HOUSING. WE MAKE AVATLABLE
RECREATION FOR YOUNG CHILDREN ANd)ﬂEENS, INTENSIVE SOCIAL
SERVICES AND ON-SITE CASEWORKERS.

UNFORTUNATELY, BECAUSE WE LACK ENOUGH SUITABLE
ALTERNATIVES, WE HAVE BEEN FORCED TO HOUSE THE MAJORITY OF
THESE FAMILIES IN THE MOST READILY AVAILABLE FACILITIES - -
HOTELS - - AT AN AVERAGE PER DA. COST OF $65 FOR A FAMILY OF
FOUR. HALF OF THAT IS FEDERAL MONEY. THE COSTS TO PROVIDE
EMERGENCY HOUSING ARE NOT MUCH DIFFERENT FOR OTHER CITIES
AROUND THE COUNTRY. BELIEVE ME, WE MAYORS WOULD RATHER
SPEND THAT MONEY TO BUILD PERMANENT HOUSING IN OUR CITIES
THAN TO RENT HOTEL ROOMS, BUT FERERAL LAW PROHIBITS THAT.

IN SPITE OF QUR OWN FRUSTRATION WITH BEING UNABLE TO
USE THESE MONIES MORE CONSTRUCTIVELY, WE IN NEW YORK CITY
NOW HAVE A FIVE YEAR PLAN IN PLACE THAT, BY 1992, WILL
VIRTUALLY ELIMINATE OUR DEPENDENCE ON HOTELS BY:

= WORKING WITH FAMILIES TO GET THEM OUT OF HOTELS
MORE QUICKLY AND HELP THEM RETAIN NEW HOUSING.

- PRODUCING MORE PERMANENT HOUSING.

- CONSTRUCTING MORE ALTERNATIVE, TEMPORARY,
TRANSITIONAL FACILITIES.
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LET ME SAY THAT HERE AT "HELP ONE", WE ARE IN ONE OF
THE FINEST EXAMPLES OF ALTERNATIVE, TEMPORARY HOUSING FOR
FAMILIES TO BE BUILT IN THIS COUNTRY. THIS IS WHAT WE WOULD
LIKE ALL OF THE 28 CURRENT AND 17 PLANNED TRANSITIONAL
FACILITIES IN NEW YORK CITY TO LOOK LIKE - - BUT WE CAN'T DO
IT OVERNIGHT. NOR CAN WE DO IT WITHOUT FEDERAL DOLLARS.
THIS TYPE OF FACILITY IS ONLY POSSIBLE WITH THE FLEXIBILITY
WE NOW HAVE IN OUR USE OF EAF AND SPECIAL NEEDS FUNDING.
LIMITING EAF USE TO 30 DAYS AND ELIMINATING SPECIAL NEEDS
FOR EMERGENCY SHELTER WILL UNDERCUT ThE GAINS WE ARE MAKING
WITH THIS AND OTHER TRANSITIONAL FACILITIES.

TRANSITIONAL SHELTERS HAVE ENABLED US TO REDUCE THE
NUMBER OF HOMELESS FAMILIES WHO RESIDE IN HOTELS FROM OVER
80 PERCENT IN EARLY 1986 TO 66 PERCENT OF OUR TOTAL NUMBER
OF FAMILIES TODAY. WE HAVE ACCOMPLISHED THIS REDUCTION
DESPITE A STEADY AND INEXORABLE GROWTH IN THIS POPULATION.

IF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (HHS)
HAS ITS WAY, PROJECTS LIKE "HELP ONE" WILL NOT BE ABLE TO
EXIST IN THE FUTURE.

THE ONE-YEAR STAY OF THE HHS REGULATIONS, FACILITATED
BY SENATOR MOYNIHAN, CONGRESSMEN DOWNEY, RANGEL, GREEN,
SCHUMER, WEISS AND OTHER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS LATE LAST YEAR,
HAS HELPED TEMPORARILY AND WE ARE TRULY GRATEFUL. WHAT WE
NEED THIS YEAR, HOWEVER, IS ADDITIONAL TIME TO IMPLEMENT OUR
FIVE YEAR PLAN AND A PERMANENT CHANGE THAT WOULD ALLOW THE
FLEXIBLE USE OF EAF AND SPECIAL NEEDS FUNDS TO ADDRESS
EMERGENCY SITUATIONS [OR THESE VULNERABLE FAMILIES.

THE VERY NATURE OF "EMERGENCIES" FOR FAMILIES HAS
CHANGED DRAMATICALLY SINCE 1967 WHEN THU EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM WAS ENACTED UNDER AFDC. TODAY'S
WIDESPREAD HOMELESSNESS AMONG FAMILIES DID NOT EXIST ONLY A
DECADE AGO. IT IS TIME FOR THE PROGRAM TO REFLECT 1988
REALITIES AND OUR CURRENT NEEDS IN THE WAY OF TRANSITIONAL
AND PERMANENT HOUSING AND INTENSIVE SERVICES. CERTAINLY,
5,100 FAMILIES IN NEED OF SHELTER EVERY NIGHT REPRESENTS AN
EMERGENCY.

SHOULD THE HHS REGULATIONS TAKE EFFECT, THE CITY AND
STATE OF NEW YORK WOULD LOSE $85 MILLION IN FEDERAL FUNDS
FOR 1988, THIS AMOUNT DOES NOT JUST REPRESENT ANOTHER DEBIT
IN OUR BUDGET BOOKS, HOWEVER. IT'S MONEY THAT WILL BE TAKEN
DIRECTLY AWAY FROM SERVICES FOR HOMELESS PARENTS AND THEIR
CHILDREN. IT WILL MEAN THAT FEWER FAMILIES WILL BE ABLE TO
COME TO SHELTERS LIKE THIS ONE AND THE RANGE OF SERVICES WE
CAN PROVIDE TO STABILIZE THOSE FAMILIES WILL BE SEVERELY
RESTRICTED.

THE CITY OF NEW YORK HAS ALREADY DEVOTED A LARGE AMOUNT
OF ITS OWN RESOURCES TO ADDRESS THE DILEMMA. IN CITY FISCAL
YEAR 1988, WE WILL SPEND $229 MILLION ($91 MILLION IN CITY
TAX LEVY) TO PROVIDE SHELTER AND OTHER ESSENTIAL SERVICES TO
HOMELESS FAMILIES. IN ADDITION, FOR 198 WE HAVE
APPROPRIATED $129 MILLION FOR A PROGRAM OF MAJOR CAPITAL
EXPENDITURES FOR CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION OF EMERGENCY
SHELTERS AND TRANSITIONAL HOUSING FOR HOMELESS FAMILIES.

THROUGH THE CITY'S FIVE-YEAR PLAN AS WELL AS THE
TEN-YEAR, $4.2 BILLION CAPITAL PROGRAM TO PRODUCE, PRESERVE
AND UPGRADE 252,000 UNITS OF HOUSING, WE WILL HAVE COMPLETELY
REDUCELC OUR RELIANCE ON HOTELS BY 1992. OVER AND ABQVE
THIS, WE ARE REHABILITATING 4,000 IN REM UNITS PER YEAR.

SO, YOU CAN SEE THAT THE CITY IS VERY COMMITTED TO THE
CREATION OF HOUSING. CONGRESS HAS TRIED TO ADDRESS THE
PROBIL.FM WITH THE MCKINNEY ACT OF 1987, WBICH IS DEFINITELY A
STEP IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION. BUT EVEN HERE, ONLY $20
MILLION NATIONWIDE IS DEVOTED TO PRODUCING TRANSITIONAL
HOUSING FOR HOMELESS FAMILIES. AND, ITS FUNDING CONTINUES
TO BE IN JEOPARDY, LEAVING UNCERTAINTY ABOUT WHETHER ITS HELP
WILL BE CONTINUED.
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FOR 1988, LESS THAN HALF OF THE $616 MILLION AUTHORIZED
BY THE ACT WAS APPROPRIATED, A HARSH REDUCTION GIVEN THAT
THE HOMELESS POPULATION CONTINUES TO GROW. I URGE YOU TO
SUPPORT SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1988
MCKINNEY HOMELESS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.

WHILE EXPLAINING CUR NEED FOR CONTINUED FUNDING FOR
TRANSITIONAL SHELTERS, I AM OFTEN ASKED WHY THE CITY DOESN'T
SIMPLY RENOVATE VACANT APARTMENTS FOR THE HOMELESS RATHER
THAN USE HOTELS. THE ANSWER IS SIMPLE - - WE ALREADY DO!

FIRST, WE ARE PRODUCING MORE PERMANENT HOUSING. SINCE
FISCAL YEAR 1984 WE HAVE RENOVATED MORE THAN 12,000 UNITS IN
VACANT CITY OWNED BUILDINGS AND WE PLAN TO PRODUCE 4,000
ADDITIONAL UNITS IN EACH OF THE NEXT EIGHT FISCAL YEARS.
THIS IS IN ADDITIO~ TO THE TEN-YEAR $4.2 BILLION PLAN ABOUT
WHICH I DISCUSSED EARLIER IN MY REMARKS.

SECONDLY, ONE MUST RECOGNIZE THAT WE WILL NEVER BE p8LE
TO COMPLETELY ELIMINATE THE DEMAND TOR TRANSITIONAL HOUSING,
BE IT FOR SEVERAL NIGHTS OR FOR SEVERAL MONTHS. THE VAST
MAJORITY OF THE 12,000 FAMILIES WHO ENTERED THE SHELTER
SYSTEM LAST YEAR STAYED FOR VERY SHORT PERIODS OF TIME AND
FOUND HOUSING ON THEIR OWN. I'M SURE THAT NO ONE COULD
SUGGEST THAT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, WHO ARE NOW THE FRONT LINE
PROVIDERS OF SHELTER TO THESE FAMILIES, GUARANTEE AN
IMMEDIATE APARTMENT TO EVERY FAMILY THAT BECOMES HOMELESS.

OUR APPROACH MUST THEREFORE BE TWO-FOLD: WE MUST
CONTINUE TO PROVIDE TRANSITIONAL SHELTER AND RELATED
SERVICES AND WE MUST CREATE MORE PERMANENT HOUSING. THE
CITY HAS DEVOTED THE RESOURCES TO BOTH, AND WE NOW ASK THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT °*TO DO THE SAME BY RENEWING THE COMMITMENT
IT MADE TO HOUSING BACK IN THE 1930s, WHILE CONTINUING TO
PROVIDE FOR TRANSITIONAL SHELTERS FOR THOSE IN EMERGENCY
SITUATIONS.

SINCE 1980, FEDERAL FUNDING FOR HOUSING PROGRAMS HAS
DECREASED BY 70%. THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION CLAIMED THAT
THE PRIVATE SECTOR WOULD STEP IN AND MEET THE DEMAND. BUT
CHANGES IN TAX LAW, ALONG WITH OTHER ECONOMIC FACTORS, HAVE
DISCOURAGED PRIVAT: BUILDERS FROM LOW AND MODERATE INCOME
HOUSING CONSTRUCTION. THE RESULT HAS BEEN A DRASTIC LOSS OF
HOUSING STCCK AND A DRAMATIC INCREASE IN THE HOMELESS
POPULATION, NOT JUST IN NEW YORK CITY, BUT AROUND THE
COUNTRY .

I THEREFORE URGE YOUR SUBCOMMITTEES TO TAKE SWIFT ACTION
TO ALLOW CONTINUED AND FLEXIBLE USE OF EAF AND SPECIAL NEEDS
FUNDS FOR TRANSITIONAL HOUSING AND FOR MORE THAN THE
UNREALISTIC PERIOD OF 30 DAYS. I ALSO URGE YOU AND YOUR
COLLEAGUES IN CONGRESS TO CREATE A NEW, LONG-TERM FEDERAL
HOUSING PROGRAM THAT WILL HELP CITIES, COUNTIES AND STATES
COPE WITH THE GROWING DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

FINALLY, I WOULD LIKE TO THANK THOSE OF YOU FOR YOUR

VALIANT EFFORTS TO AID HOMELESS FAMILIES. YOUR COMPASSION
IS GREATLY APPRECIATED.

O - -
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Acting Chairman DowNEy. Thank you, Mayor Koch.
The panel will inquire of the witnesses when the three mayors
have completed their testimony. Mayor Flynn.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAYMOND L. FLYNN, MAYOR OI' BOSTON,
MA, AND CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCE ON HUNGER AND HOME-
LESSNESS, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mayor FLYNN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, Senator Moy-
nihan, and members of the committee. I have often heard it said
that in politics, timing is everything. I think the timing of this
meeting is very, very appropriate. Not only because of the in-
creased problem of homelessness in our country, but also because
the one opportunity we have to do anything about it is in this Pres-
idential election. And so I applaud the members of the New York
congressional delegation, for taking time to hear this critical issue.

The other night 1 was speaking at the John F. Kennedy School of
Government and they asked for my assessment of the Presidential
campaign and how the candidates were addressing the issues. I
pointed out that while I thought the candidates—and we heard
from one of them today, Senator Gore—are very much committed
to the issue of homelessness, as my Governor and Reverend Jack-
son are strongly committed as well, this is not communicating to
the public and it is not communicating to officials across the coun-
try, insofar as it is having an impact. You probably saw the Gallup
poll that was just recently released. The Gallup poll indicates that
83 to 84 percent of the American public want the candidates for
President and want the Federal officials to more significantly deal
with the issue of drugs, which is the no. 1 issue in America’s cities
today, the proliferation of arugs coming into our cities, the issue of
education and the issue of homelessness. Those three issues are
really tearing at the social fabric of American cities far greater
than any missile that could hit our communities.

I just wanted to say to this committee that I hope that we are
able to focus in on the root causes of homelessness. Now we heard
Mr. Green and Senator Gore did an excellent job responding, but
Mr. Green was slightly off the mark, if you don’t mind me saying
that—and he shouldn’t be defensive. I assumed immediately that
he is a Republicar, but he shouldn’t be defensive because this is
not a Republican or Democratic issue that we are talking about
here on homelessness. It is not a city-urban issue; it is not a liberal-
conservative issue; it is an American issue and it has got to be
dealt with along those lines. Now Mr. Green said, in a defensive
way, respectfully, that the cuts started to come about in a previous
Democratic administration. Well, the facts of the matter are that
under a Republican and Democratic President, before 1980, we
were building in the United States, subsidizing, something like
300,000 units of housing. That is under President Nixon; that’s
under President Carter; that is public record. In the past year, be-
tween the cuts and the tax law changes, we will put on line some-
thing less than 24,000 units of housing. Contrast that to 300,000
units of housing that were built in this country as a matter of
public policy by Republican and Democratic Presidents and Con-
gresses, whichever way it would fluctuate, you will see that that is
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really the root cause of homelessness in America. And to suggest
otherwise, I think, is really missing the point entirely.

This should not be an issue of who should take the blame for it
and who is taking the high moral ground. That is the situation.

The other point is—and I know, Senator Moynihan, you have
been the national leader in terms of family stability, and we all
admire that—if you look at the growing level of poverty in Amer-
ica, the cost of housing; the low production of housing; the deinsti-
tutionalization issue, mentally ill; the feminization of poverty; the
greatest number of increases that we have identified in cities
across America, in the area of homelessness, has come at the ex-
pense of families. That is the greatest increase that we have had.

So, you know. there is no sudden mystery. I was impressed with
Mayor Koch’s statistics.

I would just like to conclude and then have Mayor Holland make
some comments, but I would just like to make this observation in
terms of the timing of this issue: Just think, for example, if tonight
there was some sort of national disaster or earth quake or what-
ever it might be, and all of a sudden between 1 and 2 million
people in America were left homeless—it sounds bizarre. I know it
does, but just go along with it—1 or 2 million people were left
homeless, what would happen? Well, we would probably see the
President going on all major networks this evening proclaiming a
national emergency. We would have the Congress called into emer-
gency session, both the House and the Senate. Legislatures all
across the country would deal with the issue. There would be a na-
tional cry to do something about the situation. Well you know
something, that is exactly what we have in this country. It didn’t
happen last night and it didn’t happen the night before, it has been
happening over the course of the past few years, several years. We
have between 1 and 2 million people sleeping on the streets of
America’s cities and communities in this country today. And yet, at
the same time, the kind of outrage, moral outrage that should be
exerted on this issue is not being exerted. And in all due respect to
all of our efforts, it just is not the priority.

Maybe our officials think that because these homeless people
don’t vote, because a good proportion of them are poor, because
they are black, ti- 2y are without influence, that that should suggest
that they are “un-American.” They are very much American as
you and every other distinguished member of this congressional
delegation is, and they ought to be treated with the same level of
respect and dignity and our good intentions are not registering a
positive result for those people. I hope that in this Presidential
election, with your good will and all of us rallying together, we can
put this issue and other issues such as Represer.tative Rangel has
been talking about for a long time, and Mayor Koch, about drugs,
homelessness, education, put them on center stage in the remain-
ing caucuses and primaries so that when a new president walks
into the White House in January, they will have a full agenda
ahead of them and that is one dealing with the social and economic
political issues of major consequence and major priorities of the
American public.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF BOSTON MAYOR RAYMOND L. FLYNN
CHAIRMAN
UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
TASK FORCE ON HUNGER, HOMELESSNZSS AND POVERTY

SENATOR MOYNIHAN, CONGRESSMAN DOWNEY, THANK YOU FOR
INVITING ME HERE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS IMPORTANT JOINT HOUSE
AND SENATE COMMITTEE HEARING. AS CHAIRMAN OF THE UNITED STATES
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS TASK FORCE ON HUNGER, HOMELESSNESS AND
POVERTY, I AM PARTICULARLY GLAD THAT YOU HAVE INVITED THE
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES TO PARTICIPATE IN TODAY'S FORUM.

TODAY, WE HAVE A CHANCE TO FOCUS THE 1988 PRESIDENTIAL
CAMPAIGN AWAY FROM 30 SECOND PLATITUDES AND TOWARDS THE ISSUES
THAT THE AMERICAN PUBLIC REALLY WANTS TO HEAR OUR CANDIDATES
ADDRESS. LAST WEEK, A GALLUP POLL CAME OUT WHICH FOUND THAT 84
PERCENT OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE WANT TO HEAR MORE ABOUT THE
CANDIDATES' POSITIONS ON EDUCATION, 83 PERCENT ALSO WANT TO
KNOW WHAT THE CANDIDATES ARE DOING TC STOP THE POISONOUS
PIPELINE OF DRUGS FLOWING INTO OUR COUNTRY, AND THE SAME
NUMBER, 83 PERCENT, WANTS TO KNOW WHAT THE CANDIDATES WILL DO
TO CURB THE RISING TIDE OF HOMELESSNESS IN OUR COUNTRY.

THE "POLITICAL EXPERTS" ON THIS CAMPAIGN WILL TELL YOU THAT
THESE ARE "POOR PEOPLE'S ISSUES" AND THAT "POOR PEOPLE DON'T
VOTE", BUT I AM HERE TO TELL YOU THAT THE "UNPOOR", THE
"UNBLACK" AND THE "UNHOMELESS" IN OUR COUNTRY ARE NOT
"UNAMERICAN", THE AMERICAN PEOPLE HAVE A BASIC SENSE OF
FAIRNESS AND SUPPORT FOR THOSE WHO ARE DOWN ON THEIR LUCK, FROM
THE PORECLOSED FARMER IN IOWA, TO THE UNEMPLOYED AUTO WORKER IN
DETROIT, TO THE HOMELESS FAMILY IN BOSTON, OR NEW YORK, OR
TRENTON, OR LOS ANGELES. OUR PEOPLE SHARE THE AMERICAN DREAM
OF A COUNTRY IN WHICH ALL PEOPLE ARE TREATED WITH DIGNITY AND
RESPECT.

THAT IS WHY I AM PLEASED THAT SO MANY NATIONAL LEADERS ARE
HERE TODAY TO SPEAK OUT AGAINST THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES' PROPOSAL TO LIMIT FEDERAL EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE FUNDS TO HOMELESS FAMILIES TO ONLY 30 DAYS. IT 1€ AS
IF THE CURRENT ADMINISTRATION FEELS THAT IF THEY CAN MARE
POVERTY A MORE DEHUMANIZING EXPERIENCE, HOMELESS FAMILIES WILL
JUST STOP BEING HOMELESS AND THE PROBLEMS WILL JUST DISAPPEAR.

WELL, MR. CHAIRMAN, THE MAYORS OF AMERICA'S CITIES HAVE
WATCHED THESE POLICIES GO INTO EFFECT FOR THE PAST SEVEN YEARS
AND LET ME TELL YOU, THEY AREN'T WORKING. WASHINGTON HAS TAKEN
THE OLD SLOGAN, "WOMEN AND CHILDREN FIRST" SERIOUSLY, THEY HAVE
MADE WOMEN AND CHILDREN IN OUR CITIES THE FIRST TO FEEL THE
CUTS IN ASSISTED HOUSING, IN JOB TRAINING AND IN HEALTH CARE.
NOW THEY PROPOSE TO DRIVE THESE POOREST INDIVIDUALS FROM THE
SHELTERS TO THE STREETS.

HOMELESSNESS AND HUNGEK ARE PERHAPS MORE UNDERSTANDABLE
DURING PERIODS OF ECONOMIC DISTRESS SUCH AS THE GREAT
DEPRESSION, BUT NOT DURING A PERIOD OF ECONOMIC RECOVERY AND
NATIONAL PROSPERITY. ACCORDING TO GOVERNMENT FIGURES, OVER 32
MILLION AMERICANS ARE LIVING BELOW THE POVERTY LINE. THIS
REPRESENTS AN INCREASE OF OVER THREE MILLION POOR SINCE 1980.

THE MOST YISTRESSING ASPE:CT OF THIS INCREASE IN POOR PEOPLE
IS THAT ONE OF EVERY PIVE CHILDREN LIVE BELOW THE POVERTY
LINE. AND MANY OF THESE CHILDREN ARE EXPOSED AT AN EARLY AGE
TO THE DRUG PUSHERS WHO INFEST OUR CITY STREETS, LOOKING FOR
YOUNG RECRUITS WHO SEEK TO ESCAPE POVERTY IN AN ALL TOO EASY
WAY--AND WHERE CAN THEY FIND YOUNG PEOPLE IN A MORE DESPERATE
SITUATION THAN IN THE SHELTERS AND WELFARE HOTELS OF OUR MAJOR
CITIES?.

AND YOU KNOW, WE JUST HAVEN'T HEARD ENOUGH ABOUT THESE
ISSUES FROM THE PRFSIDENTIAL CANDIDATES AS YET, DESPITE THE
DEEP PERSONAL COMMITMENT THAT I KNOW MANY OF THEM HAVE.

GOVERNOR MICHAEL DUKAKIS HAS BEEN A NATIONAL LEADER IN
TERMS OF STATE INNOVATION AND SPENDING ON BEHALF OF POOR AND
HOMELESS FAMILIES.
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SENATOR AL GORE WAS THE CO-SPONSOR IN THE SENATE WITH
SENATOR MOYNIHAN OF THE HOMELESS PERSONS SURVIVAL ACT, PORTIONS
OF WHICH WERE INCORPORATED INTO THE STEWART B. MCKINNEY
HOMELESS ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1987.

AND JESSE JACKSON HAS BEEN A CONSISTENT ADVOCATE FOR
HOMELESS FAMILIES AND INDIVIDUALS. I RECENTLY HAD THE
PRIVILEGE OF ACCOMPANYING HIM TO SEVERAL OF OUR SHELTER
FACILITIES IN BOSTON, AS I HAVE WITH SENATORS GORE AND SIMON,
TO CALL NATIONAL ATTENTION TO THESE IMPORTANT HUMAN NEEDS.

WE NEED THESE CANDIDATES--DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS ALIKE-—
TO SEND A MESSAGE OF HOPE TO THE GROWING NUMBER OF HOMELESS
FAMILIES ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE. I'D LIKE TO TAKE A SECOND TO
CITE FOR YOU SOME OF THE MORE DISTURBING FACTS WHICH CAME our
OF THE U'.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS ANNUAL SURVEY OF HUNGER AND
HOMELESSNESS IN 26 MAJOR AMERICAN CITIES:

LAST YEAR, THE DEMAND FOR EMERGENCY SHELTER IN THESE CITIES
INCREASED BY AN AVERAGE OF 21 PERCENT.

FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN NOW CONSTITUTE 33 PERCENT OF THE
HOMELESS POPULATION ON AVERAGE--AN INCREASE OF 32 PERCENT OVER
TWO YEARS. 1IN 71 PERCENT OF THE CITIES, FAMILIES CONSTITUTE
THE LARGEST GROUP FOR WHOM EMERGENCY SHELTER AND OTHER NEEDED
SERVICES ARE LACKING.

ACCORDING TO THESE CITIES, THE MOST SIGNIFICANT REASON FOR
THE INCREASE IN HOMELESSNESS IS THE LACK OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
A CONDITION EXACERBATED BY THE "DOUBLE WHAMMY" OF MASSIVE
FEDERAL CUTS IN THE AREA OF HOUSING--FROM $33 BILLION IN 1981
TO UNDER $8 BILLION TODAY AND CHANGES IN THE FEDERAL TAX LAWS
WHICH HAVE DEVASTATED THE RENTAL HOUSING MARKET IN AMERICA.

OTHER CAUSES CITED BY OUR CITIES INCLUDE THE LACK OF
SERVICES FOR THE DEINSTITUTIONALIZED MENTALLY ILL, THE LACK OF
GOOD PAYING JOBS, POOR ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN CERTAIN AREAS OF
THE COUNTRY AND INSUFFICENT BENEFIT LEVELS OF INCOME
M.INTENANCE PROGRAMS. IN SAN FRANCISCO, FOR EXAMPLE, OFFICIALS
INDICATED THAT NEITHER BENEFITS NOR MINIMUM WAGE JOBS WERE
SUFFICENT TO SUSTAIN FAMILIES FOR AN ENTIRE MONTH.

IN RESPONSE TO THESE SHOCKING FIGURES, I'M OFTEN ASKED
WHOSE RESPONSIBILITY IS IT TO ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF THE
HOMELESS, IS IT A FEDERAL RSSPONSIBILITY, A STATE
RESPONSIBILITY, OR A LOCAL OR PRIVATE SECTOR PROBLEM? MY
RESPONSE 1S THAT HOMELESSKESS IS AN “AMERICAN PROBLEM" AND EACH
ONE OF US AT €VERY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT HAS A RESPONSIBILITY TO
PROVIDE WHATLVER RESOURCES WE CAN TO PROVIDE HELP.

1§ BOSTON, FOR EXAMPLE, CITY GOVERNMENT HAS PROVIDED LAND
AND BUILDINGS AT LITTLE OR NO COST TO A WIDE RANGE OF
NON-PROFIT SHELTER ORGANIZATIONS. ALTOGETHER, WE HAVE
INCRE... ™ "HE NUMBER OF SHELTER BEDS IN THE CITY BY 141 PERCENT
IN THE LAs. OUR YEARS--FROM 972 TO 2,351. THIS PAST WINTER,
THROUGH THE INITIATIVE OF SOME OF THE BEST SHELTER PROVIDERS IN
THE COUNTRy, GROUPS LIKE THE PINE STREET INN, ROSIE'S PLACE,
AND CASA MYRNA VASQUEZ, AND WITH THE HELP OF GOVERNOR DUKAXIS,
WE WERE ABLE TO OFFER A W/RM BED AND A hOT MEAL TO ALL IN
NEED. CURRENTLY, WITH ABOUT $2.5 MILLION IN AID FROM THE
MCKINNEY HOMELESS ACT, BOSTON IS CONTINUING TO EXPAND ITS
HEALTH CARE, SHELTER, AND TRANSITIONAL HOUSING RESOURCES.
ALSO, THROUGH A PROGRAM CALLED "PARCEL TO PARCEL LINKAGE", A
PRIVATE DEVELOPER BUILDING OFFICE SPACE ON VALUABLE CITY-OWNED
LAND DOWNTOWN WILL ALSO BUILD A 36 UNIT TRANSITIONAL HOUSING
FACILITY IN BOSTON'S SOUTH END.
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SO AS STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE DOING THEIR PART TO
ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF THE HOMELESS, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MUST
BE ENLISTED AS A MORE WILLING PARTNER. IN FACT, TWO OTHER
GATHERINGS TODAY WILL HAVE A MAJOR IMPACT ON THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT'S ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES IN THIS AREA. THE
FIRST IS THE MEETING OF THE SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE TO CONSIDEP
PRIORITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1989. I HOPE THAT THE SENATE WILL
FOLLOW THE HOUSE'S LEAD IN PLACING A PRIORITY ON PROGRAMS
FORTHE HOMELESS AND WILL PROVIDE WHAT LITTLE FUNDS ARE
AVAILABLE IN ADDITIONAI DOMESTIC SPENDING FOR THE HOMELESS, AS
WELL, AS FOR CURBING THE SPREAD OF DRUGS INTO OUR COUNTRY AND
OUR CITIES.

SINCE I HAVE MENTIONED THE DRUG ISSUE IN PASSING SEVERAL
TIMES, LET ME TAKE A SECOND TO SAY THAT THERE IS NO ISSUE THAT
THREATENS TO DEVASTATE OUR NEIGHBORHOODS MORE THAN THE
PROLIFERATION OF DRUGS INTO OUR CITIES FROM MANY OF THE FOREIGN
COUNTRIES TO WHICH WE GIVE ENORMOUS AMOUNTS OF FOREIGN AID.
CONGRESSMAN CHARLES RANGEL AND MAYOR ED KJCH HAVE BEEN IN THE
FORE. NONT OF 1HIS ISSUE AND I WANT TO TH: I’ "HEM FOR THEIR
EFFORTS IN THIS REGARD.

MAYOR KOCH HAS DONE A SUPURB JOB I¥ RAISING THIS ISSUE AND
BOTH OF US HAVE IOST DEDICATED POLICEMI N~-THE CREAM OF THE
CROP~-AS VICTIMS OF THE DRUG WARS IN OLR STREETS. OUR CITIES
ARE BEING HIT BY TONS OF COCAINE AND HEROIN TO AN EXTENT THAT
IS AS DEVASTATING AS A MISSILE ATTACK ON OUR NEIGHBORHOODS. WE
ARE THE VICTIMS OF A WAR WORSE THAN THAT GOING ON IN CENTRAL
AMERICA AND WE NEED THE RESOURCES TO STOP IT.

THE SECOND '™"°™ANT EVENT OCCURRING TODAY IS THE ISSUANCE
OF THE REPORT - COMMISSION HEADED BY JIM ROUSE, WHICH WAS
ASKED BY SENATO. N CRANSTON AND AL D'AMATO TO FORMULATE
STRATEGIES FOR A n ..WED HOUSING POLICY IN THIS COUNTRY. BACK
IN THE 1970'S, WE WERE BUILDING ABOUT 300,000 FEDF.:LLY
SUBSIDIZED HOUSING UNITS A YEAR, UNDER BOTH DEMOCK4” IC AND
REPUBLICAN PRESIDENTS. TODAY, WE ARE LUCKY IF WEZ SQUEEZE OUT
25,000 UNITS A YEAR FROM WASHINGTOs .

BUT IN THE END, NO ACTION BY A STUDY COMMISSION OR EVEN 2
CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE WILL BE SIGNIFICANT UNTIL WE START
HEARING THE RIGHT MESSAGES FROM OUR NATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND
THAT IS WHAT THIS YEAR'S PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION MUST BEGIN TO
ADDRESS.

RIGHT NOW, THE PEOPLE IN THE THREE DECKERS OF DORCHESTER
AND THE ROW HOUSES AND PROJECTS OF OUR CITIES AREN'T VERY
EXCITED ABOUT THIS YEAR'S CAMPAIGN AND THAf IS BECAUSE THERE IS
SO LITTLE THEY ARE HEARING THAT STRIKES A CHORD OF RESPONSE. I
HAVE TRAVELED TO A NUMBER OF STATES ON BEHALF OF GOVERNOR
DUKAKIS AND I WILL TELL YOU THAT WHEREVER I HAVE GONE, DES
MOINES OR DUBUQUE, IOWA, THE “"IRON RANGE" IN MINNESOTI, AND
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE, PEOPLE FEEL IT IS UNAMERICAN FOR THERE TO
BE EVEN ONE HOMELESS PERSON IN THIS COUNTRY AND THEY WANT TO
START HEARING SOME ANSWERS.

WE NEED TO KEEP PRODDING THE CANDIDATES FOR PRESIDENT TO
SPEAK OUT WITH SPECIFICS ON WHAT THEY WOULD DO ABOUT HUNGER,
HOMELLSSNESS AND POVERTY IN AMERICA. WE NEED TO KNOW WHAT THEY
WOULD 22 TO STOP THE FLOW OF DRUGS INTO OUR COUNTRY AND WE NEED
TO KNOW HOW THEY WILL WORK WITH CONGRESS ON A FAIR AND
EQUITABLE SYSTEM OF WELFARE REFORM.

LAST '"HURSDAY, I HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK BEFORE THE
ALUMNI ASSOCIATION OF THE JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT
AT HARVARD. I WAS ASKED TO GIVE MY THOUGHTS ON THE ISSUES OF
HUNGER AND HOMELESSNESS AND HOW THEY #ELATE TO THE 1988
CAMPAIGN. I 11LD THE PEOPLE THERE THAT WE HAVE LOST OUR
AMERICAN DREAM ¢* A COUNTRY IN WHICH EVERY FAMILY HAS SAFE,
DECENT AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING. WE HAVE LOST OUR DREAM IN WHICH
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EVERY CHILD, NO MATTER HOW POOR, CAM HAVE ACCESS TO A DECENT
EDUCATION. AND WE HAVE LOST OUR AMERICAN DREAM OF UPWARD
MOBILITY~~THE IDEA THAT HARD WORKING PEOPLE WOULD DO BETTER FOR
THEMSELVES EVERY YEAR AdD THAT THEIR CHILDREN WOULD DO BETTER
THAN THEM. OUR AMERICAN DREAM HAS TURNED INTO A NIGHTMARE IN
WHICH FACELESS BUREAUCRATS IN WASHINGTON HOVER OVER CHILDREN IN
SHELTERS AND WELFARE HOTELS, SEEKING TO GIVE THEM THEIR
EVICTION NOTICE, AND IN SOME CASES, A DEATH SENTENCE, AS SOON
AS A MERE 30 DAYS EXPIRE.

MY FRIENDS, THE POOR HAVE FEW LOBBYISTS IN WASHINGTON. AS
MEMBERS OF THE WAYS AND MEANS AND FINANCE COMMITTEES, YOU SEE
FAR MORE OIL LOBBYISTS IN YOUR OFFICES THAN HOMELESS PAMILIES.
THE PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES DON'T OFTEN VISIT THEIR SHELTERS
AND NEIGHBORHOODS~--BUT THEY SHOULD. I ASK YOUR HELP, NOT JUST
IN REJECTING THE 30 DAY LIMIT ON EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO
HOMELESS FAMILIES, BUT IN REJECTING THE NOTION THAT THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE DON'T CARE ABOUT THESE ISSUES. THEY DO CARE,
AND THEY ARE LOOKING TO OUR ELECTED OFFICIALS IN WASHINGTON FOR
LEADERSHIP IN THESE TROUBLED TIMES.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION TO THIS ISSUE AND FOR YOUR
LEADERSHIP IN THIS REGARD.
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Senator MoyNiHAN. Mayor Holland.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR J. HOLLAND, MAYOR OF TRENTON,
NJ, AND VICE PRESIDENT, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mayor HoLLanp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my
fellow mayors. I too have a statement to file on behalf of the U.S.
Conference of Mayors. In the interest of getting on with the hear-
ing and allowing as much time as possible for discussion, I will
simply give the highlights of this.

Much has been made already of the extent of the problem and I
couldn’t help thinking back to, as a young man with President Roo-
sevelt, according to the fact that the nation was one-third ill-
housed, ill-clothed and ill-fed, obviously our goal is seeing to it that
every American has an opportunity for a decent standard of living
has not been reached. And the aspect of homelessness probably is
greater now than at any time in our history.

We mayors are working hard to make sure that the 1988 Presi-
dential candidates do address this problem. I was pleased that Sen-
ator Gore was here and that Governor Dukakis will be here later
to do that. We wish that all of the candidates could be here.

I think it is important to note too that this hearing is not being
held where hearings usually are held. Apart from where the prob-
lem is found, we are on location here, not in midtown Manhattan
in an office tower or in some governmental building or in the Cap-
itol Hill hearing room, but where we find the problem of homeless-
ness. And I must say that I could not be more impressed than I am
by this transitional facility and would that we had it in our city
and every city in the country which has this problem. As Senator
Gore noted, there is some degree of homelessness in every commu-
nity.

In December, the Conference of Mayors published a 26-city
survey, “The Continuing Growth of Hunger, Homelessness and
Poverty in America’s Cities,” and earlier in May a similar study
and Mayor Flynn is head of those efforts. I think it is important to
note that just over two-thirds of the surveyed cities, 69 percent, say
that it is inadequate public assistance benefits and problems with
public assistance programs as among the main causes of Mayor
Holland: hopelessness, again emphasizing the relatedness of the
various federal programs. On the lack of affordable housing was
cited more frequently, and that by ever surveyed city.

The cities that identified inadequate public assistance benefits
and problems with these programs were Boston, Charleston, Chica-
go, Denver, Detroit, Kansas City, Missouri, Los Angeles, Louisville,
Miami, Nashville, New Orleans, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Portland,
Providence, Saint Paul, San Antonio, Seattle, Washington, D.C.,
and Yonkers. And this list includes cities of all sizes from all parts
of the country. This morning I would add my own city of Trenton
to that list.

In the May survey, Chicago officials cited the fact that “income,
or grant levels, of families receiving AFDC is less than half of the
standard of need in the State of Illinois.” In Boston, AFDC benefits
have been increased by 32 percent in the last 3 years, but even
there they have not kept pace with the high cost of living.
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A wide range of problems with the AFDC program was cited.
New Orleans ofﬁcialg noted that ‘“male-headed households are not
eligible for AFDC.” That point has been made this morning.
“There is a 45-day waiting period for AFDC and reduced AFDC as-
sistance. AFDC workers have been cut back 30 percent while po-
tential cases have increased 70 percent.” It reminds me, Congress-
man Rangel, of the fact that we were cutting back the Coast Guard
as we were advocating interdicting drugs coming into the country.

According to Miami officials, AFDC processing time is very slow;
60 days from the time of application to the time of receiving pay-
ment.

In New Jersey, and Mr. Drew Altman is here from our State and
will speak in a much fuller way about this, but in New Jersey the
AI"DCp program is clearly not meeting the needs of homeless fami-
lies. The State Lias just extended the emergency assistance program
so that it provides assistance to families for up to 5 mnonths. An ad-
ditional month was added just a few days ago for 940 families
facing eviction from welfare hotels. Qur State has also just allocat-
ed $1 million to help in the provision of permanent housing to
homeless families. These are good efforts but they provide neither
a permanent nor an adequate response.

Homelessness among families, including those receiving AFDC, is
a critical problem in Trenton, and managing it is a terrible task.
Wher a family becomes homeless we try to accommodate them in
one of our three family shelters. When shelter space is not avail-
able, we too use hotels and motels, but generally move families to
ore of the shelters as soon as space is available. Each family has its
own unit in these shelters. With counseling and other assistance,
most families in the shelters eventually find permanent housing,
but is it really permanent housing? With all the problems facing
these families, it is likely we will see them on the streets again.

Our experience in New Jersey and our studies which have exam-
ined the problems of homelessness in cities across the nation lead
us to make several recommendations to you this morning:

One, welfare benefits are inadequate and must be increased. We
need a national minimum benefit level which is adjusted to ac-
count for regional differences and indexed to reflect increases in
the cost of living. In addition, we have to make sure that two-
parent families which are otherwise qualified, can receive AFDC.
And I commend you for including this provision in the welfare
reform proposal.

The AFDC emergency assistance program must be adequately
funded, and it must be made flexible enough so that it can more
appropriately meet the needs of homeless families. We urge you to
support legislation such as that introduced by Mr. Schumer and
Mr. Weiss, which would enable emergency assistance funds to be
used to provide permanent housing. We also urge you to remove
the 30-day time limitation from the enabling legislation.

Our National Government must get back into the housing busi-
ness. That, for all practical purposes, there has been no program
for the last 8 years. We need a policy on housing to assure that
adequate housing is affordable and available to low and moderate
income families. If we do not increase the inventory of such hous-
ing dramatically, the incidence of homelessness will continue to in-
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crease in cities across the Nation. We need to reauthorize the pro-
grams of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, which
provides important assistance to homeless people. And we need to
appropriate funds next year for these programs at the fully author-
ized level. In the meantime, we need to pass the urgent supplemen-
tal, House Joint Resolution 490, introduced by Representatives
Lowery and Vento, which would restore this year’s appropriations
to the fully authorized level.

We need to pass the Emergency Hunger Relief Act of 1988, intro-
duced by Representative Leon Panetta and Senators Ted Kennedy
and Pat Leahy, which would improve assistance provided with the
food stamp program, reauthorize the temporary food assistance
program, and enhance the school breakfast and lunch programs.
We also need to increase appropriations for the WIC program.

Finally, we need to increase the minimum wage so that those
earning it are not forced to live in poverty and can afford a place
to live. T can recall going to a Thanksgiving dinner given by a
church for the needy and sitting next to a inan who was employed,
who had a minimum wage in a restaurant, and he was coming
there to get a free meal so he could help make ends meet. Again,
the relatedness to the various programs.

In our latest survey we found that 22 percent of the homeless in
the surveyed cities were employed in full or part-time jobs. Fortu-
nately, legislation to raise this wage ievel is pending in both the
House and Senate.

The fact that you are holding this hearing today speaks for your
concern for the growing number of homeless families in this
Nation, but if Congress does not act and quickly, their numbers
will continue to grow. We want to pledge, the Conference of
Mayors, our help in working with you in seeing to it that those leg-
islative goals are achieved. We worked very closely with Congress-
man Rangel when he was spearheading the effort to secure passage
of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986, and we stand ready again to
join with you in your present legislative effort.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT BY

ARTHUR J. HOLLANO
MAYOR OF TRENTON
and
VICE PRESIOENT
THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Senator Moynihan, Mr. Downey, members of the Subcommittees,
I am Arthur J. Holland, Mayor of Trenton and Vice President of
The U.5. Conference of Mayors. I commend you for holding this
nearing - and for holding it in this location -- for several
reasons:

0 The growing problem of homelessness is a disgrace in a
nation such as ours, The fact that so many families who
receive AFDC -- federally supported income assistance --are
homeless 1s an even greater disgrace. Homelessness produces
terrible, negative consequences for families, and especially
for children. It makes the present unbearable and the
future uncertain,

0 Mayors are working hard to make sure that the 1988
Presidential candidates address the problems of our cities.
Homelessness, which is the worst-case result of the federal
government's housing and income assistance policies, is
primary among these problems, Asking candidates how they
would respond to the problems of homelessness is most
appropriate in +his hearing. I only wish that more
candidates had been able to attend.

o Holding this hearing in a transitional housing facility in
Brooklyn -- not in a Midtown Manhattan office tower or a
Capitol Hill hearing room -- requires that we confront the
problems of homelessness directly and prevents us from
discussing them in the abstract.

HOMELESS FAMILIES IN AMERICA'S CITIES

In December the Conference of Mayors published a 26-city
survey, The Continuing Growth of Hunger, Homelessness and Poverty
in America's Cities which showed the unfortunate trend of
increasing homelessness in our cities, Requests for emergency
shelter increased in every survey city save one, by an average of
21 percent. Nearly one-fourth (23 percent) of the requests for
emergency shelter go unmet, &nd in nearly two-thirds of the
cities emergency shelters must turn away people 1n need because
of a lack of resources. The number of families with children who
are homeless increased in all but one of the cities. One-third
of the homeless people in the survey cities are families--
parents and their children, Families constitute the largest
group for whom emergency shelter and other needed services are
lacking, A1l but two of the survey cities expect homelessness to
continue to 1i1ncrease this year,

Last May the Conference published A Status Report on
Homeless Families in America‘'s Cities, the results of a 29-city
survey, which provided us some significant information on the
problem of homelessness among AFOC recipients, Just over two-
thirds of the survey cities (69 percent) cited inadequate public
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assistance benefits and problems with public assistance programs
as among the main causes of homelessness. Only the lack of
affordable housing was cited more frequently -- and that by every
survey city. The cities that identified inadequate public
assistance benefits and problems with these programs were Boston,
Charleston, Chicago, Denver, Detroit, Kansas City (MO), Los
Angeles, Louisville, Miami, Nashville, New Orleans, Philadelphia,
Phoenix, Portland, Providence, Saint Paul, San Antonio, Seattle,
Washington, D.C. and Yonkers. Clearly this 1ist includes citfes
of all sizes from all parts of the country. This morning I would
add my own city of Trenton to this list.

In the May survey, Chicago officials cited the fact that
*income (or grant levels) of families receiving AFOC is less than
half of the standard of need in the State of Il1linofs.” In
Boston, AFOC benefits have been increased by 32 percent in the
last three years, but they have not kept pace with the high cost
of living., Loufsville officials said:

*Over 36 percent of the families staying in our shelters are
receiving AFDC. The bottom line is that unless these single
parent families recefve other subsidies, such as housing,
they cannot make it., Presently, a family of three receives
$197 in AFOC benefits and $200 in food stamps a month, plus
a medical card. It is impossible for these families to have
a decent standard of living. A recent study by Metro United
Way of a family of four showed that to meet subsistence
needs in Loufsville, a full-time job pasing $7 per hour fis
required."

A wide range of problems with the AFDC program was cited.
New Orleans officials noted that "male-headed households are 10t
eligible for AFOC. There is a 45-day waiting period for AFDC 2ind
reduced AFDC assistance. AFDC workers have been cut back 30
percent while potential cases have increased 70 percent.”
According to Miami officials: "“AFDC processing time is very slow
-- 60 days from the time of application to the time of recefving
payment."

THE SITUATION IM NEW JERSEY

In New Jersey, the AFDC program is clearly not meeting the
needs of homeless families. The State has just extended the
Emergency Asssistance Program so that it provides assistance to
families for up to five months. An additional month was added
Just a few days ago for 240 families facing eviction from welfare
hotels. Our state has also just allocated $! million to help in
the provision of permanent housing to homeless families. These
are exemplary efforts, to be sure, but they provide neither a
permanent, nor an adequate, response.

Homelessness among families, including those recefiving AFDC,
is a critical problem in Trenton, and managing it is a terrible
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task. When a family becomes homeless we try to accomodate them
in one of our three family shelters. When shelter space is not
available we use hotels and motels, but generally move families
to one of the shelters as soon as space is availabdle, Each
family has its own unit in these shelters. With counseling and
other assistance, most families in the shelters eventually find
permanent housing - but 1s it really permanent housing? With
all of the problems facing these families, 1t 15 likely we will
see them on the streets again,

CONFERENCE OF MAYORS' RECOMMENDATIONS

Qur experience in New Jersey and our studies which have
examined the problems of homelessness in cities across the
nation lead us to make several recommendations to you this
morning:

1. Welfare benefits are i1nadequate and must be increased.
Across the states the median level of real AFDC benefits
declined by 35 percent from 1970 to 1987. In 23 states and
the District of Columbia the maximum Senef1t for a family of
three is less than 75 percent of the state's own standard of
need. We need a national minimum benefit level which is
adjusted to account for regional drfferences angd indexed to
reflect increases in the cost of living, In addition, we
need to make sure that two-parent families which are
otherwise qualified can receive AFDC. [ commend you for
1ncluding this provision in the welfare reform proposals,

2. The AFDC Emergency Assistance Program must be adequately
funded and 1t must be made flexible enough so that 1t can
more appropriately meet the needs of homeless families, We
urge you to support legislation, such as that introduced by
Mr. Schumer and Mr. Weiss, which would enable emergency
assistance fund. to be use: 1. provide permanent housing.
We also urge ydu to remove the J0-day time limitation from
the enabling legislation, That language was enacted in
1567, when homelessness was a more ynusual occurrence among
AFDC families than 1t 15 today. [t does not reflect the
reality of the problem today and, 1f mplemented through
regulation as nearly occured las: year, would merely shift
costs from the federal government to state and local
governments,

3. Qur nationatl government must get back into the housing
business, We need a national housing policy to ensure that
adequate housing 1s affordable by, and available to, low-
and moderate-1income families. I[f we do not i1ncrease the
ynventory of such housing dramatically, the incidence of
homelessness will continue to increase 1n ci1ties across the
nation,
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The Conference of Mayors' Housing Task Force has
recommended a national housing initiative which would
preserve our exfsting housing stock, add units to the
inventory, and strengthen our neighborhoods through a
public housing modernization fund, a national housing
partnership program, and a national housing trust fund.
These recommendations and others were discussed by 200
of this nation's top housing experts fin a National
Housing Forum convened by the Con’erence of Mayors last .
month in Austin, Texas. A report on the
recommendations of that meeting will be avaflable, and
widely circulated, this June when the 56th Annual
Conference of Mayors convenes in Salt Lake City.

I cannot emphasize strongly enough the importance of a major
housing initiative. We cannot even begin to respond to the
growing problem of homelessness in this nation unless the
federal government reassumes its role in the provicioa of
housing assistance to low- and moderate-income people.

We need to reauthorize the programs of the Stewart B.
NcKinney Homeless Assistance Act which provide important
assistance to homeless people. And we need to appropriate
funds next year for these programs at the full authorized
level, In the meantime, we need to pass the urgent
supplemental (HJ Res 490), introduced by Representatives
Lowery and Vento, which would restore this year's
appropriations to the fully authorized lavel.

We need to pass the Emergency Hunger Relief Act of 1988,
introduced by Representative Leon Panetta and Senators Ted
Kennedy and Pat Leahy, which would improve assistance
provided through the food stamp program, reauthorize the
Temporary Food Assistance Program, and enhance the school
breakfast and lunch programs. We also need to increase
appropriations for the WIC program,

He need to fincrease the minimum wage so that those earning
it are not forced to live in poverty and can afford a place
to live. In our latest survey we found that 22 percent of
the homeless in the survey cities were employed fn full- or
part-time jobs. Fortunately, legislation to raise this wage
level s pending in both the House and Senate, In
addition, we must increase our employment and training
efforts so that they can serve a greater percentage of the
eligible population and better serve welfare recipients.

The fact that you are holding this hearing today speaks to

your concern for the growing number of homeless familjes in this
nation. But 1f Congress does not act, and act quickly, their
numbers will continue to grow. The Conference of Mayors stands
ready to work with you today and in the days ahead, to enact
legislation so that this does not happen.
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Acting Chairman DowNEY. I want to thank the panelists.

Mayor Koch, I have two questions. First of all, I think in part
you have given us a realistic assessment of what we are facing here
in New York. You have also provided some perspective that this is
not just a New York problem. Mayor Holland, Mayor Flynn have
already discussed that, Senator Gore as well.

I am a little concerned about the idea that you presented to us,
and that is that even if we were to provide you the flexibility you
are requesting us to provide with respect to use of the shelter al-
lowance, that you are going to have problems in site location. Can
you give us some comfort, sir, this morning, that if we provide you
with flexibility, that you will find the political will to provide this
housing?

Mayor KocH. I have the political will, but it isn’t mine to order
by fiat. I will give you the best illustration of it. We just had some-
thing that got a lot of notoriety in the press. We give special care
to pregnant women, obviously, and women with children and in-
fants; there is an enormous resistance to siting these facilities and
wherever we can we would like to site them into an area that
would have, in my judgment, the least adverse impact on the exist-
ing area. So we found a building, basically in a commercial area
but adjacent to—there were residences there as well, mixed, and
originally we were going to build private rooms for the women, but
we were going to have communal bathrooms and communal kitch-
ens; it saves costs. The local officials said, “No, no, no, we want
these rooms to have their own bathroom and their own kitchen.”
We assumed that when they said that if we did that that they
would be supporiive. We did it at great cost and they voted it
dewn. You know what they said? “You are putting this building to
be occupied by women who are pregnant, effectively in an area
where there are lots of other problems: There are drug addicts in
that area; there are social problems in that area, and we don’t
want you to put it in there.” Go try and put it in an area without
problems, if you can find one in the city of New York.

It is all, in my humble judgment, not seeking confrontation,
phony responses on the part of the people who vote no. No matter
what you do in terms of upgrading the facility, which would be
their initial objection, not good enough as a facility, they will find
reasons to vote no. Now, you can’t tell me that the women who we
were going to put—48 women who were pregnant—who are now
living in hotels, that they are not going to be better off in that
building, and the argument was that we are putting them into af
area that is not safe. Now, there is no question that they came
from areas that were exactly the same, and the building they are
going to go to would be much better than they have ever occu-
pied—sadly, in the total sense of it—but the opposition was there.

So if you are asking me can I assure you that I can guarantee
that every building that we think ought to be built will be built?
No. I can tell you how it can be done, and here I am looking for my
partner at the State level. If they used UDC, where you did not
have to go to the board of estimate—the board of estimate votes
these things down; they have done it a number of times. When
originally we had had a huge victory. We wanted 20 and then we
had gone to 16 and finally we got 11, and everybody said there was
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a huge victory, with all those compromises that we made just to get
11, when we originally wanted 20, and everybody said how did you
do it? Well, we did it. I don’t consider it a huge victory, but it was
perceived that way.

Then they sued us, members of the board of estimate. They will

}grobably come here a little bit later, who knows. They are still
ighting those shelters. And when we more reasonably, that is to
say a short time ago, sought to get several other shelters through,
two of them, one, two, were voted down that should have been
voted up. So I cannot guarantee that it will happen, no. I will do
my best.

Acting Chairman DOwNEY. Your reference to the UDC having
the authority to override——

Mayor Kocu. The Urban Development Corp. on the State level
has the authority to override. They havé hearings but you don’t go
through the board of estimate. And I don’t think the State is going
to do that for us, although I wish they would. I am not criticizing
them. I am simply saying nobody wants to take the flack. I am
happy to take the flack, but I don’t have the authority to impose it.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. One quick point and then Chairman
Moynihan will inquire.

We are going to have a hard enough time allowing you the flexi-
bility to do what everyone seems to think is sensible and that is
stop the wasting of money on these extraordinary shelters and
allow you some flexibility to provide alternative types of housing.
Mayor Holland, you pointed out that benefits have to be increased.
We have a national minimum benefit for the aged, the blind and
the disabled, it is called SSI. We do not have a national minimum
benefit for children. They are left to the whim of each State law
and both Senator Moynihan’s and the House welfare reform bill at-
tempt to rectify that additional problem which is indeed a problem.
Benefits have to increase, if for no other reason than to provide the
shelter allowance so that people can afford decent housing.

Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I would hope I have the at-
tention of both our panel and my colleaﬁues here on a point that
Mayor Holland made, who has been so helpful to us. He testified
on behalf of the Conference of Mayors on the welfare legislation,
he made the point, which people might be interested to know, that
a quarter of the population of Trenton, the capital of New Jersey,
is on welfare.

Mayor HoLLaND. More than that, a quarter is ADC.

Senator MOYNIHAN. A quarter is ADC?

Mayor HoLLAND. One-parent families.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Now, sir, on behalf of the Conference of
Mayors you made a very powerful statement: You said since 1970
the median level of payments for AFDC has dropped 35 percent, a
third. I remarked that our two committees, yours over on Ways
and Means and Finance on our side, are wards at any given
moment to one-sixth of America’s children, those who are support-
ed by survivors insurance or by AFDC. Now, since 1970, the bene-
fits, per child berefits under survivors insurance has increased 53
percent in real terms. And ADC has dropped 35. Now, these are
children, otherwise identical in their circumstances. They are 4-

ST

89-942 0 - 89 - 3




60

ear-old children living with their mother. They are both covered
gy the same social system, Social Security. Now what is the differ-
ence between these two children, these two populations? It’s very
simple. The ct...dren on SSI are predominantly white and the chil-
dren on AFDC overwhelmingly are black or Hispanic. And we treat
them differentiy. Right there in our social insurance. Right there.

If in 1970 anybody went out and said, “The kids in New York are
eating too much, I am going to cut their food allowance by a
third,” you would say, “What are you talking about, you're a bit of
a monster.” But we did it.

You can't blame the Federal Government for that, Mayor Hol-
land, because in all truth, all you have to do to maintain the read
value of AFDC benefits is to request them. They are automatic;
isn’t that right, sir? The Federal Government will maintain the
value if the States requested them to do so.

Mayor HorLaND. I get your point.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is the awful fact.

Mayor HoLLAND. I would like to reinforce what Mayor Koch caid
about the difficulty in siting of social agencies. It took us 5 years to
find a permanent location for a soup kitchen, which we haven'’t
had since the Great Depression. It is referred to in our area as
NIMBY, “Not in My Backyard.” As the mayor pointed out, every-
one is sympathetic with the need, but when it comes to meeting
that need in their area, they are worried about it

We were able recently to locate a program called LIFT, “looking
into the future together,” which provides for teenage pregnancy
cases. I just still can’t believe we were able to do that, but it was in
the central business district and there were some other institutions
in the area, and the person at the head of it was an unusual
woman, a nurse who enjoyed a lot of public support. But generally
it is almost impossible to site these facilities.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Despite the political will to do so.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Mr. Rangel.

Mr. RANGEL. Mayor Holland and Mayor Koch, let me tell you
that the eiffectiveness of the mayors around this country on the
1986 omnibus drug bill, I really think can be repeated in other
areas that perhaps some of the Presidential candidates have not
addressed themselves to, but who necessarily that this is not a
problem which mayors created, but it is a national problem.

Mayor Koch, when you talk about the landlords refusing the in-
centives that you have offered in order to get them to take in more
of the welfare families, what answer do you give when we look at
the city of New York as one of the largest landlords. In addition to
that, you raised the point that it is the Federal Government that
prevents you from using 2 lot of the AFDC money in terms of in-
vesting in housing, yet, do you find any restrictions with the large
number of buildings, apartments that are controlled by the city of
New York, to change their status so that the city would be in the
position to charge the same rents which you now believe are neces-
sary in the welfare hotels, to have the city to receive those types of
rents?

So there are two questions: One, if you are surprised that other
landlords have not received your incentives, why doesn’t the city,
as the landlord, take those incentives and do those things?
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Mayor Kocu. Well, the first thing is, we are to some extent. Let
me just tell you what we are doing. We have placed 4,700 families
in the EAFHP units since the program has started, 4,700 families.
Of that total, 1,100 were placed with totally private landlords. That
is to say we have buildings that we call the POMP program—
again, there are so many acronyms that I can’t remember what
they are—but it would be a program where we have spun off the
building and given it to a neighborhocd group.

Mr. RANGEL. Very effective program.

Mayor Kocu. We give them $10,000. We give it to them. So wher-
ever we are in charge, we do that. We absolutely do that.

Mr. RanGEL. You were talking to Chairman Downey about com-
munities rejecting facilities like this——

Mayor Kocu. They do.

Mr. RANGEL. And I can take you to communities where there are
no people to object; the whole areas are owned by the city of New
York. The buildings are owned by the city.

Mayor Kocu. Let me explain something, if I may, Mr. Chairman.
If there is nobody there, there is a planning board there, and we
are not allowed to take an existing use and use it if that building is
empty. We have got to go—let’s assume we want to rehabilitate a
vacant building; we are not allowed to do that. Common sense
would say “it was an apartment house before, let’s make it into an
apartment house again.” No. We have got to go to a planning
board. Or if there is a vacant lot, like this was a vacant lot, we
want to build this, we have got to go to a planning board.

Mr. RanNGEeL. I hope that you are not saying that the biggest im-
pediment of renovating the city-owned buildings are the communi-
ty planning boards.

Mayor Kocu. No.

Mr. RANGEL. It’s money; isn’t it money?

Mayor Koct. No. There are two things: These units, a major im-
pediment are the planning boards. If you are talking about repair-
ing in rem buildings, that is generally a problem and we are doing
it.

Mr. RanGeL. Now, we have a problem of interpretation as to how
you can use Federal funds, AFDC funds and emergency funds. But
obviously at the time the city decided to use these moneys, they
thought it was legal and the Congress is making it legal, maybe
one step at a time. What is to stop you as the city’s landlord to say
that we wish we didn’t have to pay these obscene rents to the wel-
fare hotels, but this is an emergency, but since we own all of these
buildings, we are going to put these buildings on track and we are
going to make them decent, and unfortunately we are going to
charge almost the same rents as these dirty, filthy. legal, despica-
ble——

Mayor KocH. Not legal.

Mr. RaNckL. Why is it not legal?

Mayor Kocu. Under the law it is a permanent apartment. It
cannot——

Mr. RaNnGeL. No, no, please.

Mayor Koch. No?
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Mr. RANGEL. Listen, you are the mayor, you call it what you
want. I'll change it. It is now temporary housing that has been ren-
ovated by the mayor of the city of New York, big sign.

Mayor KocH. Charlie, the Federal Government to its credit, if
they didn’t do it they would be stupid, they audit every bill. You
cannot simply say that you are going to fix an in rem building,
which we are doing. Let’s take these 4,000 apartments a year that
we are doing, and \/e charge those people regular monthly rents,
not the kind of rents, the $20,000 a year, but rather rents that
range from $400 to $600 and it is all paid from welfare, but you
could not, which is what you are suggesting I do, say that apart-
ment will now rent for the same amount of money that we are
paying a hotel. It is not legal and they wouldn’t pay it.

Mr. RANGEL. I own the hotel. You are giving me $30,000 a year.

Mayor KocH. It’s a temporary apartment.

Mr. RANGEL. It’s temporary, okay. You have to do it, you don’t
like it. He has a building that is owned by the city of New York
and I convince him to go into temporary housing for the city of
New York as a city-owned building. Now I want to know what is
illegal with the city running temporary housing, charging these ob-
scene (ents; and then the rents that dyou pay for the welfare hotel?
N Mayor Kocr. That’s what we are oing right here. This building

ere——

Mr. RANGEL. I know what we are doing here.

Mayor KocH [continuing]. Is $80 a day for a family——

Mr. RANGEL. Mayor Koch, I have taiked with Andrew Cuomo, I
have talked with Mr. Sachs, I have lauded them for doing this.
What I am asking is since the city owns more buildings than they
do, and they built these, why is it that the city cannot convert
their permanent buildings into temporary quarters and charge the
same rent as the welfare hotels?

Mayor KocH. I will find out if that is possible. My instinct tells
me that it is not.

Mr. RANGEL. I have been asking all the housing people, I haven’t
had the new commissioner yet, but everyone——

Mayor KocH. May he step up?

Mr. RanGEL. Thank you.

Mayor KocH. Abe Biderman, head of HPD.

Mr. BiDERMAN. Congressman, we are doing just that through a
series of programs. Most of what we have rehabilitated is perma-
nent housing but we are rehabilitating in rem vacant buildings for
what we call transitional housing, such as this.

Mr. RaNGEL. Well, that is it then. That’s what I was asking.

Mr. BipErMAN. We are doing that right now through various
nonprofit groups.

Mr. RanuEL. So you are taking advantage of the same laws
which the welfare hotel owners obviously have abused and you are
providing decent temporary quarters with city-owned buildings?

Mr. BiDERMAN. Most of the rehabilitation of those buildings is for
permanent buildings, but there are about 1,500 apartments right
now which are being rehabilitated from the in rem stock for that
purpose.

Mr. RaNGEL. Okay. Thank you.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Mr. Weiss, for a brief inquiry.
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Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. All of our in-
quiries are brief.

Just as a matter of coincidence, this afternoon I have the privi-
lege of attending an occasion celebrating the completion of the Al-
exander Abraham residence at 341 West 51st Street, West Side of
Masnhattan, and that is a brownstone taken over by a small family
foundation. It has maybe 25, 30 units at the most, for single moth-
ers with two children I guess, mostly kids who are under 4-years-
old, and the only difference between the mothers and the children
living in that building and those in the hotels is the place where
they live. Because the place where they live, and because there is a
social service ag.ncy that is participating, in fact, they have the
support system to go out for training. Many of them work. I guess
the point is that what we are suggesting is flexibility. This kind of
facility is marvelous in some places in the city. The facility has re-
ceived nothing but praise from the surrounding community. So I
think there are ways of getting community support and involve-
ment.

Mayor Koch. Congressman, what you are saying is that a com-
munity would like tc have a brownstone be occupied by 25 families
or 25 women with children as opposed to one that is going to have
200 like this. That’s what you are saying.

Mr. Weiss. What I am saying——

Mayor KocH. The answer is yes. There aren’t that number of
brownstones that wouldn’t be available for that purpose.

Mr. Weiss. What I am saying is that—and all that we are sug-
gesting in legislation—is not that there be a fited pattern as to
what you have to do, but to give you, give the city——

Mayor Kocs. Flexibility.

Mr. Weiss [continuing]. Flexibility so that, in fact, you can take
adva: tage of every nickel.

Mayor Koc. It is an economy of scale. There are people who say
no more than 25 families in any one facility. There are people who
take that position. Qur position is that overwhelmingly that would
not fill the need and would cost us an enormous amount of money
because when you start providing social services and you start pro-
viding day care for 25 families as opposed to 200, there is a huge
difference in cost.

Mr. Weiss. Again, I am not sure. All I know is that I look at
that, and with private support, which has heen abie to be induced
in this situation, you can in fact accomplish a lot «t things which
otherwise the city on its own could not.

Mayor Koch. We certainly will look at it, and I don’t want to k.d
anybody. There isn’t anything we do that is cheap, nothing. When

eople start looking at the prices that they have to pay, it will flab-
gergast you. I mean even here, but this happens to be relatively
cheap. Some of the new ones are going to be much more than this.
But you have to decide, is it worth it? Not just the physical facili-
ties which = - so different than the ones that we constantly see
and harang  about quite correctly, but the social services that are
a major part of this unit and whatever else we are building. And
we are going to do it.

We believe that there is no option, but it is going to take five
years to do it.
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Mr. RANGEL. Just on that point, if you were to compare this with
the welfare hotel, and it is easy to say that the cost is compara-

e—_

Mayor KccH. Yes.

Mr. RANGEL. But when the welfare owner finishes taking the
Government money, there is nothing left, not even ashes.

Mayor KocH. Correct.

Mr. RANGEL. But when you have a facility like this, there is
something left, but even more important, the lives are not as
broken.

Mayor KocH. We're in tl.2 court.

Mr. RANGEL. I want you to resist comparing that everything is
expensive. There is nothing more expensive than providing that rat
hole in the welfare hotel, that even after the wmoney is poured in
there is nothing. And I am suggesting that even though this is ex-
pensive per unit, that to me compared with welfare——

Mayor KocH. Congressman, you see, everybody has a different
way of expressing themselves. My way of expressing myself is to
say: “This is what it costs; this is what we are getting for it; com-
Eare it with something else that we don’t like,” but I want you to

now it. I don’t want you to believe that this grows on a tree, it
doesn’t. There are a lot of problems. I don't want to open up a
whole new can of worms. If the unions had allowed us to do what
we had wanted to do, which was to have prefabs and modulars,
fully prefab, this would have been even cheaper. They wouldn’t do
it. We tried o embarrass them, they wouldn't do it. We tried to do
it confidentially, thev wouldn’t do it.

What I am simply saying is it all costs money. There are huge
problems. Everytime I hear people from different communities get
up and talk, and I know they are talking out of the goodness of
their heart, and then I say to myself, “But when it comes to your
neighborhood, you are going to ge screaming against it,” because
that is my experience. When I hear public officials, every one of
them will come before you and tell you that we have got to do this
and we have got to do that, and how sad it is, and then when it
comes to voting for something and thousands—more likely hun-
dreds of people—come down and threaten them, “We don’t want it
in our neighborhood,” they buckle. It is not easy.

Mr. RANGEL. With all the empty buildings in my district, I tell
you, you count on me to get those buildings renovated and put
back on the market——

Mayor KocH. And we are going to do it.

Mr. RANGEL. And I will leave Washington and I will come up
and throw my body in front of city hall.

Mayor KocH. I want to tell you something——

Mr. RANGEL. If you are telling me that all of these communities
t}}at are just abandoned, that you are going to bring them back to
life——

Mayor KocH. No, I want to tell you, because we are on the same
side——

Mr. RANGEL. Sure.

Mayor KocH [continuing). And I want to tell you what the facts
are. The facts are that if you go into a neighborhood and you say to
them, “We are going to build, rebuild a vacant building, and we
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are going to bring in 200 homeless families,” they are outraged.
And do you know what their outrage is? They’re saying, “This is
the newest building on the block and we don’t have a crack at it?
You are going to put homeless families who have never lived in
this r;eighbor ood on this block and we have suffered all these
years?”

My response is, “I appreciate your pain, but these people at this
goment in time are suffering more; therefore, we have to put them

ere.”

Now, of course, if you could, in the best of all worlds, which
never existed, say you will go from this building here and we will
put this person into what you occupied before, it is not doable in
our society. It is not doable. So there is a lot of built-in opposition
which you don’t see when people come before you and tell you how
much they want these things, but not on their block.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Mr. Owens?

Mr. OweNs. Just briefly, the magnitude of the problem is going
to be with us for a long time. This kind of facility is going to be
needed. It is going to reinforce what I said before. I don’t underesti-
mate the difficulties of the siting problem, but I think that what
happens here will help us a great deal with the siting problem, and
let us not cut the budget for security 6 months from now; let us not
cut the budget for the social worker 6 months from now. Let us not
unwilling, afraid to organize the tenants so that they tell us that
the guards are taking bribes and letting drugs in——

Mayor KocH. Sure.

Mr. OWENS [continuing]. And a number of other things.

We have a reservoir of knowledge about what goes wrong in
places like this when you have a dense concentration of people
with problems. Let us not fail to deal with those problems.

Mayor Koct. I have to interrupt.

It is not a question of saving a few pennies here or there. We just
cut our budget by $60 million, a total of $300 million for the next
budget, by eliminating 2,000 cops. That’s not just pennies here or
there. The fact is that we can’t afford it. So I am not going to——

Mr. OWENs. Our time is limited. I don't want to argue with you
cops——

Mayor Koch. Congressman——

Mr. Owens. Everything that is budgeted for——

Mayor Koch [continuing]. When you tell me “this facility,” 1 am
telling you that there isn't a person in this city, given an option
between cutting social services and adding 2,000 cops wouldn’t add
the 2,000 cops, but not me. I said we're going to cut those 2,000
cops; a lot of screaming because you have to engage in triage. But
if you think that any particular service is sacred, with the excep-
tion of education which I do think is sacred because of all of the
ramification, there is no such service. with the exception of educa-
tion.

So you cannot say to me “‘save a few pennies,” because we are
never dealing in pennies. I deal, regrettably, in miliions,

Mr. OwENS. I think you missed the point.

Mayor Kocu. I hope not. I think 1 understood the point.

Acting Chairman DownNey. We are going to be in triage for the
hearing if we don’t move on.
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Mayor KocH. Okay.

Mr. RANGEL. And he is not being confrontational.

Mayor KocH. I am not, we are all on the same side.

Mr. RancEeL. Thank God. Imagine what it would have been if you
really were upset.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Thank you, members of the panel.

Senator MoyNIHAN. For the record, I would like to add that
EAFHP, as you heard, is the Emergency Assistance Free Housing
Program.

Can we get on with our morning, but I guess now we are in our
afternoon.

We have a panel of distinguished elected officiels, executive and
legislators. The Honorable Abe Gerges, who is the chairman of the
Select Committee for the Homeless of the New York City Council;
Hon. Patrick G. Halpin who is the newly elected county executive
of Suffolk County, and his colleague across the sound, an old friend
of this committee, Hon. Andrew O’Rourke, county executive, West-
chester County, NY.

Gentlemen, we welcome you, and as is our practice in these hear-
ings, we will hear you in the order that your iaame appears on the
witness list, and that, Mr. Chairman, is you, first.

STATEMENT OF ABRAHAM G. GERGES, COUNCILMAN, AND
CHAIRMAN, SELECT COMMITTEE FOR THE HOMELESS, NEW
YORK CITY COUNCIL

Mr. GERGEs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to wel-
come everybody here to Brooklyn, especially those people who may
not be from Brooklyn.

My name is Abe Gerges. I am a city councilman. I chair the
homeless committee in the city council, and I am particularly
pleased to be here because I have now chaired this committee for 2
years and might give you a different type (f an insight and hope-
fully some of the solutions as to some of the issues that were
raised, and I am sorry Mr. Rangel isn’t there because I want to
answer some of the particular issues that he rajsed.

No. 1, when you speak to the average American and you ask him
who the homeless are they usually say the derelict on the bench.
But as we have already heard here, 50 percent of the homeless of
the city and of this Nation are children. And even though you saw
a chart here that showed 30,000 people going through it, what you
should have realized is that that is 120,000 children in this city,
only in New York City, that go through the system. I was interest-
ed when Mayor Holland indicated that you were holding the hear-
ing here, and how wonderful it was that you hold the hearing here
because this is a good shelter, and it is a good shelter, but you
should hold your hearing at the Holland Hotel or the Martinique
Hotel, and then you would throw up, and then you would under-
stand really what the problem is and you would understand the
1,200 children that are in the Martinique Hotel that have only
pimps and prostitutes and we pay the landlord $2,000 a month for
a room. Then we would first start to understand what the problems
are and how what we are doing is creating, literally, creating the
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adults with the problems because of what we are doing to these
children.

Let me go specifically into some solutions. In January 1987 the
city council issued a report which was the first indepth report ana-
lyzing costs, and 1 support very strongly all money that comes into
the city of New York, but I also am smart enough not to take for
granted anything that anybody tells me. For example, is this place
more expensive than the Holland Hotel? The answer is no. Of
course it is not more expensive than the Holland Hotel. What you
have in the Holland Hotel, and Charlie Rangel was close to it, is
the fact that we give the landlord in this city up to $70 million, a
couple of landlords, in rent, and what do we ge:? A hell-hole room.
The same dollars given to a nonprofit organization, like HELP-1,
or like the Henry Street Settlement who has been there for 15
years, they take the profit and they use it for social services. What
we do in the Holland Hotel, and you have got to add up all the
figures when you want to know what the costs are, is we pay the
landlord $2,000 a month and he puts it in his pocket and then we
gut in social workers and we put in all the workers on top of that.

o the cost is much more expensive to the city of New Vork, and
you the Federal Government are picking up 50 percent of the cost.

Charlie, you asked the mayor whether or not you can use those
same dollars in the city of New *” rk. I am going to give you a copy
of a report that we issued in January 1987 which says unequivocal-
ly you can. There is no question you can. You just have to be smart
enough to know how to use those dollars—to know how to do it.

What you do is you take a Henry Street Settlement—which some
of you should go down and visit, by the way—which was a building
that was rehabilitated, 100 units. There is not one guard there, by
the way, because people there live in dignity, with four-room apart-
ments. What they do is they get paid the same amount of dollars
that we pay to the hotel, and they take those dollars and they have
a surplus at the end of the year which they returned to the city of
New York last year, and they have social services and they treat
people with dignity. That is how you do it very, very simply. You
take a building, you turn it over to a nonprofit, you let them run it,
and then you take the same dollars that the Federal Government
gives you to pay the hotel owner and you pay yourself. And if you
are smart enough you take 50 100-unit buildings, you rehab them,
you have got 5,000 units and you get everybody out of the welfare
hotels, and if you are really smart what you do is you make them
into full apartments, regular two-bedroom apartments. There is
nothing in the law which says that transitional housing has to be a
hotel room. It says it has to be used for transitional purposes. So
you take those apartments and you use them for transitional pur-
poses, and the following day, when you no longer need transitional
housing, you don’t put more money into it, but what you do is con-
vert it into permanen: housing. That is being smart and that is
having vision.

The major reason why we have the problem, we all know. When
two-thirds of all the money, the Federal dollars is taken away from
low and moderate income housing, is taken away as it has been in
the United States over the past 10 years, and even more than that,
then in effect you have the problem that exists. Let me make some
Pt ’_‘\
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specific recommendations as to what you should be doing with your
legislation:

No. 1, T am pleased that the city council introduced legislation
which passed the city council which will be before the mayor over
the next few weeks, to get people out of hotels over 5 years. I am
pleased that I introduced that legislation; it was unanimously
passed by the city.

Over those 5 years what you should do is make sure that those
dollars are utilized for that type of housing that I am talking about
so that in the long run we will be out of the hotel business. But Jet
me get to the more important point: How do you get communities
to accept homeless people in a district? It is real easy. I mentioned
this to the mayor, he didn’t think it would work, but I tell you it
will work. It’s very, very simple.

You know what the program is now when you become homeless
in Brooklyn? They take you up to the Bronx for 2 days; Queens for
3 days; Manhattan for 1 day. Why not have a program—which, by
the way, is under State regulations and I have asked them to en-
force it and I will tell you the reason why they don’t enforce jt—
why don’t you build transitional housing in areas where people
become homeless, and keep families who have a trauma when they
become homeless—a little child that I took around for the day—
whx} not keep t >m in the same areas where they become home-
less?

One community group could then not get up and say, “Hey, we
don’t want those people here.” Well they are our people. When I
had that problem in my district, we had the people to unanimous-
ly, the community board, to approve homeless shelters. And the
mayor will tell you the nonprofits in this town, 15 groups through-
out this city, :a Crown Heights, doing the same type of programs;
apartments that make sense, unanimously approved. But the com-
munities say “lousy programs we don’t want.” ‘That makes sense.
You wouldn’t want a lousy program in your district. But if you
built and rehabbed some of these buildings that Charlie was talk-
ing about, the Congressman was talkirg about a moment ago, and
you had full apartments and if you said if a person becomes home-
less—because we are now able to track where the homeless come
from. We can tell what community boards they would come from.
So you would have a prcgram that makes sense. If you become
homeless, you are a family, you don’t want to take your kid out of
that school. What is happening to 12,500 children tonight that are
living in these outrageous conditions, and then a fire comes in that
house and then you mcve them to one place, the next place and the
other place? Well, that’s the type of programs that make sense.
They are cost effective. They are cheaper.

I want to issue and give you a copy of a report which is a very
comprehensive report. There are cheaper, cost effective, more
humane, make sense, will have community approval, and will save
us money.

Senator MoyniHAN. We would like to make that part of the
record.

Mr. Gerces. Thank you.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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As Chalrman of the New York City Council's Select Committee For The Homeless,
I am pleased to be testifying this morning on a problem that is especlally acute

in New York City.

We house approximately 5,000 homeless families nightly and pay an average of
$2,000 per month for each room. Most hotels are in outrageous condition. They are
often the site of illegal drug use, prostitution and other crimes. Most rooms do
not even have a kitchen. There are 12,500 children who are in the emergency housing
system each night and about 25,000 children who pass through the systcm each year,
What a waste for these children who will become the troubled adults of the future!
Glven the hotel conditions, the family unit {g often disrupted and the taxpayers
money is wasted. The Federal Government pays 507 of this catastrophy. There are

better solutions.

The need for affordable low and moderate income housing ls cviden.. Anything

elce 1s just "spit and glue". In the interim, I suggest the following:

1. Cities should be required to formulate a five year plan to eliminate the
use of homeless hotels by the private sector. On March 22, 1988, the New
York City Council passed such legislation, which I introduced, requiring the
City to eliminate the use of homeless hotels over a 5 ycar perlod.

2. As New York City has many abandoned bulldings owned by the City these should
be resources used for permanent and transitional housing. Thece units should
be apartments so that the Integrity of the fomily structure Is malntained and
cost effectiveness 1s enhanced. The creation of such housing will reduce the
need for restasuraut allowances.

3, Non-profit organizatiors should be selected to run thesc programs because
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it 15 both cost effective and presently landlords are pocketing the profits
from hotel rent payments. HNon-profits will use the revenue produced by

rent to provide social services. Legislation should pe passed to exclude
non-profits who operate apartment-style transitional housing from Federat
regulations so that rent profits can be utilized to provide social ser-
vices for clients,

We should implement a preventative program that will stop people from
becoming homeless. This can be done through the interventiion at the

level of the courts (landlord/tenant) where evictions often lead to
homelessness.

Homeless shelters should pe built in areas where people become homeless.

This will prevent additional trauma for children and families who are often
moved to unfamiliar surroundings,

We nced to increase Public Assistance allowances for rent so that ptople

will be able to find permanent affordable housing. This will also save
money for the Federal Government, as well as for cities and states. This
should include grant monies for those Who can find an apartment. The present
housing allowance is unrealistic: a family size of 2 receives $250 per month,
a size of 3 receives $286, and a fanily size of 4 receives $312 per month for
rent. Try to find an apartment in New York for that amount of money!

Many families 1live in doubled-up conditions and these families should pe

provided with dollars for assistance in rent payments.,

Let me remind you that 507 of the homeless are children and ynless this

problen is addressed and resolved, the cost in human 1ives and economic burden

will be devastating.

Thank you.
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"WHERL'S THE K1ICHEN, MOMMY?"

By: Abraham G. Gerges

It was an ordinary Monday morning at the Washington home. Mom and Dad went
off to work and Sarah went to school as usual. Returning to her home in Bushwick
i1t the end of the school day, Sarah noticed a lot of lights flashing and police
and fire trucks on her block. She wasn’t alarmed because this happened often fn
her neighborhood. But as she approached her house, she panicked., 1t wasn't just
another fire; this time it was her housc on fire.

By the time her parents came home, the fire was out. The three of them stood
on the sidewalk in disbelief. Everything was gone. No home, no clothes, no savings
in the bank and no insurance.

This was the beginﬁing of a tragedy that strikes many New York families. oOver
11,800 different families use the City's Emergency Housing System each jear. 1he
number of homeless families in the Human Resoutces Administration's kmergency Housing
System has grown from 800 {n 1978, to 2,500 in 1983, to over 5,000 in 1987.

Sarah, her mother and father, soon became part of that systenm. At first, after
turning down shelter at the Red Crosss the family stayed with friends. HRA studies
{ndicate that families who lose their apartments do not Iimmediately request City
shelter. They rely on relatives and friends for both permanent and temporary
honsing. But such arrangements only last for a while. After several weeks, the
Washingtons' outlived their welcome. Unable to find an apartment they could afford,
Mr. & Mrs. Washington, leaving their pride behind, turned to the city for help. [lhen
the nightmare began.

The family was chuffled from one hotel ro another. Three days in the Bronx,
three in Brooklyn, three in Queens. This was done because no hotel rooms were
immediately avallable for long-term stays. The Washingtons also got a quick lesson
in the hotel business: owners increase their carnings by renting rooms by-the-hour
during the day and to homeless families at night.

After many weeks on this treadmill, the family was given a more permanent
»home” at Manhattan's Martinique Hotel. Some families considered the Washingtons
lucky - the room was better than threc cots in a congregate shelter. But the
Washingtons didn't feel lucky. When Sarah first saw what was to be her new "home',
her first question waz, “Where's the kitchen, Mommy?' All she saw was a 10 X 12
roon with two beds, a dresser, and a tiny bathroom that was shared with the adjoin-
ing family of four in the next room.

Sarah always looked forward to coming home from school. Her mother, who had
a part-time job, would arrive home soon after she did and the two of them would
snack in the kitchen while Sarah talked about her day at school. After dinner was
homework time, and since her bedroom was small and didn't have a desk, homework was
done on the kitchen table. ’
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Sarah's shock at not finding a kitchen was not an isolated case. fhe policy
of the city fs to place families into shelters and hotel rooms that have no kitchen
facilities, and then to provide them with $3.55 per person for 3 meals a day eaten
{n restaurants. Sarah's mother could not believe that she could not cook a whole-
some meal for her family. She could not believe that Sarah would be transferred to
a school that was closer to the hotel, but had a poor reputation. Her mother also
kinew how difficult it would be for Sarah to make new friends mid-year, especiall-
1iving the way they now were. Not only had Sarah lost her friends, her school and
her church back in Brookl;n, but as far as she was concerned, her very life. Her
parents weren't dealing with this situation much better. As a result, their entire
family structure slowly began to erode.

Few pcople are aware that 50 percent of the homeless in our city are children.
In October, 1987, there were 6,156 children between the ages of 5 and 18 1iving in
temporary residences throughout the city. Only 3,809 of them were registered to go
to school. It is safe to assume that 50 percent of our homeless children have not
even been touched by the school system. Although there are 17-year-olds who drop
out of school, there are also seven-year-old children who have never even attended
schiool, and others, 1ike Sarah, who may stop going to school because of this major
disruption in their lives.

Sarah's mother was forced to quit her job in Brooklyn. She was worried about
Sarah's reluctance to 80 to the new school she was assigned to and was afraid to
leave her in a hotel totally unsuited for raising a child. The role of the hotel
security guards was questionable. Pimps, prostitutes, and drug dealers were seen
on a daily basis. Other women warned her to stay away from the guards who were
seen as being there not to protect them, but to harass them. They had a reputation
of asking for spectal "favors" in return for certain privileges whereas drug dealers
frecly entered the building, often using the children as couriers for drug sales.

Although it was fllegal to have a hot plate in their room, Mrs. Washington, like
all the other mothers, bought one any way in an attempt to make their food allowance
last longer. Dry goods and cans were stored in all corners of the room. She cven
smuggled in a street cat to help in the endless battle against roaches and mice.

While Sarah's mother was caught up 1n the daily struggle to feed, clothe, and
protect her family, Sarah's father was becoming more and more despondent. He couldn't
accept his inability to get his family out of this mess. The wages from his job were
insufficient to pay for even a small apartment in their old neighborhood, especially
now that his wife had stopped working. The house they had owned had not been luxur-
ious, but had been affordable because it was left to them by his deccased father.

His feelings of helplessness started him drinking and as a result, ha: lost his job.

The city spends an average of $2,000 per monti for a room like the one Sarah
and her parents were 1iving in. Last year, 60 hotel owners were paid over $50 million
for rooms, some of which had serious health and fire violations. Approximately 3,500
fanilies live in these dingy hotel rooms each night. Some 12,500 of them are children.
Trenty-five-thousand children 80 through this system each year. They are the {nvis-
ibie homeless. 1In the event that programs are not initiated to prevent homelessness,
the caseload {s expected to increase to 8,800 families by 1992.
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Aw thairman of the New York City Council’s Select tommittee for The Homeleas,
| hive toured most of the homeless hotele ind shelters in our city, the above story
of Sarah and her family is a compliation of the manv s-orles 1 have heard from the
hmdreds of people I have spoken with in <similar <ituations. ihis reinforces my
belief that putting families with children into theze heil-hele environments only
destroys the family structure and can trarmatize the children to such o degree chat
they become the disturbed adults of tomorrow.

I bave met many families who have lived 1n hotels such as these for over five
veirs. They WANT to get out. MHowever, thev must live in 4 hotel for 1t least 18
months before even becoming eligible for a city-owned apartment - and cven after
that period of time, there's still a long waiting list. Malf of the families living
in this so called "emergency housing” leave witnin three to five months; the rect
renain for about two years., Fire victims, hattered spouses and other trauma victims
tend to stay for shorter perlods of time. Only 10 percent of families who leave the
avatem return within one year. The remainder leave the system permanently. Fightv
percent leave on their own, while 20 percent get placed into city renovated apartments

On one of my tours, I visited a small hotel. [he owner was receiving $2,000
per month for a tiny room without a kitchen or bathroom. It contained literally
nothing but a bed and a television set, Ihe occupants were a mother and an ll-year-
old girl. After talking to the mother, 1 noticed the child huddled in one corner
of the bed watching TV. When I asked her why she wasn't in school, she sald she
didn't like school anymore. She looked sad, forlorn and severely depressed. On
the spur of the momeut I asked her if she would like o spend a day with me to learn
sore of the things that a City Councilman does. In her withdrawn state, she Seemed
ambivalent. I told her I would call her the next day so that she would have time to
think abont it, Why did I do this? As I looked at her, I saw the thousands of face-
less children lost in this Inhumane system, children whose every day i< the same as
the last - no place to play, no place for quiet study, no privacy, loss of self-esteem,
and nothing to look forward to - caught in the endless trap of poverty and homeless-
ness. Maybe I could make at least one day memorable for her.

With great difficulty I {inally got in touch with hers and she agreed to spend
the day together, Our first stop was breakfast with the Fireman's Union where she
listened with interest to the firemen complain about the closing of a Brooklyn fire-
house. We then went to another breakfast meeting regarding jobs for youth, "Do yon
think I can get a summer job?" she asked. Our next stop was a City Mall press confer-
ence where I introduced her to Mayor Koch. 1 hope you're enjoying your day with
Councilman Gerges," said the Mayor. "Who knows, maybe you may be a councilwoman
someaay.” Doesn't he know that the clity's policy of placing children like her in
weltare hotels seriously impalrs thelr ability to fulfill such a future’

After a Council Committee meeting, 1 took her to lunch. As we ate, she started
to open up and become more animated. She told ne that her mother drinks a lot. 'How
do you stop people from drinking and using drugs?" <he asked. "™ friend who lives an
the next room uses crack. 1 told her not te. And the mother of the beyv down the hall
threw an iron at him and he now wears a brace on his neck, [ hate living tere.”
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I ashed her why she waan't golng to school. She esxplained that she didn't [ihe
her new school but when she went to school {n Brooklyn, before they became homeless,
cshe never missed a day. This was not new to me. 1 believe there must be a policy
change to mainta’n the continuity of education. Families who become homeless should
be housed in their own nejghborhood to prevent this loss of friends and teachers.

We then went to a City Council meeting at City Hall. 1{ intraoduced her to the
full legislative body as a student spending a day with me. Her face lit up as she
got a round of applause. 1In about a half-hour, I noticed she was sound asleep in
her chair. . knew that Council meetings could be boring for a child, but then I
remembered her telling me she went to sleep at 3 a.m. after watching Tv all night
and got up at 6:30 to be ready for me.

I brought her home at 3:30 because she was tired and wanted to 80 to sleep.
When she saw her mother, she exuberantly exclaimed, "Guess who I saw and shook
hands with and spoke to? Mayor Koch! 1 might even be on TVI"

Leaving her back at the hotel was like putting an innocent person {nto jail.
She had a good day that day, but what about the rest of her life? What about the
thousands of other children who spend homeless years with nothing to look forward
to? My research into the problem of homelessness has indicated that there are
better, more humane and more cost-effective solutions to this ever-burgeoning problem

L. Rehabilitate 50 city-owned abandoned buildings with 100 apartments each and
take all homeless families out of the hotels over the next five vears.

2. Legislation should be passed eliminating “warehousing™ of the es .mated
25,000 to 75,000 vacant apartments throughout the city that are being
withheld from the rental market.

3. Expand the program to prevent people from becoming homeless by placing
additional city workers in housing courts and HRA centers. These workers
would try to resolve landlord/tenant problems, preventing ncedless evictions.

4. Use the monies spent {in payment of exhorbitant rents for hotel roonms to build
permanent low and moderate income housing.

5. Implement a more coordinated effort in renting the approximately 3,000
renovated, vacant apartments owned by the city.

6. Implement programs permitting hoieless families to remain.in their own
neighborhood in order to minimi.e the trauma on families,

7. Encourage real estate developers and non-profit providers to join forces
to construct and operate apartment-style transitional housing.
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The question must be aswed - If the solutlons are so simple why ha 'y the
city implemented th.se programs” The answer Is almest unbellevable. Ihe reasen

the city has not rehabilitated bulldings aund used them instead of hotelw is that
the city believes, that if you make the housing programs too good, peuvple will use
homelessness as a vehicle for getting an apartment. This was told to me privatels
when 1 met with the Mayer two years age to recommend these svlutions. le also made
these statements publicly. Ironically, the city's own statistics revea! that fum-
ilies placed in apartment-style emergency housing leave the system faster than
families placed in hotel rooms. For these reasons, ! have Introduced legislation
to force the city to implement some of the above recommendations.

It is no wonder that the REPORT CF THE COMMISSION ON THE YEAR 2000 concluded:

“This year, the city will spend about $80 million in mostly
Federal funds to house homeless families in hotels. This
represents the worst possible social policy. We could
hardly devise a more destructive policy for all fnvolved
1f we set out to do so."

The city presently spends over $131 million to house homeless families. We
can do a much better job with the same amount of money by implementing the above
policy changes. With these changes, families, such as Sarah's, who experience
the loss of their home, would be placed in another apartment fn a recasonable
amount of time so that rever again will a child have to ask, "Where's the
kitchen, Memmy?"
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Mr. RANGEL. Very well said.

STATEMENT OF PATRICK G. HALPIN, COUNTY EXECUTIVE,
SUFFOLK COUNTY, NY

Mr. HarLriN. Thank you, Senator Moynihan, Congressman
Downey and the other members of the committee.

I appreciate this opportunity to come to talk to you about home-
lessness as it relates to the suburbs because I think too often home-
lessness is perceived as an urban problem, but it is increasing dra-
matically in the suburbs. In Suffolk County alone, a county just to
the east of here, t'wo counties over, the number of homeless fami-
lies has increased by over 90 percent in the last 3 years. And the
number of individuals without homes has jumped nearly 86 per-
cent.

The typical homeless family in the suburbs includes a mother
with two or three children.

Senator MoyNiHAN. That is basically a welfare family?

Mr. HAaLPIN. That is right.

And it seems that the number of homelessness has increased in
direct proportion to the region’s prosperity. Almost 20 percent of
our homeless families had incomes that exceeded public assistance
eligibility levels in Suffolk County. They are the working poor;
people who work hard. Many times both parents are working but
are unable to make ends meet in our affluent society. Really, what
it comes down to is that there are many, many families that are
just a mortgage payment or two away from being out on the street
in places like Suffolk County.

Let us assume that your son or daughter could afford to pay $400
a month in rent. In many areas of the nation that would get them
a very nice apartment, but not in Suffolk and not in Nassau
County either. Where are they gving to live? Assuming that they
were able to pay more than 25 percent of their income for housing,
they would be unable to find an apariment for their families in
most of Long Island on an income of $19,200 a year. Those apart-
ments simply do not exist.

The root problem of homelessness on Long Island is the lack of
affordable housing. We simply can’t build enough shelters to house
those in need. And even if we could, we shouldn’t. Because to do so
would be to admit that we have f: iled as a society. We have failed
as a society to provide the most basic of human needs, a permanent
roof over a person’s head. Without adequate shelter, without a
home, a family has no roots, no cohesiveness, no dignity. As the
Irish poet, William Butler Yeats, wrote: “Things fall apart, the
center cannot hold.”

In the last century in Ireland they had a term for those sor.- and
daughters who had to leave their families and their ancestral
homes in search of a better life; they are called the wild geese. On
Long Island, only 12 years from the 21st Century, we have our own
wild geese. They are our own sons and daughters and sometimes
even our parents. and we can’t afford to lose them If the sons and
daughters of these working men and women who made Long Island
what it is today can’t afford to leave their parents’ home, if they
move to another State or another area, if they must live in illegal
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basement apartments, what are we to say to those without any
homes of their chances of finding one? Their despair is real and
what we offer is cold comfort.

Suffolk County has not been idle in addressing this problem. We
have received State grants to re..abilitate county-owned homes for
the homeless We have used the emergency assistance rehousing
program to provide permanent housing instead of placing people in
motels. We have already rehabbed a number of hemes and there
are more under contract. We have increased our social welfare case
management services to aid homeless families and we have made
agreements with not-for-profit agencies to provide temporary shel-
ters.

Three years ago we had two shelters; today we have 15; and
there are 10 more being developed. But these are not solutions.
They are just temporary stopgaps. The last 7 years has seen rising
homelessness. Skyrocketing rents, a dramatic decline in home own-
ership, and a 75 percent cutback, from $33 billion in 1981, to $8 bil-
lion in 1987, in Federal housing funds. And the Federal regulations
that I know are now being considered, which you are very con-
cerned about, will seriously impair Suffolk County and other subur-
ban counties’ ability to provide shelter for their homeless. The pro-
posed regulations would prevent the state from including in its
standard of assistance an amount for shelter that v ould vary ac-
cording to the type of housing occupied, and that would have devas-
tating consequences in a county like Suffolk.

Additionally, the regulations would change the Federa! reim-
bursement formula for emergency shelter payments and limit them
to & regular statewide standard. What do we do in a high-cost area
like suburban Long Isiand?

In dollars and cents, let me tell you what it would mean for Suf-
folk: The difference between Suffolk’s average monthly cost for
motels or shelters of $1,800 and the State standard allowance for a
family of four—$422—would have to be made up by the State and
local governments. For this fiscal year it would mean a loss of
about $J% million for Suffolk as a result of that cutback, but that
is not all. Our county also uses emergency aid to families to make
a variety of emergency payments in order to avoid homelessness,
primarily to families not receiving public assistance but who have
hit some tough times. It is also an effort to help them off welfare
rolls and to keep them off the welfare rolls. These payments are for
such critical items as tax, mortgage or rent arrears, utility pay-
ments, or to restore services, or to repair the heating equipment in
a home or an apartment. .

By making these payments, the county is able tc help families
catch up on their family obligations and avoid the necessity of
going on the welfare rolls. Unless these regulations are modified,
the Federal contribution for utility payments would plunge from
its current level of $300,000 to $75,000 a yea:. That would brost the
county’s cost from $150,000 to over $260,000 a year. And wiwn those
grim figures, we have to add another $56,000 a year in additivnal
costs where we are helping people with their mortgage or rent ar-
rears if Federal participation is slashed.

Now, these actions, or this proposal, these cutbacks, would cer-
tainly save the Federal Government money short term, but long
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tesm it would add to the cost of the Federai Government. Obvious-
ly, it would add to the cost that the State and local governments, in
our case counties, would have to bear. But they also represent an-
other example of the Federal Government’s abandonment of the
commitment of easing the suffering of those most vulnerable in our
society.

What should Congress do? To borrow a phrase from President
Reagan, “You just have to say no.”

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Havpin. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. O’Rourke, we welcome you.

STATEMENT OF ANDREW P. O'ROURKE, COUNTY EXECUTIVE,
WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NY

Mr. O'Rourke. Thank you very much, Senator Moynihan, Con-
gressman Downey, Congressman Rangel, and members of the
panel, ladies and gentlemen. I am glad to be here today. I would
like to thank the Committee for an opportunity to L : here today
for several reasons. Certainly listening to Pat Halpin, who under-
lined the fact that, and I think it is an unfortunate misconception
that homelessness is somehow a problem of New York City or
cities. It certainly is not. The displacement of families goes across
borders all throughout the State ¢f New York and the United
States of America.

By the way, I have an 11-page speech which will be placed in the
record as though read, I hope.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. O’'RoURKE. With a great deal of enthusiasm and gusto, and I
will just hit the high points as we go along.

Westchester County is blessed in many ways, and I know many
of you have been there. Senator Moynihan has committee meetings
up there often, and I hope as I tell vou about it, you will hear the
past the music in the background. We enjoy a great diversity. We
have urban cities, and we have suburban developments. We have
open spaces. We have almost 900,000 people, we have 30,000 horses.
I am attempting to register all of those. An impressive array of
Fortune 500 corporations, we have 11 symphony orchestras in
Westchester County. Unemployment rate is 2.9 percent in West-
chester County. We have triple-A bond rating, we aren’t propped
up by insurance to get that, we get that because we run a good
solia government. We have 8,500 people that work for us, we spend
$1 billion a year and we believe we deserve the name that we have
given ourselves as the golden apple, above the big apple of New
York City.

With all of these assets, it was hard for me to imagine when I
became county executive in 1983, that I would have to preside over
a social service empire of the size and complexity of the one that
exists today. I don’t want to give you just a graphic illustration of
what has happened in the homeless housing area, when I took
office, the money that we spent in that budget, the first one I sub-
mitted was three-quarters of $1 million, $750,000. Today it is $54
million and growing, growing, and growing.
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You need enough money that can go for tax decreases, it could
go for child welfare, it could go for senior citizens, it can go for all
of those things as well as for rent receipts. And we are not even
sure of the validity of the rent receipts it is going for, because
somebody somewhere is going to have to look into the floor level of
this program, because I think there is a big number out there that
has to be looked at. It is a very real thing in Westchester County.
It is a human tragedy, it is a fiscal nightmare, especially for those
of us who have to put our name on that ballot every once in a
while and try to get reelected.

It is being paid every day by our {oung children in Westchester
County because we have 4,000 people, and it doesn’t sound like a
lot when you are talking in relation to New York City, 4,000 people
that are homeless. But, Congressman Rangel, we are the second-
largest homeless problem in the State of New York in Westchester
County, that affﬁlent county right above the Bronx. You hear
names of the Martinique Hotel. Let me tell you, in Westchester
County, we throw names around where we have these homeless
neople, of the Hilton or Marriott or Howard Johnson, and we still
are not getting anywhere. We are not touching the problem in
Westchester County, we are just spending money on it.

We have a system that doesn’t work because it can’t work. It is
interesting, in New York State law, the city of New York has this
privileged position of being the caly first-class city under the First-
Class City law. Everybody zise is either a second-class city or a
third-class city because New York is the only one over a million
people. However, outside of New York City, it’s county govern-
ments, it is the Pat Halpins and the Andy O’Rourkes that have
this problem.

Pat Halpin, I knew him as a State legislator. He has been in
office a few months. He is getting greater all the time. We have to
start to worry about this guy. Worry about the fact that the coun-
ties have to raise a local share of the money that comes in that has
to be spent on this utterly hopeless program that we call the home-
less housing program. And another interesting thing about coun-
ties is we have no control at all over land use. The mayor of the
city of New York sits here and talks about the trouble he has site-
ing it. Can you imagine the siteing problems you have when you
dor’t control anything to do with land use. The city’s towns and
villages, not counties, control land use in the State of New York.
We are totally excluded from everything but the problem. It is an
interesting set of facts in New York.

Historically, our welfare organizaticn dealt with the administra-
tion of funds. We are now in the housing business, and I feel par-
ticularly sorry for the social workers. By the way, the very first job
I had out of college was I was a social worker for the city of New
York. The job I got from the Democratic Party, I might add, and
they were very helpful to me at the time. And we have that prob-
lem in Westchester County. And a huge problem of burnout I see
in our social workers, who are on the front line and trying to find
places for all of these people every night. |

And I might add that the iocalities, the city’s towns and villages
that have the ability to work in the housing area have no political
incentive at all to do anything about it because the cost for the
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homeless is being picked up by the state, the county, and the Fed-
eral Government. If the cities, and towns and villages were directly
paying that share of that money, it would be much more interested
in the counties in doing something about what has to be done. And
I want to add that I look at this as the total failure of the new fed-
eralism that we all thought might work years ago when we first
got started with the present administration. And I might add also
this wasn’t just a Republican or a Democratic failure. Unfortunate-
ly it is all of our failures in political office, Republicans and Demo-
crats.

We have had a lot of initiatives in Westchester. Congressmen, we
try and rebuild these apartments. We are out there with all kinds
of programs, and we have to use all kinds of mechanisms to get
around the fact that the County can’t do them. We go out and find
organizations who are willing to take the heat for us. As I once
said, “Only Mother Theresa could put up a housing unit without
being run out of town.” I am not sure that she can do it, but she
has the best chance of anybody I know. So, we go through this
great rigamarole trying to find ways to get housing, new units, re-
construction. And we are proud of the few hundred units that we
have been able to put together over the years.

We have a HELP Project going in Westchester County, and let
me take a moment to say that it couldn’t have been done without
Andrew Cuomo, the son of some guy I once ran against. And
indeed, it couldn’t be done without Governor Cuomo. I couldn’t do
it by myself. It is a bipartisan effort in Westchester. We . e trying
to put up four of them, and so far the lions have outnumbered the
Christians at the colosseum by great a number, but I think we are
going to get there and we are going to be able to do it. We are
trying to do it in Mount Vernon and in White Plains and in Green-
bury. You know what we are trying to get, 258 units. That’s all,
and we are running into a big problem with it.

If I could stop here and tell you that we are on the road. We se
some little light ahead of us in that tunnel, we hope it is not the
engine coming towards us. This might have a happy ending, but it
doesn’t. Our friends down in Washington, I understand Wayne
Stanton, who was watching TV one night, he should have been
working on the problems of the country, I think, but he was watch-
ing TV one night and it came to him in a bolt of lightening and it
caire to him that maybe he could stop this problem if he cut off
the funds. That is brilliant. That is really brilliant.

Of course, that means the Federal Government would be retreat-
ing from the temporary housing niarket, and they have already re-
treated, let me rephrase that, routed themselves out of the perma-
nent housing market. In all candor, I must tell you that I wasn’t
surprised at Mr. Stanton’s actions. He is part of the same group
that thought catsup was a vegetable, and have innumerably failed
local government. And I might tell you that——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. O’'Rourke, these blatant partisan accusa-
tions.

Mr. O’'Rourkk. Well, let me tell you, I think, Senator, that Presi-
dent Bush is going to take care of that. I do believe he will be the
next President, with all due respect to Senator Gore.

8§
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But what I am pointing out to you is that lccal officials, those of
us that are on the front line in delivering these services. we look at
the results of what is happening. We don’t look at the political
labels of the people that are telling us what is going to occur. And I
Jjust came back from Washington recently, and I see a bipartisan
pullaway from any possible return to the housing market regard-
less of whe takes over in 1989. And I am very distressed about that.
You've got to get back in the housing market. You know what
causes homelessness is no housing. We all know that. Building tem-
porary housing is at best a temporary answer. It doesn’t solve the
problem. It doesn’t solve it in Westchester or in New York.

Let me take the position finally on the questions that you are in-
terested in today, the change in regulation as sought for on the
part of this administration, must be defeated. You are going to
plunge the counties. Pat Halpin talked about $1.4 million. Would
you believe $12 million more in Westchester, we wiil put into this
system for a bunch of rent receipts if that regulation change goes
through. We cannot have that happen.

We oppose it, obviously. It is a perfect example of a regulator
seeking to become a legislature. My belief is the Social Security
Act, the intent of it is clear. You wanted to take those children
that were downtrodden for the moment and hopefully put them
back into the mainstream. I might add that I believe that I was one
of the few people in this hall, one, that’s ever been homeless, and,
two, that’s ever been on welfare. I grew up on the west side of New
York, things were very tough. Only at that time I thought that
Westchester was near Albany. I never really figured out where it
was.

So, looking back at it in perspective, I was as a kid on welfare, I
was a welfare worker, now I run a welfare system. The system
hasn’t changed at all, it’s gotten worse over the years. So, one of
the requirements is you have to do something about the welfare
system. I have talked with the Senator about this. The system isn’t
working, it hasn’t worked for a long time. It can work, I believe,
but it has to start in Washington.

Second, you must keep the system in place presently for us to
underpin tKe cost of housing the homeless. And lastly, as I said, re-
gardless of who comes into office next year, you've got to do some-
thing, more on the McKinney bill. The McKinney bill, $1 million,
only a very small portion of it, two-thirds, was actually appropri-
ated. It will never replace the $20 million that was taken out for
housing over the last several years. So, you have my firm commit-
ment, gentlemen, and to your colleagues in Washington, that I will
work with you. I don’t care whether you are Republicans or Derno-
crats or whatever down there. I am very concerned about children
in Westchester County, I am concerned about their future. I am
concerned that they have a fighting chance that they are not going
to get if these regulation changes go through. I also t 1l you that
we are putting ourselves politically on the line in Westchester
County o fill units like the HELP unit that exists here in Brook-
lyn. And with your help and with your money, we hope to be able
to do that.

Let me just sum up this one last point. We certainly do not be-
lieve that the Federal Government can have it both ways. You
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cannot ask us locally to do with less Federal assistance, and at the
same time keep, or in some cases increase Federal mandates. If I
could use the $54 million I have from this budget the way I want
to, I could fairly well wipe out the homeless problem in West-
chester County. So, I leave you with that, and I thank you for your
attention.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Joint Field Hearing
Hon. Thomas J. Downey, Acting Chairman
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Means
United States House of Representatives
Hon. Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Chairman
Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
Committee on Finance
United States Senate
Monday, March 28, 1988

Prepared Remarks by the Honorable Andrew P. O'Rourke
County Executive of Westchester County, New York

Chairman Downey, Senator Moynihan, [Distinguished Senators and

Members of the House of Representatives), Ladies and Gentlemen:

Thank you for inviting me to appear at this joint
field hearing to present testimony on the use of the Aid to

Families with Dependent Children program for homeless families.

I hope my appearance here with my colleague from
Suffolk County will help belie the unfortunate misperception
that the matter before your subcommittees is basically a New
York City problem. It is not. The displacement of families
from their homes is a national problem which ignores political
boundaries. Neither affluence nor social stability will

protect a community from its scourge.

Westchester County is blessad in many ways. We enjoy
a rich diversity of urban centers, suburban developments and
rural, open spaces. We're home to almost 900,000 people,
30,000 horses, an impraessive array of Fortune S00 corporations
and 17 symphonies. oOur unemployment rate is one of the lowest

in the nation -~ just 2.9%.

Our County government enjoys the only government
triple-A rating in the state ([earned without the benefit of
bond insurance], employs 8,500 people and expends $1 billion a
year. It has a tradition of excellence which supports our

nickname, "The Golden Apple.*"
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With all these assets, I never imagined when I became

County Executive in 1983, that I would one day preside over a
social services district which provides emergency housing
assistance to 4,000 of our res:dents, nearly half of whom --
1,800 -~ are children. As a Republican with conservative
fiscal instincts, I never imagined that spending for emergency
housing could or would grow from three-quarters of a million
dollars to an anticipated $54 million this fiscal year. Yet

this is the reality of homelessness in Westchester County

today: it is both a human tragedy and a fiscal nightmare.

The high human cost of homelessness is being paid each
and every day by very young children whom we are damaging,

perhaps irreparably, by stays in hotel and motel rooms which
average 16 months for a displaced family from Westchester.
Welfare hotels are terrible places; the Martinique in New York

a favorite media target which conjures up images of

and filth. Fortunately, Westchester has no such

No, we must use hotels in WastcuLester with the

name "Hilton" or "Marriott" or "Howard Johnson's® attached, and
motels in places as far north as Poughkeepsie because we simply
don't have any other choice. The Red Bull Inn in Poughkeepsie
or even the Martinique in lNew York City is better than no roof

over your head at all.

Westchester's homeless are the victims of a system
which doesn't work because 1% can't Jork. Article XVII of New

York State's constitution requires the State Legislature

provide for the needs of the poor. Outside Mew York's "first
class" cities -~ of which there is only one, New York City --
county governments are respons:iole for administering pubiic

assistance programs and for raising the local share of these
programs. Our state constitution also delegates the state's
police powers over land use to cities, towns and vililages, not
counties, and goes further to exclude county governments from
the list of municipal governments to which 1t grants public

housing powers.
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our historical role as a welfare agency has been to
provide cash assistance and arrange for needed services. We
were nuver intended to be a direct provider of services. our
homeless crisis has rewritten the Department of Social
Services' mission. We must now not only provide services
directly, but we must now also develop resources, particularly

emergency housing.

The division of authority among municipal governments
in New York State clearly does not reflect the division of
responsibility. cities, towns and villages jealously guard
their home-rule prerogative to control land use. There is no
political incentive for these municipalities to build housing
affordable to low-income families since the cost of providing

emergency housing is borne by the federal, state and county

governments. Horeover, the financial incentives which once
spurred the development of affordable housing in the 1970s have
become the first casualties of the "new" federalism's fiscal

irresponsinility.

Despite an unfriendly climace and a perpetual crisis
atmosphere, Westchester County has made innovative use of
existing resources to help a small but growing number of our
homeless families. For example, we've worked with priva‘e
landlords and rehabilitated 164 marginal housing units. Today,
132 of these units remain under contract to our Department of
Social Services for use as emergency apartments for homeless
familie. The balance have been returned to the county's
permanent housind stock, but at rents affordable to public
assistance recipients. Our emergency housing apartment program

is a proven success.

Another program which we expect will be cuccesstul is
Westchester HELP. We have already receaved pledges of support
from three local governments ~- the Cities of Mount Vernon and
white Plains and the Tuwn of Greenburgh ~-- for a total of 208

units of transitional housing. Using the HELP model first
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developed here in Brooklyn, our Department of Social Services
will enjoy the use of full-service transitional family shelters
for 10 years, after which the host government will take title

to the facility and convert it to permanent housing.

If I could stop here, this story would have the
beginnings of a happy ending and I wouldn't have to be here
telling you about it today. Unfortunately for us all, that is
not the case. We're here, the story goes, because sometime
last year the Administrator of the Family Support
Administration in the Department of Health and Human Services
was watching a "60 Minutes" story on New York City welfare
hotels. Moved to action by what he saw, Mr. Stanton apparently
decided the way to end this sordid practice was to %take his
A.F.D.C. marbles and go home and not play any more in the
emergency housing game. Of course, the federal government

isn't playing the permanent housing game any more either.

Ir all candor, I must tell you I was not surprised by
Mr. Stanton's actions. After all, he is part of the same
administration which tried to convince us that ketchup is a

vegetable.

Things are bad when Republican local officials are
counting down the days of a Republican federal administration.
However, with all due deference to your earlier witness,
Senator Gore, I believe the administration of President Bush
will treat us more kindly. Unfortunately, we don't have the

luxury of waiting until next January.

I've taken a few moments to share with you, I hope
briefly, the background for my perspective on the use of aid to
Families with Dependent children funds to assist homeless
families, I'd like to just as briefly address directly the
issues the subcommittees identified in Yo :xr invitation to

testify.
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Your first three questions are the easiest. First,
the appropriate role for the A.F.D.C. program in meeting the
needs of homeless families ought to be the same as Congress
intended -~ to avoid the destitution of children and to provide
living arrangements for them. The federal government has
acknowledged its responsibility in this regard for over 50
years. Protecting children from the ravages of poverty is

‘sound national policy. It ought to remain our national
e

, policy and it ought to be blind to whether a child is in

emergency or permanent housing.

The needs of children of families displaced from their
homes are admittedly greater than the needs of children of
families still in their homes. However, up to now we have met
those needs in New York State through the A.F.D.C. program.
What a cynical message it would be to the growing number of
homeless children if 1988 became the year we put a limit on

more than half-a-<entury of caring.

By now it is no surprise to the subcommittees that I
oppose the regulations proposed by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services. We believe the proposed amendment to 45 C.F.R.
233.20 is a classic example of a regulator seeking to become a
legislator. State governments have been granted broad
discretion in allocating their A.F.D.C. resources. This view
has been endorsed time and again by the United States Supreme
Court on the basis of explicit statements in the legislative
history of the Social Security Act of 1935. To prohibit a
state from including in its standards of need an amount for
shelter which varies according to the type of housing occupied
is, we believe, a violation of the spirit of the Social
Security Act, if not of the letter of the law. It is an
unwelcome intrusion on a State's right to use the A.F.D.C.
program to meet the unique, local needs of children threatened

with destitution.
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I have attached to the text of my prepared remarks a
chart which details the effects of this proposed regulation on
Westchester County. We estimate the County share of public
assistance expenditures could rise by more than $11 million.
Make no mistake about it -- if this change takes effect, it
will directly impact the Westchester County property tax levy -
~ perhaps by as much as 4% -- and/or force a major cut in
discretionary services such as cultural programs, parks and
recreation. On the programmatic side, it will hinder the
expansion of our emergency housing apartment program and could

very well kill Westchester HELD.

Absent a major federal recomaltment to low-income
housing -~ which I do not expect will occur whoever becomes
President next January -- and absent a specific federal program

to meet the needs of homeless families, the regulations

proposed by H.H.S. must not take effect.

Any long-term solution to homelessness must begin with
the creation of permanent housing, affordable to low- and
moderate-income households. Well-intentioned efforts like the
McKinney Act are band-aids at best and they are simply too
little too late. The $1 billion authorization for McKinney
over two years, of which only about two-thirds has been
appropriated, comes no where near to replacing the $20 bill:on
Or so lost each year in federal housing assistance since the
beginning of this decade. Under the Act's emergency shelter
grant program, Westchester County's government, which will
spend $54 million this year on assistance to the honeless,

received $81,000.

The changes needed in A.F.D.C. are not the ones
proposed by the administration. I testified last year 1n front
of Senator Moynihan's subcommittee on needed reforms in
A.F.D.C. for day care and medical assistance to promote self-
sufficiency. These are important services for moving homeless
families back into mainstream society as well. what we on the
frsz ‘ines of combatting homelessness need the most, though,
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is a loosening of regulations which inhibit creative local
responses. One such rule which must go 1s the bar on using
A.F.D.C. funds for capital costs -- Westchester County could
encourage the development or rehabilitation of a great deal of

housing for $54 million!

Simply put, we believe the federal government can't
have 1t both ways. State and local governments should not be
asked tc make do with less federal assistance and more federal
mandates. Let us do the job we can do best: solving local
problems at the community level with existing resources. I
pledge we won't turr. our backs on 533 years of national policy

of caring for children 1in poverty.

Thank you.
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EFFECT OF PROPOSED LIMITS ON MOTEL/HOTEL REIMBURSEMENT-1988

Total
Period Cages Cost/Case Cost

1st Mo.x B20R X $2800B $2,29,000

11 Mo. X B2tR X 26800 = 25,256,000

"

12 Mo. X 820R X 28p0B
Total

27,552,000

A7¢q ¢f Total Coses

1 Motels/Hotels (1075 x .76 = 817/820)

Bhousing (motel/hotel) $2399

Restaurant 155
Transpot tation 203

‘1etal $2,757/2,800
AV: jeh

evisaed 3/10708

Pregent st/cnty Split Lost Fed Aid Onty Full Shr Lost Ped Aid
(1 {11)
Reimbursement Onty Cost Reimbursement Onty Cost Reimbursement Cnty Tost
$1,722,000 $574,000 $1,722,000 $574,000 $1,722,000 $574,000
18,942,000 6,314,000 2,124,210} 708,701 2,124,2]01 708,070]
11,211,8602  11,211,8602 5,605,930°  16,817,7902
26,664,000 6,888,000 15,058,070 12,493,930 9,452,140 18,099,860
(75%) (25¢) (54.7¢) (45.3%) (34.3%) (65.7%)

l

$5,605,930 | Add'] Onty Cost under 1

]Eil![i!ll::g Add'1 Onty Cost under 11

Ipegular monthly rental allowance - $314/month weighted ave 3 person housebold
820 cases x $314 x 1lmo.= $2,832,280 Total Cost Suhject to Normal Federal Aid

2assuming Feds w11l not pay for monles in excess of reqular monthly allowance
$25,256,800 - $2,832,280 = $22,423,720 Total Cost Subject to Lost Federal Aid
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Senator MoyNIHAN. We thank you, sir, for your testimony. May I
just make a quick observation.

First, Mr. Gerges, I think your plain indignation at the Brooklyn
Arms does you great credit and does your constituents credit. That
is about as hideous a thing as you could imagine happening to chil-
dren. I mean, we put them in there to burn to death, and with
great regularity, they do.

Mr. GErGEs. Six-year-olds are couriers of drugs there right now
as we are talking.

Senator MoyNIHaN. That is what we are going to be talking
about with Mr. Cuomo.

I wovld like to say to my two friends, Mr. Halpin and Mr.
O'Rourke, that we will try to get that regulation, the stay, ex-
tended. But I guess it is the fact, Charlie, that we got it extended
toward this day. The close for this fiscal year ends September 30,
and there is no guarantee. Mr. Stanton did exactly as you de-
scribed, I mean it was just unreasonable. It didn’t deal with your
reality much less ours, but it is not a guarantee. We are going to
have to find a measure to put this on that won't be vetoed. And
that is the strangest continuity.

I would like to endorse Mr. O’'Rourke’s view that I think there is
some change in the spirit in Washington, I think whatever our
next administration is, we won't have this kind of attitude. Wheth-
er we will find the energy and resources, I don’t know. Because it
is beyond just moneys. You have to send people to Putnam and
Dutchess Counties, isn’t that right, sir?

Mr. O'Rourkk. That’s correct.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And bus them back down to Yonkers?

Mr. O’RoURKE. Every morning we bring the school children back
to their home school districts by taxi. )

Senator MoyNIHAN. There is a whole cohort cf children who are
just stigmatized. They are just children, nobody wants to be around
them. What’s the matter with us? I couldn’t be more grateful to
you.

Mr. Chairman?

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

Clearly there is absolutely no disagreement on the idea that
flexibility is essential for the use of this money. As County Execu-
tive O'Rourke has pointed out, with the same amount of money,
you wouldn't have a homeless problem.

Pat, just let me ask you cne quick question. The dimension of
Suffolk’s problem is growing, as you suggested, by large percentage
points. Are you satisfied that the construction of the ten additional
shelters will in some way mitigate the problem?

Mr. Havrin. Tom, actually no.

What we do is to place people who need emergency housing in
welfare motels. And while New York City has the great high-rise
hotels, Suffolk County, unfortunately, has welfare motels all over
the county from the east end to the west end. The shelters are a
positive step in providing the kind of complete care needed to assist
a family during that temporary period of time, and it is a welcome
development, but again, it is a stopgap measure that helps break

that cycle to get people into more permanent housing.

[
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Our problem is growing and severe and is just as costly as New
York City’s. To place a family in a welfare motel in Suffolk County
costs between $2,600 and $3,000 a month, and we are paying it.
And that is our money, local money, State money, Federal money.
And I want in a way to just reinforce what Andy O’Rourke said,
give us the flexibility and we will hopefully be able to construct a
more permaneat solution.

Acting Chairman DownNEey. Andy, my only question to you is if
you grew up spending some time on welfare, were a social worker,
got your first job from a Democrat, why are you a Republican?

r. O'ROURKE. I saw the light.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. I set myself up for that.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I think he saw Westchester.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Mr. Rangel.

Mr. RANGEL. This has been an outstanding panel. I have really
learned a lot, and notwithstanding your political affiliation, your
sensitivity has really come across. I don’t know why professional
politicians, such as you, cannot be more persuasive in persuading
the Congress, at least those Members within your counties that for
their votes on programs like this that they are going to have to be
held accountable.

One of the major problems that we have is that this President
has created an atmosphere that for paying for what you want as
being a very negative thing. And as you know, it is a very expen-
sive proposition to invest in people so that in the long run, it will
kalance out. So that budgets that deal with the problems of the
poor are going to have to be paid for, and I hope that no matter
who the Presiden: is, and maybe we can start dealing with the can-
didates now, that it is one thing to talk about the problem, it is
another to say that you are going to give it a budgetary priority, so
that you will be able on the front line to deal with it.

And Abe, I hope you sent summaries of the city council proposal
that you mentioned to the entire New York City delegation, be-
cause this problem is just too big for the city council in our city
alone. You have a lot of support for those people who like to come
in and support these type of things. I don’t understand with the
type of money, which I have some problems as to whether it is
legal, the Federal and State Governments are pouring into these
welfare hotels, why we can’t take that money and put it to a more
productive use, as you pointed out.

Mr. Gerces. Congressman, there is one other point which 1 failed
to make, one problem that you should be aware of You also are
endangering the terrific programs, like the program here, the non-
profits. The mayor didn’t tell you, as I said earlier, there are 15
nonprofits this year, and I applaud the city. The city did a terrific
Jjob in getting 15 nonprofits to run different shelters like these.
They get their money from the source.

So, obviously, what you are endangering are the zo0d nonprofit
groups from moving ahead, and obviously what will happen is the
city will have to pick up that tab. We are going now from 169 mil-
lion for families, to 186 million this year in families alone. And, of
course, half of that is paid by the Federal Government. But we are
endangering terrific programs like HELP-1, and like other pro-
grams that could be helpful, and you should at least be able to ex-
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clude the nonprofits that are running the programs from any legis-
lation if push to shove comes that you can't, of course, eliminate
the whole thing and give us the latitude to be able to use those dol-
lars in other ways.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Thank you. It was a great panel.

The subcommittee will next hear from Mr. Andrew Cuomo, who
is president of H.E.L.P.. Inc.

Mr. Cuomo, before you begin, I want you to know that one of the
reasons we chose this site as opposed to the Martinique Hotel or
the Holland Hotel, was that we wanted to make sure that people
were aware that this is a problem that can be solved. And what we
see here, during the hours that we have been here, is that there is
a ray of hope that Mr. O'Rourke talked about when you see this
facility. It is, I am sure, heaven for those who have spent their
time in the inner circles of hell.

And we commend you for the work you have done, it is truly out-
standing.

STATEMENT OF ANDREW M. CUOMO, PRESIDENT, H.E.L.P.. INC,,
BROOKLYN, NY

Mr. Cuomo. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I sincerely ap-
preciate those words, especially coming from a 11.S. Congressman
and a man who has done as much work as you have in this area.

I too would like to submit a written statement, read a brief high-
light of that statement.

Acting Chairman DOwNEY. Without objection, your statement
will be included in its entirety.

Mr. Cuomo. Thank you for the privilege of appearing before you
today. 1 applaud your committees for your diligent work on this
complex: and critical problem, and it is our honor to host today’s
hearings. As a point of departure, it appears to me that many ap-
plicable Federal laws and regulations are based uron fundamental
misperceptions about this crisis. Misperceptions rooted in the view
of the world that is at least 15 years out of date when a different
population with different problems confronted a housing market
that was decidedly more forgiving.

Even a cursory review of the AFDC and EAF statutes and regu-
lations give evidence of a rule by anachronism. We read of a prob-
lem described in such terms as “30-days,” “temporary” and “short-
term.” It may be questioned whether such terms even applied 15
years ago, but no one would argue for their accuracy today. As you
have heard, many families remain in welfare hotels for literally
years at a time. This present federally mandated system of care is,
frankly, shameful; families warehoused by Government and the in-
dignity of those great powers of despair known as welfare hotels.
Thousands of homeless families living a hopeless existence in the
worst environment imaginable. The most pathetic victims of this
plight are the children; a generation condemned by the harshest
realities of life at the most vulnerable of times A generation facing
all but insurmountable obstacles in their effort to lead fruitful
lives. A generation almost certainly destined to hecome a ward of
society for decades.
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In these cbviously deplorable conditions, what I consider this
most staggering failure of Government exists not for want of re-
sources; not because the taxpayers refused to pay, but because of
the way Government spends those moneys. You don’t have to be a
Wall Street wizard to realize that $20,000 $25,000 or $35,000 per
year per family could be much better spent; that the amount of
money to keep a family in a welfare hotel is more than most
middle class families spend on rent or on mortgage payments, and
it is not as though we don’t know of a better way. Many members
of these committees have advocated redirection of the vast sums
being spent under the AFDC program to provide both better serv-
ices for the homeless and to make a lasting contribution to the per-
manent housing stock. I believe that HELP is the embodiment of
that principle and should serve to exemplify the point that those
proposals intended.

HELP-1, the facility you are in today, is the first complex of its
kind in the Nation, I am proud to say. {t is a construction financed
and social service modelp designed as an alternative to welfare
hotels in order to provide better services for the homeless at less
cost to the taxpayer. HELP provides bette housing for the home-
less and the social sexvice assistance they need to put their lives
back together, and it does this at less cost than is currently spent
at hotels. HELP represents an intelligent public-private sector
partnership. Intelligent because it allows each sector to do what it
does best. Expert private sector companies built and operate the fa-
cility while the public sector, New York City and New York State,
provide the land, the financing and the neighboring regulatory
framework to operate such a facility. HELP-1 represents the first
apvlication of that model and HELP is currently working in West-
chester with County Executive Andrew O’Rourke, who you just
heard from, and Albany County is to replicate the approach.

As opposed to welfare hotels or congregate care facil/ities, HELP
provides a comprehensive package of onsite social services. We
have clearly learned from years of failed experiences that you
cannot take a family displaced and under great stress, put them in
a welfare hotel often miles away from their original residence and
hope that by some divine intervention they will find their way
back into mainstream society. But we have also learned that pro-
viding the support services such as day care, health care, parenting
skills, vocational assistance, and help in locating permanent hous.
ing, a family can be stabilized aad helped on its way in about one-
half the time a family stays in a welfare hotel.

At HELP-1, the Red Cross with a long and proven track record
in this area, provides these social services and facility manage-
ment. The financing for the project was obtained through the sale
of $14 million of tax-exempt bonds issued by the New York State
Housing Finance Agency. The bonds are backed by a 10-year con-
tract by the city of HELP and the entire transaction is secured by
a wraparound letter of credit. This financing mechanism obtained
the highest bond rating possible, a triple-A.

Pursuant to the contract with the city, HELP charges govern-
ment a daily rate for each homeless family. In addition, the facility
is designed with the understanding that permanent and transition-
al housing are not necessarily mutually exclusive. And built with
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the expectation that when it is no longer needed for transitional
housing, it can be easily converted to permanent housing. From
our experiences at HELP, we propose today an amendment to the
Social Security Act, which is basically along the lines of what we
have been discussing before which would allow a bona fide and not-
for-profit operator to qualify for AFDC reimbursement to build
transitional shelters such as the one you are in today with two ca-
veats.

If the cost for reimbursement to the not-for-profit operator was
less than or equal to the amount you are currently spending at a
welfare hotel at an emergency shelter, and if you could demon-
strate a linkage between the new unit to the elimination of the use
of the welfare hotel unit. And we have specific legislation to that
effect that we would submit today.

Mr. DowNEYy. Mr. Cuomo, let me ask you, one of the concerns
that all of us have is the obvious human dimension to this problem.
But could you go into a little detail of exactly what social services
are available on site here. You have already indicated that the cost
is roughly two-thirds for this facility what the city of New York is
currently paying for a welfare hotel. As Mr. Rangel has pointed
out, when we have rid our nation of the plight of homelessness,
this facility is then available not to some landlord to sell, but avail-
able for some permanent housing.

What is it that is provided here for a family that is devastated by
homelessness?

Mr. Cuomo. Mr. Chairman, first of all on the cost of the pro-
gram, it is less expensive to keep a family here than it is to keep a
family in a welfare hotel on a number of levels. No. 1, the per diem
rate itself on its face is less. No. 2, this facility provides far more
services than provided at a welfare hotel. A welfare hotel, obvious-
ly only provides housing. At this facility, we provide housing plus a
full complement of social services. No 3, as Congressman Rangel re-
ferred to before, part of that per diem rate that government is
paying is the debt service on the financing. What we have said at
HELP is once the financifg is retired, once the financing is paid,
the ownership of the facility will revert back to the city of New
York.

So, part of that per diem rate, number one, the daily rate itself is
less than that being spent by the city. No. 2, you are getting more
for it. And No. 3, part of that rate is paying off essentially the
mortgage on the facility, which inures to your benefit anyway since
you are getting it back at the end of 10 years, and that is why
you're paying off the equity precisely. And that is why we designed
it as transitional housing initially, easily adapted to permanent
housing.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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REMARKS BY
ANDREW M. CUOMO, ESQ.

PRESIDENT, H E.L.P., INC.
Thank you for the prvilege of appearing oefore you today. vi_arpgﬁd
your Committees for your diigent work on this complex and cntical
problem it is our honor to host today’s hearings As a point of
departure, it appears to me that many applicable Federal laws and
regulations are based upon fundamental misperceptions about this crisis
-~ misperceptions rooted in a view of the world that is at least
filteen years out of vate, when a different population, with different
problems, confronted a housing marke! that was decidedly more forgiv-

ing.

Even a cursory review of the A F.D.C. and E A F, statutes and regula-
tions, gives evidence of rule by anachronism, We read of a problem
described in such terms as “temporary®, “thirty days"®, and "short
term®. It may be questioned whether suchterms even apphed fiteen
years ago, but no one would argue for their accuracy today. As you
have heard, many families currently remain in hotels for Iteratly

years at a time,

Let the historians debate whether, fifleen years ago, a displaced

family’s needs could be satisfied on an "emergency” basis. Thatis not
our concein,because today we are caring for a second generation of
hemeless families, facing a future that is far bleaker than that of

their parents. No matter how much we hope, no matter how many regifa-
tions we promuigate, the blunt truth is that we are not dealing with

people whose problems are going to be solved in thirty days.

A second fundamental misperception concerns the population and problems
we are discusting when we use the word “homeless®, A ferm which has
become a catch-all; a term of convenience not analysis. In realty it
denotes a _lass of hundreds of thousands of individuals with diverse
problems and needs. We must recognize that there are famiies who only
need an affordable permanent housing unit, while there are others who,
even if there were a permanent nousing un't available, need social

service assistance before they can make it on their own, Unless we
separate these subgroups, and distinguish their specific needs, we can

not even begin to address ther problems.

10z




97

Our present Federally mandated system of care 1s franklv, shame!.ul
Fanilics warehaused by government in the icignity of those great
towers of despair known as "welfare” hotels Thousands of homeless
families ving a hopeless existence 1n the worst environment imagm-
able And the most pathetic victms of this pight are the children a
generation condemned by the harshest -ealities of life at the most
vulnerable of tmes A generation facing all but nsurmountable
obstacles in their effert to fead frutfuf hives, a generation aimost

cerainly destined to become a ward of society for decades 1o come

And these obviously deplorable conditions, this most staggering failure

of government, exists not for want of resources Not because the
taxpayers refuse to pay, but because of the way govemnment spends those
momies. You don't have 10 be a Wall Street wizard 1o realize tnat

twenty, twenty-five, or thity thousand dollars per year per family

could be much better spent  That the amount to kcep a family n the
misery of a welfare hotel 1s more than most middle class familes spend

on rent or on morigage payments

i's not as though we don't know of a beiter way Many members of
these coamitiees have advocated the redirection of the vast sums being
spent under the AF D C program to provide better services for the
homeless and to making a more lasting contribution 10 the permanent
housing stock | beheve that HE.L P 1s the embodiment of that
punciple and should serve to exemphfy the point those proposals

intended

HELP |, the facility you are m today, i1s the first complex of its
kind n the nation it 1s a construction, finance and social service
mode! designed as an allernalive to welfare hotels, to provide better
services for the homeless at less cost (0 the laspayer HEL#P
provides better housing for the homeless and the social service
assistance they need to put therr hves back together And it does

this at fess cost than that currently spent at welfare hotels

HELP represents an intelligent pubhc pavate sector partnership -

- “nteligent” because 1t allows each sector 10 do what it does best
Expert private sector companies built and operate the facility while

the public sector - New fork City and New York State -- prowided the
land, the financing. and the ena. hng regulatory framework 1o operate
such a facilty HELP 1 represents the first application of that

mode! and HEL P 15 currently working in Westchester and Albany

counties to replicate the approach

3
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As opposcd 1o welfare hotels or congregate care facihi'2s, HEL P
provides a compreherse package of on-sile social services  We have
clearly learned from years of faled expenences that you cannot {ake a
family d:splaced and under greal stress, put them n a welfare hotel
often miles away trom thew original residence, and hope that by some
dwine intervention they wilt find therr way back into manstream

sociely. ~

But we have also leamed tha provided with support services such a»
health case, day care, parenting skills, vocational assistance, and

help in locating permanent housing, a family can be stabihized and
helped on its way - in about one-hall the time a family stays in a
welfare hotel. AtHEL.P |, the Red Cross, with a long and proven
track record in this area, provides those socral services and \acility

management,

The financing for the project -vas obtamned threugh the sale of fourteen
million dollais of tax exempt bowas issued by the New York State
Housing Firance Agency. These bonds are backed by a ten year contract
with the City of New Yotk and the entire transaction is secured by a
wraparound letter of creddt. This financing mechanism obtained the
highest bond rating poszible - a AAA. Pursuant to the contract with
the City, H EL P. charges government a daily rate for each homeless,
family. That rate is used by H E L.P. to pay the debt service on ihe
facility’s financing, the mantenance and operalicn of the facility,

and the provision of social services. However, even with all these
benefits, H.E.L P. costs government significantly less than is currens

tly spent on welfare hotels.

In addition, the facility is designed with the understanding that
“permanent” and “transitional” housing are not necessanly mutually
exclusive, and built witn the expectation that when it is no longer
needed for {ransitional housing, it can be easily converted to perma:
nent housing.

From our experience at HE L P., we propose loday an amendment to the
Social Security Act, which could be implemented on an expedited basis,
that would both help homeless families and save lax dollars  Current-

ly. as you well know, the AF.0 C. statute does not provide for the use
of those monies for capital construction. Hence, the necessily for

slate and local gevemments to utize holels and rnotels. The un-

]_(‘;;,
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reasonable disparily of this system is obvicus Dcesn't the wellare

hotel operaler have a murigage to pay and construction costs to
sausty?

To rectify this gross incongruity we propose a pfan that

o would allow bona fide not for profit operators to quahty

for AF DC reimbursement.

o 1o build and operate transiional housing facilities

designed to be easily converted to permanent housing, i,

o the total cost for operation of th: facity, inCluding debt
service and maintenance and operanons, were fess than or
equal to the amount curtently spent on emergercy shelters.
and i,

o the new umts were directly linked to the elimination of the

use of welfare hotels

We submit draft legsstation to that effect today In closing, gentlemen,
we are talking about a problem which we have thus far refused o
recognize. which 1s no! gong to go away and which by our current
treatment, 's only breeding and compourding the cnsis and cruchy for
generations 10 come | trust and hope that with your guidance and
leadership. October 1, 1988 will be the beginming of the ¢nd for this
human tragedy

Thank you
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MR 183 11.30 NYS DEZ COMMISSIONER 'S (€FIcE P.3 \

SEC, 806. GRANTS FOR CONSTRUGTION OF HOUSTNG FOR HOMELESS PE“GObS 3Y NON-PROFIT AGENCIES

Section 402(a) of the socias® Sacurity Act (o amendsd to edd a nav
PEragraph (40), to read os follove:

at the option of the Jtece, provide - that payments ney be made with
Tespact to capitsl expenditures incurred by crganizetions described in section
301(e)(3) of the Interns: Revenue Code of 1954 for temporary and permanant
housing for peracnas who sre homelese or ot riak of beconing homsloes --

(A) vithout regard tc any limitetions in ssetion 1119,
(3) subject to guch limitstions ae tho Btate mey determins;

(C) with reapact only to expandituren whieh, under gensrelly accepted
sccounting principles, sre not Projerly chargesbls ss an aenss of
operation ana malntenance, incluéing :he cost of any studiss, surveys,
dssigns, plsns, working dravings, epacifications and other activities
esdential to the acquisition, izprovem:mt, expansion or replacement of eny
plent or squipment subjact to this paragrash; and

(D) sudbdect to suek requirements as this Jecretsry may preccribs waich wiil
ensuts thet eny capitel lmprovaments asubjeet to this peragreph ere
utilized oybetantielly for the bemsit of nesdy fanilize with dapendent
children;
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The long term solution to hamelesshess can only be found in a
canprehensive federal low income housing program. As an inteérim measure,
however, existing revenue streams for housing for the hameless must be
used more efficiently to create a cost-effective end humane alternative to

the current costly and sub-standard shelter options.

1t is Wnthinkable trat the federal goverrment would willingly prohibit
construction and rencvation of safe and decent hameless bousing and
instead permit, and indeed pramte, welfare hotels to collect
unconscionable suns for providing deplorable conditions to the hameless

poor, tut this seems to be the position of the current Administration.

Congress must act swiftly and omend Titla IV of the Social Security Act
and allow states and commnities to humansly and cost effectively house
their hameless. The inititative outlined below i3 an important Step the
Congress can take toward meeting the challenge of providing better

services for the haneless at less cost to the taxpayer.

Fropogad Changes in Pedgral Leqiglation

A, DPurpoge: To provide federal statutory support for payment of capital
coats under the ald to Femilies with Dependent Children (AFDC) program for

ia6-
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the development of temporary housing which could later be usad as a
permanent housing stock. The intent of this initiative is to alleviate
the current fajlure of the AMX program, vhich provides shelter largely
through rentals, to secure decent and cost effective howsing units for the
public assistance czseicad, It is also intended to reduce the reliance by
local social services districts, particularly New York City, upon "velfare
hotels” as a means of sheliering homeless families by allowing qualified
organizations to construct or rehabilitate permanent housing facilities,
B.  Symarv of Provigionsy: The proposal adds a new peragraph (40) to
Section 402(a) of the social Security Act (42 USC 602[{8]). Section ¢02(a)
sets forth & list of mandatory amd optional provisions for state AFDC
plans. The new paragraph would give states optional authority to make
AFIC payments for capital expenditures for tanporary and permanent housing
for homneless persons and persons at risk of beceming hanelsss.

Such payments would be 1imited however by two important restrictions,
First, program aplicants must be tax exenpt charitable organizations as
definad in Section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code and secondly the
payments woild be limited by requlation to an amount comparable to that
e&xpended on gimilar available rental inits, Regulations would also
provide that the applicant would have to deronstrate the cost savings of
the capital expanditures over a ten year period compared to similer
available hovsing (such as hotel/motel) over that same pericd.

C. [Existing Law: Section 403 of the Social Security Action (42 USC 603)
provides for federal reimbursement for costs incurred by states in

Page 2

O - TN

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



o

103

accordance with their state AFDC plans, spproved under Section 402 of the
Act. The rate of fedaral financial participation for epproved
expenditures varies by state fram fifty percant to seventy-five percent.
State participation makes up the balarnce.

Section 1119 of the Social Security Act (42 US 1319) limits federal
participation in state payments for repairs to & hame owned bé an AFDC
recipient to one half of a one-time payment of wp to $500 (and only if the
hame is so defective that it is wninhabitable ami the cost of rent as an
alternative would be greater). Biczawe Congress made specific and limited
provision for capital expenditures in Sectiom 1119, the Department of
Health and Human Services ([1#5S) has asserted informally that all other
capital expenditures are prohibited under the AFDC program.

D. Statement in : From both a financial and huraritarian
perspective, it is senseless to maintain hameless welfare families in
velfare hotels for extendad pericds of tina, when the costs incurred could
be applied at a camperable level to nev units of housing, The average
cost of maintenance of a ixmeless family of four in a welfare hotel over a
period of 13 months (the average stay) is §$25,000, The conditions in many
of these hotels are abominable, anct the long-term injury to children
raised in these conditions is incalculable. 1If AFIC funds could be
granted to nom-profit organizations to construct or rehabilitate both
temporary end permanent housing to be used for homeless families, there
would be an immediate and direct savigs, both in money and tuman
suffering.
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Other positive aspects of this propossl include the express granting of
broad discretion to both the federal requlatory authority (DHIS) as well
a3 to the states in determining the cparational aspacts of this program,
Such discretion, coupled vith open endad funding, will ensure that states
may utilize this provision in a marner that best fits their particular
naed,
In sadition, by limiting applicants to this program to not~for-profit
corporaticns (I,R.C. 501({c)(3));

a) goverrmental entities would not be utilizing the funding stream
to construct or rehabilitate housing wnits, and

b)  profit-notivated corporations (i.e,, velfare hotel owvners) would
be similarly excludad, thus eliminating the profit margin paid under AFDC,
Another major benefit of this proposal concerns the creation of a state
option to participate. This option may attract support from states who
although not faced with o mejor homeless problen, sre either sympsthetic
to those with such problem, or anticipate the possibility of having to
deal vith hamelessness in the futwse,
B, Drocosed [ancuse: Section 402(a) of the Social Security Act is
wmanded to add a nev paragraph (40), to read as follows:

at the option of the State, provide — that payments may be mede with

respact to capital expenditures incurred by organizations described

in yection 601(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 for

temporary and permanent housing for persons vho are homeless or at

risk of becoming horsless —
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(A) without regard to any limitations in section 1119;

(8) subject to such limitaticns as the State may determine;

(C) with respect cnly to experditures which, under generally
accepted accounting principles, are not properly chargeable as
an expense of operation and maintenance, including the cost of
any studies, surveys, designs, plars, working drawings,
specifications and other activities essential to the
acquisition, improvement, expansion or replacament of any plant
or equipment subject to this paragrsph; and

(D) subject to such requirements as the Secretary may prescribe
which will ensure that sny capitsl improvements s bject to this
paragraph are utilized subatantislly for the benefit of needy
femilies vith dependent children;

(E) subject to a determination by the State that the specific
facility is needed to meet present or projected housing needs.
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Acting Chairman DowNEY. Very, very inipressive venture.

Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Impressive indeed.

I would like to welcome the Red Cross. In all of our Govern-
ment’s efforts in communities in this city and others in the last 30
years, we has been involved in creating new institutions when per-
fectly good ones were there all along. It took us 20 years to realize
that there are churches in Brooklyn. And the Henry Street Settle-
ment goes back to 1893 cr something like that. And the Red Cross
clearly has an institutional history and a capacity. We would like
to have & copy of your legislation, and we would like to make it
part of the record if we can, Mr. Chairman.

But a query to you in the spirit that Representative Owens said,
is it going to work? How are you going to keep the kind of patholo-
gy out of HELP-1 that characterizes the Brooklyn Arms, where 6-
year-old children are involved in drugs? You are obviously thinking
about that, and I know you are, and I just want to get it on the
record. How?

Mr. Cuomo. Senator, it is a good question, and I know that
Mayor Koch has raised it before in the past more from a philosoph-
ical level, The program that is run at HELP-1 is called a tier-2 pro-
gram, it is in accordance with the laws of the State of New York,
the Department of Social Services, part 900. It is a program that
has been in effect before the building of HELP-1.

We say that the average length of stay at a HELP-1 facility is
about 6 months. We don’t pull that number out of the sky, Senator,
that is a number that is the average of thousands of families who
have been placed in similar tier-2 programs, and the premise is a
simple one. We currently keep families who are down on their luck
to begin with, a homeless family, a family that becomes displaced,
and we put them in a welfare hotel, often miles away from their
original residence which are the only roots that they have remain-
ing. And we leave the family there on their own, and then we
wonder why they are there 13, 14, 15 months. Obviously, they
couldn’t make it on their own before, that is why they became
homeless. So, now we place them in a hotel, and expect that some-
thing else is going to occur. It doesn'’t.

The simple effort here at a tier-2 is you just can’t provide them
with housing. Some families you can. There was a lot of discussion
today about permanent housing as the ultimate solution. Sure it is,
but there will always be families who you can’t just put in a per-
manent housing unit, even if you had it availabie, and say, ‘‘Sign
the lease, here is the key, you can make it on your own.” What
HELP does is provide housing plus the social services, as you saw
on the tour this morning, which help reorient the family, especially
after a welfare hotel experience.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You couldn’t be more clear in your own
minds about what a job you have taken on, and we certainly wish
you every success, and I think, Mr. Chairman, we ought to revisit
this enterprise from time to time just to see how it goes. You've got
kind of a social invention here, and if it works, the world is going
to be very much in your debt, sir, and all your colleagues. Thank
you.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Mr. Rangel.
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Mr. RANGEL. Your only problem, Mr. Cuomo, is you haven’t been
involved in Government long enough, because if you were, this
thing wouldn’t work. You would know it couldn’t be built.

Suppose the mayor of the city of New York gave you one square
block of relatively sound housing, and told you that he would want
this converted to transitional housing and could assure you over a
10-year period you would be able to receive the comparable rents
that are currently being paid if the welfare hotel. Would you listen
to him at all? Would it make any sense at all?

Mr. Cuomo. Congressman, he is my mayor, I respect him. I
would adways listen to him obviously. Is the question would we
take the housing?

Mr. RANGEL. My question would be, does that proposition, assum-
ing it is mine, make any sense at all for someone like you to see
whether or not with the moneys you can float the bonds. With the
contract convert the housing into transitory housing. At the same
time pay off the equity and it could eventually be permanent hous-
ing. Much like you have done here, except instead of just barren
city property, you are given these buildings as well as the property
to do it with?

Mr. Cuomo. Congressman, it would make eminent sense. I must
say, and I know your position on the issue, I prefer new construc-
tion than gut rehab. I believe it is cheaper in the long run. It also
gives one the flexibility to design the facility, the complex, the way
one chooses. But there is no doubt that you could take the existing
in-rem housing stock, rehab that housing stock as a not-for-profit,
and run it qualifying for the AFDC reimbursement. If we get the
legislz*ion we talk about today, at the end of 10 years have fully
paid u.f housing stock.

And the 10 years is not a magic number either, Congressman.
You can run the bonds out 20 years, and get a lower rate. The 10-
year rate allows us to operate on a lower per diem and still get a
permanent housing stock at the end of 10 years, but there is no
magic to that tevm.

Mr. RanGeL. Well, we hope your creativity can become conta-
gious, because you are to be congratulated for not accepting the
status quo and going out and proving that the job can be done
better.

Mr. Cuomo. Congressman, thank you very much again. I would
just like to point out what Mayor Koch said about UDC, there is no
doubt that in the city of New York, as well as in Westchester
County as County Executive O'Rourke spoke to and which I have
experienced, the community opposition is frightening when it
comes to building a homeless facility. If you think it was bad when
we used to speak about low-income housing, try locating a no-
incorlr]le housing project. So, the community opposition is very, very
tough.

Using UDC from the State to bypuass the board of estimate,
which is the local governing body, I don’t think its right, I don't
think its fair. There are citywide elected officials, there are bor-
ough presidents who sit on that board, so I don’t think you can just
run roughshod over the board of estimate in locating these facili-
ties. But I thank you very much for your kind words and for your
time.
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Senator Moyn1HAN. Thank you.

Now, we have a panel of some good friends and some new
friends. These are the professional administrators of our Social Se-
curity and social welfare programs. First of all, Cesar Perales, our
distinguished commissioner of New York State Department of
Social Services; Commissioner Drew Altman of New Jersey; and
Mr. Carl B. Williams, the deputy director of the California Depart-
ment of Social Services. It is a very pleasant thing that Mr. Wil-
liams is able to be with us today.

We will follow our practice and hear first from the first person
listed in the order listed. Myr. Perales, good afternoon, sir, we wel-
come you.

STATEMENT OF CESAR A. PERALES, COMMISSIONER, NEW YORK
STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Mr. PeraLges. Thank you very much.

Senator Moynihan, Congressman Rangel, and Congressman
Downey, I want to thank you for giving me this opportunity to tes-
tify today. On October 1, the date on which the moratorium on the
Stanton regulations Congress imposed last year runs out, Federal
dollars used to support this facility, HELP-], and others like it, will
cease. I am here to ask ygu to continue your efforts to prevent the
effect these regulations would have on New York and other States’
ability to shelter the homeless, and to prevent the increased num-
bers of families of children who will be put at risk each night.

During the debate that has ensued on th:s issue over the last few
months, I am afraid that the real issue has been obscured. The
issue is not New York City and welfare hotels; instead it is about
whether States should continue to have the ability to legitimately
use AFDC dollars to meet emergency shelter needs of a very large
and growing homeless population.

These regulations would administratively impose unprecedented
restrictions on the congressionally established right of States to use
AFDC dollars to meet these emergency needs. The impact of this
proposal is nationwide, as evidenced by the presence of my fellow
State administrators here today, the unanimous resolution oppos-
ing these regulations as adopted by the American Public Welfare
Association.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Do you have a copy of that, or will you pro-
vide it for the record? I think we would like to have that.

Mr. PeraLes. Yes, I have just underlined a couple of lines and
that is what I am reading, Senator.

Senator MoyNiHAN. No, I mean the resolution.

Mr. PErALEs. Oh, yes.

Senator MoynIHAN. We'd like to have that in our record.

Mr. PeraLEs. And there are also 30 States which have specifical-
ly written to the administration, all recommending that the regula-
tions be either significantly altered or withdrawn.

Here in New York, using State dollars, local dollars, and the
Federal AFDC funds, the State department of social services has
laid the groundwork for a shelter system which can provide safe,
sanitary living conditions with the many supportive services neces-
sary to enable homeless families to become self-sufficient, secure
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permanent housing, and to retain it once it has been secured are
provided. We work with nonprofit providers, not just the American
Red Cross, but we work with Catholic Charities, the Children’s Aid
Society. Congressman Weiss spoke of another group called, Women:
in Need, so that there are many nonprofit organizations, local
county governments, as well as the city of New York.

We have made an extensive commitment to the shelter system,
both in terms of development and ongoing services. Our ability,
though, to maintain this transitional housing arrangement is in
large part contingent upon Federal support through AFDC for
emergency housing. This support enables these organizations to
cover their operational costs. In doing this, we have legitimately
used the discretion granted to the States by Congress in adminis-
tering the AFDC program. There has never in the 50-year history
of the Social Security Act been any successful administrative at-
tempt to impose restrictions on congressionally recognized discre-
tion in this area.

I respectfully request that the letter I wrote to the administra-
tion in response to these regulations, which goes into this argu-
ment in more detail, be placed into the record.

Senator MoyNiHAN. So ordered.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF CESAR A. PERALES, COMMISSIONER, NEW YORK
STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Congressman Downey, Senator Moynihan and other members -

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify here today, and on
behalf of New York State, I’d like to welcome you here to HEIP I, one of the
most  innovative emergency housing facilities funded here in the State using
public assistance dollars. This facility, which provides intensive direct
and i services to stabilize a family and assist them in finding and
securing permanent housing, is a model for the types of emergency and
transitional housing we in goverrment should be funding.

I am here hefore you today, however, to tell you that the federal
support for HELP I is in danger of belng withdrawn. On October 1, the date
which the moratorium on the Stanton regulations Congress fmposed last year
runs out, federal AFIC dollars used to support this facility and others like
it will cease. The bottam line is that federal support for the growing
number of hameless that are sheltered each night would be significantly
reduced in the face of tyemendous need. Today, conservative estimates
indicate that there are 5,200 hameless families - including 10,700 children
= and 10,000 single adults who are sheltared in the City of New York each
night. outside the city we aqain conservatively estimate that 1,500
families - including 3,200 children - and 2,000 simgle adults are sheltered
each night, And these mmber ave growing. I am here to ask you to prevent
the effect these regulations would have on New York’s and other states’
ability to shelter the homeless and to Prevent the increased mmber of
families with children who would be exposed to the elements each night if we
do not act against the Adrinistration.

During the debate that has ensued on this issue over the last few
months, I am afraid that the real issue has become cbscured. The issue is
not New York City and weifare hotels; instead, it is about whether states
shauld continue to have the ability to legitimately use AFDC dollars to meet
the emergency shelter needs of a large and growing homeless population.
These  regulations would administratively impose unprecedented restrictions
on the Congressionally established right of states tc use AFIC dollars to
meet these emergency needs. meinpactofwspmposalisnatiawide, as
evidenced by the presence of my fellow state adninistrators here today, the
unanimous resolution opposing the regulations adopted by the American Public
Welfare Association and the thirty states which specifically wrote to the

tion, all recomending that the regulations be either
significantly altered or withdrawn. ihe abllity of all states to shelter
the homeless would be greatly impaired. Homeless adults and children would
find 1t even more difficult to find a place to sleep for the night. Every
state, county and city in this nation which rightfully uses its discretion
under the AFDC stroam to meet these emergency needs would feel the
impact. et me explain why.

Here in New York, using State dollars, local dollars and federal AFDC
funds, the State and City supports a shelter system which provides safe,
sanitary 1living conditions where the many supportive services necessary to
enable hameless families to become self-sufficient, to secure permanent
housing and to retainitaneitlﬁsbeensaamedamptwided. We work
with non-profit providers 1ike the American Red Qross, Catholic Charities,
the Children’s Aid Scciety, as well as local ocamty goverrments,  including
the City of New York, We have made an extensive camitment to these
altematives, both in terms of development, ongoing supportive services and
memg\natoxywemightneededtoermtmctheswdaxdsdicmtedby my
agercy are met.

Our ability, though, to cperate these transitional housing and shelter
sitwisinlaxqapartemti.rgmtlm\ federal support through AMC for
emergency housiny enabling those organizations to cover their operational
costs.  In doing this, wetavelegiﬂmbelylxsedﬂudisczetimqmntedw
states by Congress in administering the AFDC program. under the Social
Security Act, sutmhavemefled.bilityinadministerimnmcsouncthe
needs of their public assistance populations can best be met. In fact, a
primary feature of the AFIC program is that it permits states to tailor
payments to need - varying ﬂ:eiz-paymxtstomflectmewvydiffemnt
ciramstances faced in states. Here in New York State, for example, thz
part of our publicasslstancegmmttaxqetedtmd)nnshg-mestnlw
allo.ame-variesbymxtytomnectmedifte:hx;oostof local housing
and by whether or not an spartrent has heat included in the rent. By
varying shelter standards in this way, our State can help pay more for
expensive housing when it is necessary and can 1imit the shelter standard
when housing costs are not as high. In addition, when a family loses its
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housing due to particular ciramstances and mist be placed in ewmergency
housing at a cost which is higher than can be met through the regular
shelter allowance, states have discretion under AFDC to pay mo<e than the
shelter allowance the family would otherwise receive if they were in an
anartment.

These provisions are consonant with the purpose of AFDC and have always
met with the approval of HHS. There has never, in the 50 year history of
the Socfal Security Act, been any successful administrative attempt to
izpose restrictions on Congressionally recognized discretion in this area.
We abject to this intrusion by this Administration on the discretion we need
to provide emergency housing - based on law amd reason - and I trust thal
you are as offended. I respectfully request that the letter I wrote to the
Aminlstration in response to the proposed requlations, which gues into this
argument in more detail, be placed into the record.

vhile I understand that you are rightfully concerned about this funding
stream also being used to finance hotels in New York City, let me make
myself clear: the use of hotels was never envisioned as a long-tem
solution to the hameless problem. The City has committed itself to stopping
the use of hotels and has developed a five year plan to accamplish this

phase-cut
hotels. The Stanton requlations, however, would not permit federal fundirg
for these very altermatives. With these requlations in place, any plan will
be docmed to failure.

If these regulations are permitted to g0 into effect, we will have
allowed the Reagan Administration to withdraw vital support for the
emergency shelter needs of families amd individuals. This would be
unconscionable, as we have already witnessad the virtual elimination of
federal housing programs. Between 1981 and 1987, federal funding for
subsidized housing programs has been decreased by approximately 70% - from
more than 30 billion in 1981 to 8 billion during the last fiscal year.

In the absence of federal housing support, states are using AFDC
legitimately to caal with the hameless/housing crisis. In fact, what we do
nwwit.h\.hesennﬂs providing teeporary shelter ~ is consistent with the

pupose of AFDC, that of helping persons amd famflies who have
tapcrarily fallen on hard times, to reqain their self-sufficiency. If the

Mministration succeeds with this punitive arxldangezms proposal, we will
have allowed them to not only totally withiraw from housing policy - which
we all realize is the basic problem - hut to also make our difficult jobs of
sheltering the homeless even harder. What we need is more flexibility, not
less. Under your leadership, as evidenced by this hearing today, I hope we
can avert an even graver hameless crisis.
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NEW YORK STATE Y’
A .‘\“
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES " g
40 NORTH PEARL STREET, ALBANY, NEW YORK 12243 TJ_ e
Lpe 2y
Doma e, g .

“rmimicsigrer

January 27, 1988

Dear Ms. Dawson:

These comments are being submitted with respect to the proposed
regulations rela_ing to variances in the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) standard of need and scope of assistance under the Emergency
Assistance to Families with Dependent Children (EAF) program, published
December 14, 1987 (FR Doc 87-28343),

We find no basis in law or reason to support these regulations. We urge
that they be withdrawn inmediately,

45 CFR 233,20 - Standard of Need

Section 401 of the Social Security Act provides that AFDC payments are to
be made to enable states to furnish finsncial assistance as far as practicable
under the conditions in each state. Under Section 406 of the Socfal Security
Act, payments with respect to needy dependent children and certain individuals
living with them coustitute aid subject to federal reimbursement. The Socfal
Security Act does not give federal administrative officials the authority to
Timit or define the amount a state determines {s necessary to meet the need of
such persons.

Currently New York State's gtandard of need includes a fixed amount for
basic needs and a shelter grant which varies according to family size, region
and type of housing.

We believe that the proposed regulation {s invalid because (1) it is not a
permissible interpretaticn of Section 402(a) of the Social Security Act, as
limited by Section 402(b); (25 it exceeds the regulatory authority granted to
the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS); and (3) it lacks a ratinnal
basis.

The proposed regulation would amend 45 CFR 233.20 to prohibit states from
varying their standards of need or payment for shelter due to the type of
housing occupied by recipients of AFDC and prohibit states from providing
special needs allowances based upo. the type of housing occupied.

In enacting the Social Security Act, Congress was very clear that states
were to possess the sole power to set benefit levels and the standard of need
(see King v, Smith, 352 US 309, 33a; Dandridge v, Willfams, 397 US 471, 478;
Rosado v. Wyman, 397 US 397; Jefferson v. Hackney, 406 US 596). There is
nothing whatsoever in Section 402(a) of the Social Security Act - the section
of law which specifies the contents of state plans - that suggests that HHS
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has any authority to determine what types and amounts of need a state might
choogse to meet. Far from being a valid interpretation cr clarification of any
provision of Seztion 402(a), the proposal has no basis in statute.

Section 402(b) of the Social Security Act requires that the Secretary
approve any plan meeting the conditions found in 402(a). Accordingly, HHS may
not establish new and additional criteria beyond those specified by Congr-ss
in Section 402(a). It {is clear that a state plan which varies shelter
standards by type of housing would meet ail the conditions 1in Section 402(a)
and must, therefore, be approved.

The supplementary {nformatfon published with the proposal suggests that It
is somehow inequitable to provide families living in private housing with a
lower shelter allowance because they live in a type of housing other than a
hotel or mutel (Fed. Reg., vol. 42, p. 47420). However, a primary feature of
the AFDC program i{s that it permits states to tailor payments tc need. In New
York State recipients do not reside in hotels or motels by choice or by
"arbitrary assignment", Rather, they are placed there because no alternatives
are available and an emergency need for housing must be met. If persons w.re
simply to choose to live in hotels/motels, they wcald be provided with the
game shelter allowances as persons living in their own apartments. Families
are placed in hotels/motels because they have been unable to retain housing.
Therefore, New York States's special housing allowances are nol based upon type
of housing but rather are designed to meet special housing needs of individual
cases (e.g., homeless families). Since the needs of these families are
greater, the standard of need must be greater, and there is no inequity.

New York State varies its shelter standard in several ways based upon type
of housing, and none of these varfations have ever been subject to criticism.
For example, we provide a greater allowance for heated apartments than for
unheated onea. Room-and-board facilities are subject to a different standard
than ordinary &partments. By varying the shelter standards in this way, New
York State can pay for more expensive housing vhen this i{s necessary and also
reduce the shelter standard to reflect housing needs that cost less. The
proposed regulation would prohibit any such distinctions designed to measure
need and cost precisely. Under the proposed regulation, the State'a
alternatives would be to allow need to go unret in some circumstances or td
raise its standards across the board to encompass such needs, thereby
overpaying a great many recipients in order to meet the particular needs of a
few. Neither choice is rational.

The summary to the proposal dwells on the rise in costs produced by
differential shelter grants. Yet it is clear from the legislative history
accompanying the enactment of the Social Security Act that the amount a State
chooses to spend is left entirely to the 3tate (1935 H. Rep. No. 615; 1935 S.
Rept. No. 628; Cong. Rec. April 5, 1935, pp 5471-5482)., Congress has limited
federal participation only by a percentage, not an absolut2 amount. Although
Congress has imposed several cost reducing requirements in recent years, it
has not done So in the area of the standard of need. Cost savings, in the
absence of Statutory Trequirement, are not a legitimate Dbasis for
administrative action.

The supplementary information submitted with the proposal is disingenucus
in suggesting that Section 8 housing certificates, housing vouchers and public
housing are available to meer the needs of the homeless. There is a waiting
1ist of 200,000 families in New York City alone for these types of housing.
only 6,500 units of public housing become available each year, and the
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eligibility criteria include an evaluation of family stability and timely rent
payments, conditions 1ll-sufted to the circumstances of the homeless, Only
3,000 Section 8 and voucher certificate housing become available each year {n
New York City, and most units are studios and one-bearoom apartments
inadequate to meet *he housing needs of most homeless families.

The supplementary {nformation also states that the foregoing federal
bous ng programs and the Communi+y Development Block Grant program are
designed to meet the housing shortage and that gsome states are providing
iiousing assistance funds. It {s implied that states are not using existing
resources in an effective way. In New York State, all major cities with a
homeless problem sre participating in the Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) Program, either as entitlement cities, urban counties or under the
Small Cities Program. Section 8, public housing and the housing voucher
program are used to the maximum extent possible., However, since 1981 the
federal rules and regulations governing CDBG have been changed to de-emphasize
requirements o house low {ncome pecple and funds for the CDBG, and the other
listed federal housing production programs have been significantly reduced
every year since 1981. Aggregate annual federal housing support has declined
from over $30 billion prior to 1981 to $8 billfon. Federal housing assistance
cuts in New York since 1980 exceed $7 billion.

Tronfcally, the HHS regulations state that CDBG funds can be used to
acouire and rehabilitate shelters for the homeless. This i{s one addition made
to the regulations since 1981. The frony {s that this s precisely the type
of housing that requires the use of the high housing payments that the
regulations prohibit since staffing levels are necessarily high.

In contrast to the decline in federal housing support, New York State has
spent $150 million in State funds over the last three years for the Affordable
Housing Program and for the Low Income Housing Trust Fund. The State has
committed $90 million in State funds over the last five years for its Homeless
Housing Assistance Program, providing shelters for individuals and famflies
and providing transitional and permanent housing.

Family shelters, a form of temporary housing developed in New York over
the last two years, are a safe and economically viable alternative to lodging
in a hotel or motel. Family shelters vary significant:y {n building
configuration and size, ranging from those with a capacity of 10 families to
those housing over 200 families. A single gshelter allowance in the AFDC
program wvovld no* support this range of programs nor should the federal
government expect ft to. The reality is that any temporary housing is more
expensive than residing in one's own home.

The not-for-profit organizations which have developed and are operating
family shelters .ould be unable to continue their programs under the proposed
regulations, Organizations such as the American Red Cross, Homes for the
Homeless, Women in Heed, Volunteers of America and the Association to Benefit
Children would be adversely affected. The negative financial impact on these
organizatfons would be signiffcant, but less so than the consequences to the
men, women and children who currently reside in facilities run by these
organizations or who would seek shelter there in the future, It s
unrealistic to exp..t that state and local funds would be sufficient to
provide for the continue¢ operation ~f these faci{lities. New York City's plan
to phase out the use of hotels/motels through the development of addit{ional
family shelters would be frustrated, leaving no rational, affordable program
to shelter the City's homeless. Given the federal government's abdication of
responsibility for the development of low income housing, this would be
catastrophic.
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emergency situation as it exists during a 30-day period is inconsistent with
the statute. Although you argue in the supplementary information accompanying
the proposed rule that the current regulation is being used too broadly, the
proposed regulation {s overly narrow.

In light of the current numbers of homeless famflies (including thousands
of children), severe cuts in federal housing assistance and the precsing need
to establish long-term solutions to the housing shortage for low-income
persons, it is ‘“inacceptable to promulgate regulations which would severely
restrict the states' ability to meet the urgent needs of their needy
citfzens, Ignoring the plight of homeless families by denying them the
emergency assistance they so desperately need {s a cruel and short-sighted
public policy the effect of which, in btu % human and economic terms, will
persist for years to come.

Thank you for the oppcrtunity to comment. We urge you to reconsider these
regulations.

Sincerely,

Cesar A, Perales
Commissioner

Diann Dawson

Director

Division of Policy

Office of Family Assistance
2100 Second Street SW
Washington, D.C. 20201
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Mr. PeraLes. While I understand that you are rightfully con-
cerned about the {unding stream also being used to finance hotels
in New York City, the city has committed itself to stopping the use
of hotels and has devcloped a 5-year plan to accomplish this goal.
But what we must remember is that for any phaseout plan to
work, there must be alternatives to the hotels. The Stanton regula-
tions, however, would not permit Federal funding for these very al-
ternatives. With these regulations in place, any plan will be
doomed to failure.

If these regulations are permitted to go into effect, we will have
allowed the Reagan administration to withdraw vital support for
the emergency shelter needs for families and individuals. This will
be unconscionable, as we have already witness a virtual elimina-
tion of Federal support for the creatioi: of low-income housing. If
the administration succeeds with this punitive and dangerous pro-
posal, we will have allowed it not only to withdraw from its hous-
ing responsibility, which we all realize is the basic problem, but to
also make our difficult job of sheltering the homeless even harder.
What we need is more flexibility, not less.

Under your leadership, as evidenced by this hearing today, I
hope we can avert an even graver honieless crisis.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Thank you, Commissioner.

STATEMENT OF DREW ALTMAN, COMMISSIONER, NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

Senator MoyNiHAN. Cemmissioner Altman, we welcome you
across the harbor.

Mr. ALTMaN. Senator, thank you, Congressmen.

We are, first of all, in your debt for spotlighting this issue, and I
think you need to know that we are grateful in New Jersey for
your raisin’; the issue of the moratorium on the proposed regula-
tions which would have so seriously limited emergency assistance.

I have submitted a much more detailed testimony.

Senator MoyNiHAN. We have it, and it will be made part of the
record as if read.

Mr. AurMaN. Fine, and I will simply try and hit the high points
here for you today.

Senator MoyNtHAN. Take your time.

Mr. ALT™AN. I am anxious to testify today on behalf of all of us
in our State to express cur deep concern about the proposed Feder-
al cutbacks in emergency assistance and 1o Join the chorus you
have been hearing today, in particular to enter a plea for the kind
of flexibility we need at the State and local level if we are to re-
spond to the problem of homeless families with something more
compassicnate and more cost effective than that $1,500 a month
stay in the squalor of those welfare hotels.

It is important that you and the Congressmen Downey have been
out front on this issue and on the issue of welfare reform, because
to me there is sort of an eerie parallel b-tween the two. In welfare,
the Federal Government provides urlimited matching funds for
cash assistance, which is not nad, but only very limited assistance,
as you know because it is the point of your legislation, with the
steps you need to take to help families to move off the rolls. And in

122




117

emergency assistance, Federal policy restricts State and 15.al gov-
ernment to placing families in these welfare hotels, rather than de-
veloping better, more permanent, long-term arrangements. I would
submit that both policies work essentially backwards, or certainly
to the detriment of the taxpayer’s interest, and of these families we
are so concerned about as well. ’

Limiting emergency assistance to 30 days, would without any

uestion strike a serious blow to our efforts in this area in the

tate of New Jersey. We are now serving about 16,000 families a
year just through our EA program. Qur homeless problem is bigger
than that, those are just the families served through emergency as-
sistance. Do the math and you quickly discover that there are
about 48,000 men, women, and kids overall. In the last year, we
have been trying hard to do more. We have literally tripled our
emergency assistance program in 1 year. We have tripled the dol-
lars spent on it, we have tripled the numbers of families served by
emergency assistance. And with Governor Kean's leadership, we
have expanded a number of other important programs for the
homeless as well.

Over the past 1% to 2 years, we have also extended the time
limit for emergency assistance in our State from 2 to 5 months,
which is where it stands today. Qur approach generally has been to
expand the number of people served by EA, make it available to
many more people, but maintain the time-limited nature of the
program. We don't see emergency assistance certainly as the solu-
tion to the low-income housing problem. We think it is the wrong
tool for the job. And frankly, we are a little bit worried about the
long lengths of stay we see in the welfare hotels here in New York.

But we do, however, see EA, and there is no question about this,
as an important part of our overall response to this problem. And
the 30-day cutback which would occur in October, which is now not
that far away, would cost us about $7 million in emergency assist-
ance funds. That would place an impossible burden on our emer-
gency assistance system and an impossible burden on our homeless
programs as well. So, the first request that we are making here
from New Jersey tuday is a straightforward and simple one. It is tc
see that this regulation is rescinded and that, at a minimum, the
statute is changed so that the current Federal commitment to
emergency assistance is maintained.

It is logical that doing so is fiscally neutral, since it would only
bring the statute into accordance with what has been regulatory
practice and with what current expenditure patterns are. Secondly,
and it has been a chorus here today, but I will get in my 2 cents
because it is so very important, we are asking that emergency as-
sistance be made more flexible so that State and local governments
can do a better job in this area.

There is an example which I thinks helps to drive home this
point. We are currently paying about $42 a day on average, to
house a family in those welfare hotels. The average length of stay
is about 68 days, so we are spending about $2,900 per case. With
these same funds, if we had the flexibility to do so under Federal
law, we could provide a rental subsidy in New Jersey sufficient to
place these families in apartments for over 1% years. So we've got
68 days on the one hand in a welfare hotel, and more than 1%
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years in an apartment if this change were made. I think the argu-
ment for flexibility speaks for itself.

We would, therefore, support a change in statute or a waiver pro-
vision, Senator, similar to that contained in your welfare reform
bill, which would give States the flexibility to do this sort of thing.
And if necessary, and I guess it is fashionable these days, we would
accept some sort of requirement that States document the revenue
neutrality or the fiscal neutrality of this sort of approach.

I don’t need to tell you that the vagaries of the waiver process
and implementation of such, that I would be less than honest if I
didn’t say that we prefer change in statute to a waiver provision.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes, yes.

Mr. ALTMAN. But certainly a waiver provision would be another
way to go.

Third, we believe very strongly that prevention needs to be em-
phasized more in emergency assistance. One of the most effective
things we do now in EA is we provid2 up to 8 months back rent or
mortgage paymer if a family is threatened with eviction or fore-
closure. Obviously, .. ?0-day limit would wreak havoc with our abil-
ity to undertake or to sustain that sort of approach.

Fourth, and I guess more generally, we want to join everybody
here in urging that the Congress enact welfare reform legislation
to address the broader needs of public assistance clients. One of the
problems homeless families have is that they do not have the re-
sources or income to pay for the high rents which often are
charged in our State. We expect this will be one of the benefits of
our employment and training program which we call REACH—re-
alizing economic achievement—because it will increase the dispos-
able income of the parents.

Last. and I think most obviously, we also want to urge the Feder-
al Gevernment to get back into the low-income housing business,
which I think is the fundamental issue here today. But until that is
done, and until the shortage of low-income housing is addressed,
emergency assistance just has to remain an important part of our
overall response. And so, to put it simply, we would like to see the
Federal effort maintained, and we would like to see that flexibility
we so desperately need to get some of those families out of those
welfare hotels. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF DREW ALTMAN, COMMISSIONER, Nw JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN
SERVICES

Good morning Chairman Dowrney, Chairman Moynthan, and members of the sub-
committees I'm Drew Altman, commissioner of the New Jersey Department of
Human Services Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak with you on the
serious and erowing problem of homelessness

I'd like tv  xpress my appreciation to all the members of the subcommittees, and
in particular to Senator Moynihan and Congressman Downey for your leadership on
this issue, on welfare reform and on so many other issues of importance to us in
human services.

I'm here today to express my deep concern about the possibility that Washington
may severely reduce the ar~~unt of e.nergency assistance that States can provide to
persons receiving aid to famnilies with dependent children [AFDC). I am especially
concerned that emergency assistiance will be limited to 30 days. This would result in
a major reduction in Federal support to assist hoineless families and, overall, will
seriously undermine our efforts to address this growing problemn
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What we need from Washington in this instance 1s more assistance and greater
flexibility, not cuts 1n existing, already very limited programs.

New Jersey, like mnany other States, has a serious homeless problem In recogni-
tion of the perceived magnitude of the problem and the need to develop a concerted
statewide response to 1t, in 1983, Governor Kean commissioned a State task force on
the homeless. The task force estimated that there were 20,000 homeless persons in
our State. More recent data indicate that the number of homeless has grown to
more than 25,000,

As you know, estimating the number of homeless people is always difficult. Some
define homelessness one way, others another In addition, some of the estimates we
see are single night counts, while others are annual counts of all of those who were
homeless for any period of time in the course of a year. In the final analysis. we
behieve that this numbers game 1s irrelevant The problem is obviously a huge one,
and totally unacceptable in a society such as ours

There is one number though that we are quite certain about Right now we are
serving 16,000 families a year in our AFDC emergency assistance program—about
48,000 individuals overall. Because these figures are so staggering and the implica-
tions for families frightening. 1t is critical that every attempt be made to prevent
the implementation of any Federal Policy which further restricts or prohibits the
delivery of desperately needed emergency housing services to homeless families.

The demand for emergency services among homeless AFDC families is such that
+.e State has tripled spending on emergency assistance in the last year—from $9
lion to $30 million. In the process, we have increased the number of families cov-
ered from 5,000 to 16,000 over the same period of time. Because of the difficulty of
finding housing, over the last two years, we have also extended the time period for
emergencies from two to five months.

Our approach has been to 2xpand the number of famihes covered by emergency
assistance while maintaining the time limited nature of the program We are very
worried that if we were to extend the time limit further we would experience a
problem similar to that here in New York, where the average length of stay on
emergency assistance is thirteen months We beheve strongly that the emergency
assistance program cannot be asked to serve as thc solution to the broade- low-
income housing crisis or the homeless problem Nevertheless, it is a vital part of our
overall response.

That 1s why we find it so alarming that the State and Washingtor are behaving
like “ships in the might” on this issue We are expanding our program to meet
emergency needs while at the same time Washington 1s considering cuting back to
30 days. Such a policy can do little more than dump more of this problem on the
State and on our 21 counties We estimate that this cutback alone would cost New
Jersey over $7 million next year.

This withdrawal of Federal support would also undermine the partnerships we
have developed betweea all levels of government to address the needs of the home-
less. The Stewart B. McKinney Act has been helpful in supporting these partner-
ships. Homelessness is a complex problem which requires that funding for services
be allocated at all levels of government Because funding at the State, county and
municipal levels is limited, establishing cooperative relationships to address the
homeless problem has been difficult, but considerable progress has been made in
New Jersey.

The Governor has taken a comprehensive approach towards the homeless and has
initiated major programs in both my department and the department of community
affairs to meet the urgent needs of the homeless.

State programs to assist the homeless include a $2 & million homeless prevention
program which provides loans or grants to households that have been evicted for
non-payment of rent because of a loss or delay in benefits, unemployment or other
crises. Project Self Sufficiency provides comprehensive services to homeless single-
parent families including housing assistance, job traimng and placement, day care
and transportation to assist these families in achieving self-sufficiency The State
provides $1.5 million for this program which will assist 250-300 families The State
also has programs for the renovation, upgrading and expansion of homeless emer-
gency shelters.

A ‘major outcome of Governor Kean’s task force on the homeless was the estab-
hshment of a statewide comprehensive emergency assistance network This network
of county-based coordinating committees focuses on developing u wide range of scrv-
ices and programs which address the emergency housing and social service needs of
homeless individuals and families The network established a framework for the co-
ordination of services at the local level among Federal, State, local, and private
agencies.
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Governor Kean has increased fundiny for this program this year by 25 percent.
Withdrawal of Federal funding would severely undermine these cooperative ar-
rangements and send a signal to the States and others that it's acceptable public
policy to ignore this growing problem.

The following Federal actions are essential if States are to meet the needs of the
homeless.

First, title IV-A of the Social Security Act must be amended to reflect current
regulatory policy on emergency assistance As I understand it, the reason the De-
partment of Health and Human Services proposed draft regulations limiting emer-
gency assistance to 30 days was because that is tke limit required under current law.
Given the Federal deficit, I realize there is a concern about liberahizing policy n
any entitlement program, but in this case doing so should have iittle fiscal impact
since States have already been operating under Federal regulations which allow as-
sistance beyond 30 days.

Furthermore, 1t 1s clear that homelessness 1s far greater a problem now than it
was when emergency assistance was orginally authorized in the Social Security Act.
Because of this, within the last two years we have had to authorize extensions on
three occasions Times change and so must federal laws to address new sgeial prob-
lems

Second, States must be granted greater flexibility to administer the emergency as-
sistance program In some very interesting respects the issues involving emergency
assistance are similar to those in welfare reform. In welfare, Federal policy pro-
motes dependence by emphasizing cash assistance over job training and employ-
ment In emergency assistance, Federal policy also has things bachwards. Federal
emergency assistance policy encourages States to place families in temporary motels
at exorbitant costs rather than developing other strategies such as using emergency
assistance funds to create permanent housing which will lead to gieater independ-
ence, and. in the long run, reduced public expenditures.

For example. we are currently pay.~g an average of 342 a day for AFDC families
to live in motels or hotels on a temporary basis. The average length of stay is 65
days This results in a total average cost of $2.800 per case. With the funds we are
currently spending for temporary housing lasting about two months, we could pro-
vide rental assistance sufficient to place the average family in permanent housing
for over a year and half.

Another example is that we ure working with the city of East Orange, and the
Ford Foundation in a demonstration whereby we more effectively utilize emergency
assistance to renovate abandoned buildings and at the same time provide temporary
emergency shelter and supportive services a» well as permanent housing to families
in need.

We are doing this by having a non-profit agency lease vacant emergency housing
umts from the private owner The agency pays the owner a rent that covers operat-
ing costs as well as the costs of mahing building-wide improvements. In return, the
nonprofit agency enters into an agreement to lease the refurbished apartments to
low-income families.

We will also soon take a major step to use emergency assistance mote senisibly 1n
New Jersey Heretofore, uinlike New York, we have been mamtaining a full AFDC
grant, including a housing component, for familics on emergency assistance This
has produced a double payment for housing which 1s inequitable A family on AFDC
placed under emergency assistance i a hotel or niotel receives the full AFDC grant.
but does not need to pay rent from that grant The 49 percent of AFDC recipients
who at any time are not in hotels ot motels under emergency assistance must pay
their rent out of the same size grant This means that the disposable income of
those 1n hotels or motels is much higher

Our plan 1s to ac'ete the housing component of our regular welfare grant, thus
freeing up an estimated 3 to $6 million a year for our counties to use 1n rental
assistance programs for AFDC fumilies Shelter expunsion, mote permanent housing
arrangements, home finding and case management activities, and so forth Some of
these services are reimbursable at the Federal level, others are not

Recently, we experienced a crisis in emergency assistance i New Jersey when
the time limit for $10 families in welfare hotels ran out In exanuning this situation,
we found that 807¢ of these families were residing in 5 of our 21 counties We also
found that the differences in performance of the counties in placing these famibes
was not explained by their housing markets For example, Camden and Middlesex
Counties, two counties with very sctious housn : problems, ranked among the best
in placing homeless families We found that the  dference between the counties' ex-
perience was that seme had rental assistance, family shelter, and home finding sery-
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ices in place, while others did not. These services do make a difference, so 1t makes
sense to allow States the flex* 1ily to use emergency assistance to fund them

What we would hke to see .aen. is Congress follow suit by allowing the States to
use emergency assistance 1n a more flexible manner. This can be accomplished 1n
various ways.

We are very supportive of the provision which you have included in your welfare
reform bill, Senator Moynihan, which would authorize more flexible waivers in cer-
tain programs such as in emerge~.Cy assistance. A waiver program would represent
one possible approach.

Another approach would be to specify in the emergency assistance statute the
ways 1n which emergency assistar.ce could be used to support transitional or perma-
nent housing efforts not currently reimbursable, if the States can demonstrate that
it would be less costly to provide this type of assistance These arrangements should
allow emergency assistance funds to be used for rental subsidies, special arrange-
ments to increase low-income housing, and the expansion of shelters.

I can assure you that New Jersey is as concerned as the Federal Government
about increasing emergency assistance expenditures After all, we pay for half of
the costs. 1 us, we ask that Federal policy grant us the flexibility to reduce these
expenditures by enabling us to redirect emergency assistance funds towards more
permanent housing arrangements. It simply makes no sense to continue to try and
address this problem in the worst possible manner by paying $1,200 to $1,500 a
month only to see families living in the squalor of the welfare hotels

Third, prevention should be emphasized in emergency assistance. We are finding
that one of the most effective changes we have made is the authorization for coun-
ties to pay up to three months in rent arrears for families at risk of eviction and
making mortgage payments for families at risk of foreclosure. This kind of assist-
ance is much less expensive and disruptive to the family than sending evicted fami-
lies to motels and hotels. Yet, it is the kind of assistance that would be severely
diminished if emergency assistance were hmited to 30 days.

Fourth, Congress must enact welfare reform to address the broader income-relat-
ed needs of public assistance recipients. One of the problems homeless families face
is that they do not have the resources or income to pay for the high rents which
often are charged in our State By emphasizing job training and employment and
strengthened child support enforcement in the AFDC program, we can raise the in-
comes of many of these families to a level that is needed New Jersey strongly sup-
ports both your bills, Senator Moynihan and Congressman Downey, and urges that
Congress pass and the President sign welfare reform legislation this year.

Fifth, 1n the final analysis, at the heart of this matter is the low-income housing
problem facing our country Here, the withdrawal of the Federal Government from
the low-income housing area looms large As you know, Federal support for such
housing has been drastically curtailed over the past several years. leaving many
families withoat any type of adequate housing In New Jersey, we have waiting hists
for Government built housing as long as 10 years

Without significant Federal support to develop more permanent low-income hous-
ing, homelessness becomes a permanent problem for which solutions cannot be
found Under these circumstances, the pressiire on the AFDC emergency assistance
program can only mount And until such funding 1s provided and these alternatives
developed, there is little logic. in human or economic terms, to cutting back emer-
gency assistance further.

Rather, I ask today that the Federal Government renew and expand its commit-
ment to providing for the housing needs of the poor The alarming dimensions of
this crisis demand this commitment We can do no less for homeless families and
the children who have no choice but to rely on us for help.

Thank you

Senator MoyniHAN. We thank you, Comm.issioner.

And now, Commissioner Williams, who is the Deputy Director of
GAIN External Affairs. We have heard a great deal about GAIN in
Washington and here in New York, and we welcome you most es-
pecially, Mr. Williams.

Qo je
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STATEMENT OF CARL B. WILLIAMS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, GAIN
EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL
SERVICES

Mr. WiLLiams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator. I testified
before you recently on your Senate bill 1511, and we have testimo-
ny prepared today that I would like to have submitted for the
record.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Without objection, of course.

Mr. WiLLiams. I would like to point out, Senator, in that testimo-
ny that while we are waiting for the long term solution of the
homeless problem, we have urged that employment programs simi-
lar to those proposed in S. 1511 be considered as part of the mix
needed to solve the hgmeless problem.

Uenator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Downey has alicady done his job and is
waiting for me to do mine.

Mr. WiLLiams. Senator, we in California on February 1st started
an effort to aid in the problems of shelter for homeless AFDC fami-
lies, which had the regulations proposed by the Department of
Health and Human Services on December 14 been in place, we
could not have done. And we are concerned that while there was
reluctant approval of our program to aid homeless AFDC families,
that some time in the future the authority that we now have, may
be taken away. And we would not want to see that happen.

We have put into place a program that provides for both tempo-
rary and permanent housing for homeless AFDC applicants and re-
cipients. The temporary program provides for up to $60 a day per
family for 28 days, and that is followed by up to two times 80 per-
cent of the AFDC household grant to use for the very important
purposes of legal deposits for utilities and so forth. Deposits seem
to be one of the big problems with many homeless families—
coming up with that large sum of money that is needed just to get
in the front door.

We have also observed that one of the difficulties with many
homeless families is that the landlords are reluctant to rent to
them—principally because they say that there is no assurance of
receiving rent and that there are often irregular payments made
and so on. We would like to urge that in addition to changing the
current statute with respect to the use of special needs money for
the homeless, that in addition, we be permitied to make vendor
payments and third-party payments so that we can assure land-
lords that they will receive the rent that is due them from the
family that w& have helped place in one of their units.

We would like to ask, Senator, that we not simply try to extend
the moratorium on these regulations. We are very concerned that
unless the philosophy is changed and reflected in new regulations,
that we will not be able to continue our program in California. We
would not want to see that happen. We expect that we will be serv-
ing as many as 50,000 to 75,000 in the State, and the principal
problem is housing. I am trying to avoid, Senator, saying the same
things that have already been said here by my colleagues.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It is important that three quite separate
States have the same message.
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Mr. WiLLiams. Senator, I would also like to point out that I am
representing a Republican Governor, who is very concerned about

this problem.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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Testimony Before
Subcommittees Holding Joint Fielg Hearing on
the Use of AFDC Funds for Homeless Families

March 28, 1988

Presented by Carl B. Williams
Deputy Director
GAIN External Affairs
California Departaent of Social Services

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittees, my name is Car,
Williams and I am the Deputy Director of GAIN External Affairs

Homeless Assistance Program went into effect February 1, 1988 on
an emergency basis, Thank you for this opportunity to present
California's view on this subject.

1. Waat {3 the appropriate role for the AFDC program to play

extent does the AFDC benefit level affect the number of
homeless families?

Resgongg:

Section 406 of the Social Security Act addresses payments
with respect to needy dependent children and certain
individuals living with them. These AFDC payments
constitute afd subject to federal refmbursement. The
Social Security Act does not give federal authority to
limit or define the amount the state determines {s
hecessary to meet the peed of such persons. Congress yas
very clear in enacting the Social Security Act thas states
were to possess the sole Power to set benefit levels and
the standard of peed.

The AFDC program is designed to meet the basic needs of
applicants and recipients. Shelter is recognized as one of
these needs. Federal law and regulations are written to
grant states flexibflity in Reeting the needs of its AFDC
populatfon. The Department of Yealth and Human Services'

the basic grant or as a nonrecurring special need, violates
the intent of federal law and regulations, Furthermore, it
is in conflict with the basic program tenet that recognizes
shelter as an essential part of the peed standard.

Finally, AFDC {s intended to provide ass{stance to needy
children and their families. 7This program has the
flexibility to allow States to mset the peeds of homeless
fanilies more equitably and effectively than any other form
of assistance,

In conclusion, the AFDC program {3 the public assistance
program best able to meet the needs of homeless families

because:
- It is a family assistance program;
- It is intended to meet shelter and other pasic needs;
- It contains the flexibility to allow a homeless assistance

component within the overall program constraints (see
California’s state plan option to provide homeless
assistance as a nonrecurring special need); and

- Its eligibility criteria are broad enough to reach many
homeless families.
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Should the AFDC statute and regulations be modified? If
so, how?

Response:

The AFDC regulations should be modified to allow states to
provide additional eligibility restrictions to special
needs. Since a special need is a neced above and beyond the
needs recognized for the majority of recipients, states
should be allowed to require verification of the need and
to impose additional income/resource limits.

Notwithstanding the provisions of 45 CFR 234.60
(Protective, vendor and two-party payments for dependent
children), the AFDC regulations should be amended to allow
states to issue vendor payments for the ronrecurring
special need. Vendor payments allow states to maximize
their flexibility in assisting homeless families while
concomitantly ensuring that the payment is used for the
purpose for which it is intended.

Federal regulations should be amended to prohibit DHHS from
delaying approval/denial of stale plan anendments.

Although federal regulations do prescribe time limits for
approval of state plans (45 CFR 201.3(e)), there 1s no
similar time Timit for state plan amendments. It has been
California's experience that some state plan amendments are
neither approved nor rejected but returned on the basis of
the need for more information or clarification. This has
the effect of precluding a decision regarding the
anendment, thus denying appeal rights to the state.

What would be the effect of the regulations proposed by the
Department of Health and Human Services on States,
localities, non-profit organizations and homeless AFDC
families?

Responie:

The proposed regulation 1s unclear as to its meaning, which
must be ascertained from the Preamble. For example, the
Preamble refers to "type of housing occupied. " What does
this mean? A Literal reading of this proposed regulation
would allow a state to assist a homeless family by paying
the initial costs of moving into a residenc2 but not allow
a payment if the shelter were temporary. he special need
should not be tied to any particular type of housing,
merely to the objective of assisting the family to overcome
1ts homeless condition.

1n addition, the Preambdle clearly indicates that the
special need is not be used to a33 st a homeless fanily,
The Preamble, in part, states, "...we propose these
amendments regarding...spec1lal need allowances for shelter.
The regulations would clarify that such allowances are not
permissible under the AFDC Program.¥ (Emphasis added.)”

The first paragraph of the Preamble a~knowledges that,
nFederal policy has long recognized that this need standard
includes the costs of basic needs recognized as essential
for all applicants and recipients. Generally included are
everyday liems such as...saielter.” DHHS agrees that
shelter is a basic need. Therefore, 1f a family i{s without
shelter, a basic need is not being met. The only mechanism
available within the program to meet needs not common to
the majority of recipients is the "soecial need." DHHS'
proposed rule severely reduces a state's flexibility to
address emergency situations, such as 3 lack of housing.

In conclusion, the proposed rule to curtail a state's
ability to maximize the use of the special need is
inconsistent with basic program principles. We should not
deny 2 family fulfillment of its essential need for
shelter.



What s the long-term solution to the problem of homeless
families?

Response:

- There does not appear to be a reliable source of
information regarding the characteristics or causes of
homelessness among families. Until we learn what underlies
this social phenomenon, the AFDC Program can provide long-
term assistance to homeless AFDC famjilies (see California‘s
state plan pre-print pages providing a nonrecurring special
need for homeless assistance, attached) within the limits
of the program constraints. However, the issue of
affordable housing goes far beyond the scope of the AFDC
Program. We must look to our social scientists and
researchers to provide data to guide long-term policy. One
area of {nterest should be employment directed welfare

reform programs such as California's Greater Avenues for
Independence.

AFDC can help get families off of the streets and into
permanent housing through the use of a time-limited
nonrecurring special need. Once the family {s housed,
vendor payments for rent could ensure the families
continued residency in the permanent housing.

We urge the committee to allow this incremental step
towards a~-.sting homeless families and to stimulate
careful inquiry into the causes, prevention and solutions
to .his multi-~facetted problenm.

O

ERIC 13¢

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




v
S

e

127

Senator MOYNIHAN. We thank you, Mr. Williams, and if you will
just indulge me here, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Williams was talking
about vendor payments. I think we really have to listen t- him,
and all of us who go to the Congress, I think remember the first
time they got beat on the floor, and that hasn’t happened to Mr.
Downey yet, but it will come in time. Statistically 1t will, and then
you will remember it.

But the first time I was beat, and beat pretty badly, was on the
question of vendor payments, two-party checks.

Mr. WiLLiams. I remember it sir.

Senator MovniHAN. And Mr. Rangel and Mr. Bingham had
passed a measure that let the city do more of this. And it was a
time when a lot of our present problem was beginning, about 1977
or 1978, if I recall. At that time, at the seventh inning stretch in
Yankee Stadium when there was nothing to show on the field, they
wotld turn the cameras around and you could watch the South
Bronx burning. And we were trying to say when a welfare mother
appears to the landlord, if she has a two-party check for the rent,
sﬁe can say, “I am a good tenant, you know my rent will be paid.
You can be sure of that. You can’t be sure of other people, but I am
a good prospect.” Strange, the doctrinal opposition to that. It got
beaten in the Senate as somehow illiberal, which is helpless.

I just want to say that we are with you. I think I hear you, Mr.
Wili]iamS, that you don’t want another 12 postponements of your
sentence, you would like to get this thing changed.

Mr. WiLuiams. That’s right.

Senator MOYNiHAN. I hope we can change it for you, and I think
Mr. Dcwney would agree.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. I want to thank our panel, and apolo-

_gize to my commissioner for being out of the room for the time of

his testimony. I can assure you I am aware of what he said, and
briefly listening to you, Mr. Altman, am encouraged that as Sena-
tor Moynihan suggested, there seems to be nobody in agreement
that these regulations make any sense, save Mr. Stanton.

I have been unable to locate anyone else, and sadly, changing the
regulation is not going to be an easy task. Mr. Williams, we find
ourselves at this point in the hearing in an unusual position since
we must kill time until 3 o’clock. We are waiting on Mr. Dukakis,
and we have yet another panel, but while I have you here, I have
some questions about the GAIN Program, and your experience if
you can relate it to us, specifically with respect to San Diego.

Senator Moynihan and I, as_you know, respectively chair the
welfare subcommittees in the House and the Senate. We passed a
bill in the House, and we await action in the Senate. If Pat has his
way, we will certainly see that bill. I am not sure that we can get
Presid :nt Reagan to sign the bill, but we will endeavor to do that.
What we have been told, at least I have been by my colleagues
from California, is that the critical link between dependency and
productivity is in child care. And also, what has been found in
places like San Diego, is that not only is child care more expensive
than we ever estimate, but that the remedial skills that are neces-
sary for putting people to work, are aiso not what we expect, that
is, we have to teach people to read and to write, to go on inter-
views, and to do a variety of things.
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Can you give us the benefit of your wisdom with respect to the
GAIN program in your state on these points, child care, and reme-
dial skills for those who are in it?

Mr. WiLLiaMs. Yes, I am delighted to have this oppol tunity.

Mr. Downey, when GAIN went into effect about 2%, years ago we
were somewhat naive about some of the problems we were faced
with in our caseload. I think it is fair to say that we really didn’t
known very much about our AFDC population, even though we
have been serving them for 50 years. What we discovered are two
very important things.

One is that our early estimates of how many of those people
were in need of basic education were very much understated. We
are now finding that about 60 percent of the general AFDC popula-
tion needs to return to basic education of one degree or another
ranging from a few weeks to get prepared for a GED exam to sev-
eral years to learn English because the erson is, for example,
coming from Southeast Asia or Mexico ancf doesn’t speak English.
We are spending great sums of money on basic education, and I
always like to add when I am asked this question that it raises seri-
ous concerns in my mind, and I think in most people’s minds about
what is happening with our basic education structure.

We see, unfortunately, an endless stream of people dropping out
of high school, failing at high school in the second or third grade
and coming onto welfare and spending long periods of time on aid.
I think somebody has to make inquiry into why our education
system is producing such ill-prepared people, who are very often
getting into other dysfunctional behaviors and ending up on public
assistance.

On the question of child care, under our rules nobody is required
to participate in our program unless they receive child care. And
the child care that is selected is at the choice of the participant,
not the Government’s choice. Because of this choice, we learned
that in California, child care rates varied considerably. If you have
what amounts to a babysitting arrangement with grandma, you
pay one rate. If you are looking at a relatively sophisticated child
care center, you are at a very different and higher rate.

We asked and received from the Federal Government, waivers to
allow us to pay the market rate for child care. In fact, under our
State law, we may pay, and this is a technicality, 1% standard de-
viations above the mean market rate, so long as the average rate
stays at the market rate as determined by our resource and refer-
ral agencies.

What that all means is we can pay high child care rates as long
as we are also paying relatively low child care rates.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. If I can just interrupt here, we have
someone from Stamford working in the back office. One-and-a-half
standard deviations indeed.

Mr. WiLLiams. I understand that sounds very technical, but it
has been working very well. We are able to pay for very expensive
child care in a place like San Diego or Santa Clara County, and
still stay within the average cost that we have established as the
market rate. That rate, by the way, is established annually by the
resource and referral agencies that do a complete survey of child
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care provided throughout the State. Rates are then established for
each community.

We have found that the kind of child care that is probably most
useful, because we are using the typical WIN mandatory cutoff for
our participation, is child care that is provided in school settings.
Before school or after school care seems to be the most useful for
many parents who are trying to learn a skill, are actually starting
to work, or are going back to school themselves. It is convenient for
them, they trust the schools, and they like to have their children
there. That is not to say, of course, that we are not providing child
care in other settings as well.

One of the unique features of the GAIN program is that child
care is provided and paid for, even if it is provided by a relative of
the child. So, if grandma looks afier the child, we will »ay grand-
ma, albeit a reduced rate. I believe that covers the two questions
you have asked.

Acting Chairman DOWNEY. Quite adequately.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Rangel.

Mr. RANGEL. Director Williams, you have been talking about the
failure of the educational system and, of course, you probably
would agree that if you had kids coming out of this homeless envi-
ronment that naturally would impact on their lack of ability to get
an education. But do they have any alternative school system in
California that might hone in on the special problems that I guess,
social workers call them, at risk, the kids?

Mr. WiLiams. Yes, we do have an alternative program for
youngsters. We even have a program in which a youngster can
take high school courses essentially staying home. I don’t know the
technical term for it, but it is a program which seems to be work-
ing out reasonably well.

Mr. RANGEL. Is the private sector involved with that?

Mr. Witriams. No, not at this point. Although with the money
that is going into the GAIN Program, we are begirning to see more
interest from the private sector. One of the things we have learned
is if you look at all of the young women who are heading house-
holds on AFDC, about 60 percent of those young women had their
first child when they were teenagers. We also know that of that
same group, that approximately 70 to 80 percent of those young
women dropped out of high school either before or just after becom-
ing pregnant.

So, we are seeing the school failure contributing to this dysfunc-
tional behavior which is extending spells on public assistance.
Quite frankly, the national research that has been conducted tells
us that a woman who has had a child when she was a teenager, is
likely to remain on public assistance an average of 10.4 years, the
longest stay on AFDC of any particular group. While, I can’t say
that education is going to solve the problem of teenage parenting, I
have a feeling that if teenage parenting occurs and there is a high
school education that goes along with that, the chances of repeti-
tion are greatly reduced, and the opportunities for the future are
greatly enhanced.

Acting Chairman DownEey. Would you yield, Mr. Rangel?

Mr. RANGEL. Yes.
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Acting CRairman DowNgy. Mr. Williams, in the GAIN program
do you target teen mothers for finishing high school or for any spe-
cial intervention so that the teen mother is less likely to live her
life without a diploma?

Mr. WiLLiams. I almost wish you hadn’t asked me that because
the answer is we are doing it by encouraging them as volunteers,
In 1985 when the bill was passed, - e did not have the benefit of
the research that came out of Mathamatica Corp. recently, which
tells us that the Bayne and Ellwood data reflects that the people
who are likely to stay on welfare the longest are the people who
had children when they were teenagers.

We didn't know that at the time, so what we did was to set the
cutoff at 6 years of age. While, that will pick up a large number of
women who had their first child when they were teenagers, it
won’t deal with the young women at the front end of the system.
Therefore, we are out very vigorously trying to market this group
of people to come into the program. We are working closely with
the educational establishment trying to set up programs that will
maintain them in school and keeps them moving forward. The
facts are that once one of these young women gets a high school
diploma, a GED, or equivalent, the tendency to repeat the mistake
is reduced substantially. So there is a tremendous value in getting
them to volunteer.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Perales, Ms. Bane used to be your assist-
ant.

Mr. PERALES. Yes, she was my deputy, and at that time we put in
place a couple of prcsrams and while we don’t get the same atten-
tion I think in New York because we don’t have a name like
REACH or GAIN, we have had since 1984 one of the most effective
welfare-to-work programs.

Two things that we do for teenagers, I think are unique and very
important, and I just wanted to add them. One of them is that we
require case management. In other words, as of this year, any tecn-
ager who is a parent on our caseload, is automatically assigned a
case worker, a case worker whose caseload cannot be very long.
Typically we are talking about 25 or 30 young women assigned to a
social worker.

Second while there is no requirement that a woman with a child
over the age of six participate in a employment program or even in
an educational program, we have set up 19 centers throughout our
State, called CEOSC, comprehensive employment opportunity sup-
port centers. I know that both Senator Moynihan and Mr. Downey
are looking forward to visiting one of them, and I would like to
extend an invitation to Congressman Rangel to visit one of our cen-
ters.

Mr. RANGEL. In my district?

Mr. PeraLes. Well, we don’t have onz in your district, Congress-
man.

Mr. RANGEL. Well, that is easiest way to get my attention.

Mr. PeraLEs. I am looking forward, M- Congressman, to estab-
lishing one in your district, but as of the luoment, we’ve only got 19
in the State and three of them are in New York City. But they are
important in that one location, one facility, we provide all of the
services that this parent and young child will need, including child
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care, including remediai education, as well as the type of educa-
tional training that they are best suited for. And we do it, I think,
in such an attractive way that these women with young children,
who are not obliged to participate in this program under current
Federal law, actually there are long waiting lists in each one of
these CEOSC’s throughout our State.

So that New York is very proud of our employment programs,
particularly those programs that target women with young chil-
dren and to target teenage mothers.

Mr. RANGEL. Do these teenage mothers go into the public school
system?

Mr. PERALES. Quite often what the case manager does is to find
the avp~opriate educational place for this teenager.

Mr. LANGEL. Well, what alternative appropriate place is there?

Mr. PEraLES. Quite often it is a public schocl. There are public
schools in New York City where young parents are welcomed and
provided with some help. In other instances, it may have to be
after regular school hours.

Mr. RANGeL. I am thrilled to talk with you, commissioner. The
private sector, Columbia University, has put together a program
that would have them come in, and with a little help from Secre-
tary Bennett, be able to say that once this person has just fallen
between the cracks, that is that they are out of the system com-
pletely, that because of the special needs that industry has in our
city and State, that they might be williy to pick up a part of the
tab to see whether they can do some training.

Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLIaMS. One experiment we are trying is occurring in San
Diego County. One of the things we have observed about young
people who have dropped out of schooi is that they are very reluc-
tant to go back to the same institution where they failed. The place
is rot for them. They had a hard time there, they don’t want to go
back, and for whatever reason, that doesn’t seem to be the easjest
way to get them the education that they failed to get the first time.

In San Diego County, eight of the school districts have gotten to-
gether and decided on a common curriculum, which by the way is a
rather amazing accomplishment. School districts can’t usually
agree on where to go for lunch, much less on a common curricu-
lum. Nevertheless, they have established a plan to open 45 or so
storefront computer-aided instruction centers throughout the com-
munities from whence are coming . any of the participants in the
GAIN program. The object being to xeep the self-esteem of the stu-
dent up by not forcing them back behind the desk of the high
school down the street where they failed.

This experiment has already been tested in a couple of locations
witly very remarkable results. Now, I can’t say this is going to
happen all of the time, but we sent some people over there for
basic remediation, thinking we would just raise their reading levels
and math levels to a sixth or seventh grade level. Within a remark-
ably short amount of time, all but one of the first group passed the
GED test and received their high school diplomas. We never ex-
pected that, but the combination of the setting, of the computer-
aided instruction which is very, very helpful, and the fairly high
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teacher-to-student ratio, seems to be making the difference with
these people who failed miserably the first time through.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Altman, did you have some similar experience?

Mr. AurMman. Yes, I am glad you raised the question because we
feel pretty strongly that focusing on that teenager on welfare, that
unmarried, unemployed, out of school, is the litmus test for the
whole welfare reform effort. And frankly, if you are ducking that
problem, you are ducking in welfare reform, the most important
Job that needs to be taken on, because the rolls continue to fill up
with these young lives, and those statistics are the same we see the
4 in 10 statistics, that are lost for decades to poverty.

That is the reason when we designed our REACH program, we
made it mandatory for women with children as young as 2 years of
age; so that we could begin to take that on. And it is also the
reason we have launched a targeted program in Camden and
Newark that brings in every single teenage mother on welfare. Itis
called Teen Progress, and provides not just the kinds of opportuni-
ties and supports we typically talk about in our welfare reform ef-
forts, the job training, the child care, the extended Medicaid cover-
age, but much more intensive educational work, group work, life
skills training and parenting education and all of that.

And I would say on this point, not only are these programs focus-
ing on the teenage mothers an argument for passing welfare
reform legislation, but I guess almost unfortunately, they almost
underscore the need for some political patience when we do.

Senator MoyNIHAN. And for advocacy.

Can I just make a point for my colleagues, which is obviously
clear to you.

Mr. ALTMAN. Yes.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Williams said, and it seems to be so im-
portant, that when they designed the GAIN Program 2%, 8 years
ago, they didn’t have this information. We have been learning
something. Mathamatica came along and Eliwood and Bane came
along, and we know more than we knew. What we know is that the
welfare population divides in half. About haif of the people are on
under 4 years. No big explanation of what happened to them the
marriage broke up, that’s all, and they are 38-years-0'' and they
have to get their lives together and they do, and you never see
them again. All you do is send them checks like unemployment
checks. The plant closed, they find another job, and while they are
out of work, they nezd help, that’s all.

But this other half, they are going to be on 10 years. Now, the
liberal sensibilities, and I speak as a liberal, says, “Don’t force that
mother into the work force, or into education, and so forth. Wait
until the child is older.” That is what we think now is wrong, isn’t
that right?

Mr. AutMAN. Yes.

Senator MoyNiHAN. We want to get right in there, in fact, when
that child is only 18 months old or 2 years old?

Mr. AurMan. And, Senator, the most important proof of that is
to talk to the recipients themselves. Talk, as I have, to the hun.
dreds of kids who have moved through our Teen Progress program
about, “Did it bother you that it was a mandatory program?”
“Well, yes, actually it did. I don't trust the state. I didn’t want any-
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thing to do with this. I didn’t want to do that. It’s the best thing
that ever happened to me in my life. I can’t tell you how I feel dif-
ferently when I go home at night, how I look at my kids different-
ly, how they look at me. Here is where I am headed, and now I've
got some hope again.”

I have yet to find a recipient, leave aside some of the organized
groups we talk to, who has a problem with the mandatory pro-
gram.

Mr. RanGeL. Would you yield on that?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. RanGeL. I think that is in part the changing nature of the
American work force. In the past we didn’t expect a mother to be
both a mother and a father to these children, but now clearly be-
cause in the gencral work force, we have so many more women in
the work force, it is now unusual to expect some women, in this
case four women, not to fully participate as well. And I am inter-
ested in what you said, Mr. Altman, about the fact that there is
sometimes a disparity betweer the advccacy groups and what you
see from the recipients themselves. And there is great dignity in
work, and there is a great understanding that it is probably a
better role model for the child to see the mother participate.

I do chafe a little bit at making it as mandatory, because what 1
fear is that if you make it mandatory too soon, what happens is
you just provide a job search program and a lot of churning as op-
posed to any serious intent to help people. It winds up being you
are fulfilling some requirement that Washington has made for you,
but you are not doing anything for the people.

Senator MoyniHAN. No, but we shouldn’t be afraid to get in
there early.

Mr. RANGEL. Is that the New York experience, Cesar?

Mr. PrraLes. Well, as I indicated earlier, New York has been
very effective in offering a voluntary program for women with
young children. Quite frankly, it will be a long time before we have
gone through all the volunteers who have come forward before we
have to reach the question I think of requiring women with young
children, which is one of the reasons why we have no sought a
waiver.

Mr. RANGEL. But if it is not a requirement, do you find that the
young mothers find it exciting to have the job opportunities?

Mr. PErALES. Absolutely, no question.

Mr. RanGeL. Would you object to the mandatory requirement as
a matter of social science?

Mr. PeraLes. 1 have I think the same reluctance that Tom
Downey has about doing that unless we are prepared to make sure
that there is a decent program at the end of it. Unless we are pre-
pared to insure decent job care. And that is why I am reluctant to
categorically embrace that concept.

Mr. RanGeL. Thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Gentlemen, we thank you very much, and
Mr. Williams particularly, for you coming across country.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. The next witness will find himself in
an unusual position, he will be asked to take his time delivering
his testimony. And we will think of as many exhaustive questions
as we possibly can.
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We will now hear from Mr. Steven Banks, an attorney from the
Homeless Family Rights Project, Legal Aid Society of New York.
He is accompanied by Ms. Yvonne McCain. Mr. Banks, Ms.
McCain, if you would please come forward, and Mr. Moses, assist-
ant executive director, Children’s Aid Society.

STATEMENT OF STEVEN BANKS, ATTORNEY, HOMELESS FAMILY
RIGHTS PROJECT, LEGAL AID SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, ACCOM-
PANIED BY YVONNE McCAIN

Mr. Banks. First of all, let me commend you for your efforts in
this area and your stamina today. You have been very patient.
Normally we firnd ourselves in a situation where we are at the end
and you need to leave. So we are very grateful that you are stay-
ing.

Let me also introduce Yvonne McCain and her son Jonathan.
Mrs. McCain lived in the Martinique Hotel for 4 years. She spent
approximately a month at the Henry Street Settiement, which is
the apartment-style emergency housing that this facility is based
on; and now lives in an apartment with a lease which is set to
expire in a year and a half, And at that point, she has no prospects
for other housing, she will describe in some detail with the expand-
ed time frame some of her experiences.

Let me first of all note that this is a unique hearing. We have sat
here and listened to the presentations from city and state officials.
Typically the homeless advocates come and present a completely
different point of view than the city and State officials. I think
today, however, there is unity on one point, and that is that the
Secretary’s regulations would do tremendous damage and would do
nothing to prevent homeless families with children from being ex-
posed to the types of conditions at the Martinique that Ms. McCain
was exposed to, as well as to conditions in the other 59 hotels in
the city. And I think there is unity between the State and city offi-
cials and the advocates that we are looking to Congress to not just
turn back these regulations—although we certainly appreciate the
efforts almost a year ago now, or 8 months ago, that you both went
through to heat them back. I think we are looking to Congress to
clarify the type of issues that Congressman Rangel and the Mayor
engaged in an extended discussion. To clarif , for example, that
EAF and AFDC funds can be used to do Jjust what Congressman
Rangel suggested they ought to be used for, and that is to rehabili-
tate some of the city buildings for use as temporary facilities—
more adequate facilities, I should say, than the amounts of money
that are being given to hotel owners.

There are other steps that must be taken. Let me first say
though that although the city and state officials have focused
really on the problem which is the cutback on federal assistance
for housing, not enough can be said about the urgency of address-
ing the problem. There are tonight 12,500 children living in abys-
mal conditions. Media accounts certainly detail what those are; we
need not go into them in great detail. But to think about life as
Jonathan next to me experienced, in hotel rooms where food had to
be hung from the ceiling to keep the mice from eating it, in hotel
rooms where children urinate in peach cans in the night time be-
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cause their parents are afraid to take them to bathrooms in the
hallway, and where there is no place to do any school work, and
where in fact the bed in the room becomes the focal piece of furni-
ture since there is often no other furniture, there is a great deal of
urgency.

There is a lost generation of children right now that we are cre-
ating by the policies of the last 8 years, last 7% years, and unless
the government, Congress and the cities and States are prepared to
spend tremendous amounts of money sometime in the future to
deal with the increased medical problems, the increased education-
al problems, the increased juvenile justice and criminal justice ex-
penses associated with producing such a generation, the price of
constructing a rational housing policy will pale in comparison to
that price.

Now, this facility that we are sitting in is quite a change from
the institutional style and hotel-style shelters that have been used
as the norm. If these regulations are implemented, the not-for-
profit organizations that develop these types of shelters will quite
clearly not be able to develop any more. The Secretary suggests
that as a result of this there could be a not-for-profit exception. I
believe Councilman Gerges testified that not-for-profits could be
asked to manage facilities like this in the city; that 50 not-for-prof-
its could be found.

Sadly I think our experience in New York, and we also deal with
advocates throughout the country, is that there are not enough not-
for-profits with either the ability or the inclination to manage fa-
cilities like this and like some of the facilities that Mr. Moses will
be speaking about that his organization manages. So to say that a
not-for-profit exception could save the impact of these regulations
is really to miss the reality that there simply are not not-for-profits
to deal with this issue.

Second of all, I think in focusing on this facility that we are in
today, we ought not to lose sight that this facility is only a step out
of the mess in which we currently find ourselves. In some respects
this facility is a Band Aid, a much better band aid albeit, on the
current situation. But all of the clients that we represent that are
in this facility, as pleased as they are to be in this facility, still
want and need one thing and this is an apartment. This is not a
permanent place to live. And as we create more facilities like this
to address the deplorable conditions in shelters and hotels, we
won’t be very much further 5 years from now if we are not also
creating places for the people to go to who are being placed in
these more adequate facilities.

There really . ‘e several ways in which the EAF and AFDC regu-
lations and othe. Federal programs could be clarified or amended
to address the various specific problems that families like Mrs.
McCain experienced. First of all. the EAF and AFDC money are a
funding stream, in the way that Congressman Schumer and Con-
gressman Weiss have identified, that could be used to develop both
facilities like this, but more important, permanent housing options.
If the purpose of the EAF statute was to provide money to States
to avoid destitution of children, how much more destitute could
children be than to live in the Martinique or to live in a shelter?
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To use those money to develop permanent housing is certainly not
a tremendous jump from the intent of the program.

Alternatively, the money could come from another part of the
Federal budget. There is no reason why, for example, the HUD
budget—and I realize that this committee is not focused on the
HU% budget, but housing and public assistance programs are inti-
mately related—there is no reason why HUD money could not spe-
cifically be appropriated to relocate currently homeless families
from emergency housing to housing authority facilities. It is in.
structive to remember that this is not the first emergency housing
crises in New York City, indeed nationally. But in New York City
in the early 1970°s when the mayor was a Congressman and con-
ducted the type of hearings that he testified at today, the solution
was to relocate families from the hotels into the public housing au-
thorities. Since that time money for that purpose have dried up. In
looking at solutions, we would urge you simply to look not at just
EAF and AFDC statutes, but the wide range of programs that are
available.

The flaw in the Secretary’s presentation of his proposed regula-
tions is that he says States should use other housing programs for
these needs. In fact, he is partially correct, but the Reagan admin-
istration has left cities and states without any housing programs to
use if these programs are going to be cut.

Anyone who drove here or walked here couldn’t possibly have
missed the abandoned buildings that are around this facility. We
have had a great debate within this city about money which should
be used to develop these buildings. I think the mayor alluded to
that debate. Let me emphasize again, our purpose in coming here
today is not to rehash that debate, but to say quite simply if feder-
al moneys are made available to localities like New York which
own properties, these buildings could be rehabilitated and not used
as temporary shelters but filled as permanent housing. We would
urge you to look at making mouey available to localities to reha-
bilitate city or municipally owned land or housing for the purpose
of providing permanent housing.

We would also urge you to Jook at the public assistance side of
the problem. When families of four get $3p12 a month for rent, it
should be no surprise that those families can neither retain nor
obtain housing. There simply isn’t housing that exists for $312 a
month for a family of four in this city. Contrast that with the HUD
fair-market rental value that HUD has estimated that families
need to purchase modest accommodations that meet code stand-
ards. In the range of $650 is the range of the HUD fair-market-
value level in New York. So on the one hand we have HUD saying
that’s how much you need to rent an apartment, and we have re-
cipients being provided with $312 to rent an apartment. Clearly, a
very critical change that could be effected in the EAF and AFDC
statutes, in particular the AFDC statutes, is a requirement that the
rent 'evels meet at least the HUD level. That is perhaps combining
housing and public assistance issues, but this whole problem exists
because of the failure to look at this as an inter-related problem.

At the same time basic benefit levels are woefully inadequate.
There is a relationship between the fact that a family of three in
New York receives, on an annual basis including food stamps, ap-
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proximately $8,300, when the Federal poverty level for that same
family in 1987 was $9,300.

In Brooklyn—as long as we are in Brooklyn I note that we have
done a survey of what those standards mean for our clients in
Brooklyn: The average family of three, a mother and two children
in Brooklyn, once you're controlled for fixed expenses like rent,
utilities, and so forth, has $3 in cash and $5.77 in food stamps to
live off each day. Now if anyone has been to the store and they
have seen that the price of Pampers is $16.99, just for a box of
Pampers. So it shouldn’t be surprising that with families receiving
less than poverty level in income when they are on public assist-
ance, that they are receiving less than they need to retain housing.
In effect we are putting families in an eviction zone; they are being
condemned to be evicted.

Last, you referred earlier to churning as a problem. That is
households being put off of public assistance for erroneous reasons.
The effect of quality control programs, and I know there will be a
hearing later on in April on these issues, shouldn’t be discounted.
It is important to look at the effect of quality control programs on
this problem. Quality control programs lead to sanctioning states
for providing benefits to ineligible recipients. There is no sanction
for denying benefits to eligibles or erroneously terminating benefits
to eligible families. Recent studies done by Anna Lou DeHavannon
have demonstrated that of families coming into emergency assist-
ance units, at least half of those families have closed cases. Now
they are preswnptively eligible for benefits since they are being
provided with emergency housing; yet, for erroneous reasons, their
cases were closed. When your case is erroneously closed, you can’t
pay the rent. The effect of the focus of quality controlled programs
on sanctions for ineligibles versus sanctioning denials to eligibles is
exactly that. We would ask that you consider that, not only in the
context that you will be considering this problem next month, but
that you look at it as interrelated to the homeless problem.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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This testimony 1s submitted by the Homeless Family Rights
Project of The Legal aid Society.

In view of the urgent immediate need for adequate,
permanent  housing for homeless families, we welcome this
opportunity to review the circumstances ywhich currently confront
homeless families with children in New York cCity. 1In this
testimony, we will describe the dimensions of the current crisis,
and the impact of the Department of Health and Human Services’
proposed regulations as well as some remedies for the provision
of permanent housing. The problems of homeless families and the
need for permanent housing will also be discussed by one of our
clients, Yvonne McCain, who is the named plaintiff in litigation
commenced by The Legal Aid Society 1in 1983 on behalf of homeless
families with children in New York Caty.

As some of you nmay know, The Legal aid Society has
commenced litigation over the past five years on behalf of
homeless families with children. As a result of one of our
lawsuits, McCain v, Koch, a New York State appellate court has
determined that the State and City are legally obligated to
provide emergency shelter to homeless families with children.
This past June, in McCain, the New York State court of Appeals
held that homeless families with children are entitled to safe
and sanitary living conditions in welfare hotels in New York
City. In addition to McCain and other class action litigation,
we have provided individualized legal representation to hundreds
of homeless families with children over the past five years.
Through our emergency hotline for homeless families and our
regular outreach work in hotels and shelters used by the City as
emergency housing, we have had a unique vantage point to observe
the circumstances which confront homeless families on a
day~-to-day basis. We also regularly provide back-up sUpport and
assistance to advocates throughout New York as well in other
parts of the country.
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ONS O HE PRO

Some 5,200 families -- including more than 12,500 children
-- are now receiving emergency housing in this City each night.
The vast majority of these families became homeless as a result
of circumstances beyond their control. They have lost their
permanent housing because of fires or vacate orders placed
because of dangerous housing conditions. Others had to leave
their housing because of deteriorating conditions or because they
had  been living in overcrowded and unhealthy conditions,
doubled-up with relatives or friends in inadequate permanent
housing. Some are battered women or children. Some are families
who have lost their housing because employment was lost or public
assistance benefits were erroneously terminated or a wage earner
deserted the family. Others have lost their permanent housing
because, without the assistance of counsel, they were improperly
evicted. Still others have lost their apartments or have never
been able to afford apartments of their own because prevailing
rents are higher than the monthly public assistance grant for
shelter that is provided in New York City. 1Indeed, the monthly
public assistance shelter grant for a family of four is a mere
$312.00.

Despite the issuance of Court orders in our litigation and
the issuance of State regulations governing the provision of
emergency housing, the day-to-day existence of homeless families
and their children continues to be as brutal as that experienced
by the original families who sought our assistance five years
ago.

Media accounts detail the fact that children and families
continue to be placed in transient “welfare” hotels under
conditions which are utterly shocking. Without actually seeing
the conditions, it is difficult to comprehend that families with
children in 1988 in the United States are 1living amidst such
filth and squalor. Conditions in these hotels are reminiscent --
perhaps even worse ~- than slum conditions described by Charles
Dickens and later by Upton Sinclair. Health risks are as great
as or even worse than those found in many developing nations.
Despite the clear requirements nf State law, families are
regularly placed in emergency housing in hotel rooms with
inadequate heat and hot water; bathrooms that lack privacy and
are frequently inoperable: single rooms with one or two beds,
even for families with several children; filthy, vermin-infested
mattresses; no pillows, sheets, blankets, or towels: no cribs for
infants; windows without guards; and doors with broken locks.
children have no place to do schoolwork. Food is often stored in
bags suspended from the ceiling to keep mice from eating it.
There are usually no cooking facilities. Chipping, peeling and
exposed paint throughout a number of these hotels contains lead
in concentrations as much as ten times the level permitted by
law. These hotels offer little security, and children placed in
them are regularly exposed to drug traffic, prostitution, and
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violent crime. Families often report that their children must
urinate in tin cans during the night because parents are fearful
of going out of their hotel rooms at night to wuse “public”
bathrooms in the hallways. Other farilies recount stories of
children having to use hallway bathrooms where the walls are
bespattered with blood. Drug paraphernalia of transients using
these hotels is often strewn about in both bathrooms and “public”
hallways.

|

At some hotels, such as the Turf Motel in Queens, families
are placed for only one or two nights at a time -- forcing them
to spend all day at their welfare centers, most of the night at
an all-night welfare office to wait for a one-night hotel
placement in the early mccning hours, and then to repeat that
daily process over a period of weeks or even months. Under such
circumstances, the education of children, health care and any
semblance of normal family life are completely disrupted.

And yet, the alternative to the “welfare” hotel system
which has been utilized over the past three years -- the use of
institutional shelters for homeless families and their children,
including families containing children and adults with
contagious diseases and special medical needs -- is even more
expensive and exposes children and their families to even more
deplorable conditions. Inspections of these shelters evoke
visions of Calcutta or worse. While the City has committed to
cease using such shelters, that commitment will not be
implemented until 1992.

At institutional shelters, men, women and chaldren,
including young children and opposite sex teenagers, live and
sleep in open rooms. There are no partitions between family
sleeping areas. There 1is absolutely no privacy. Sleep is
difficult, if not impossible, with the cries of young children
continuing through the night. Diarrhea, rashes and colds are the
norm, and there 1s no adequate screening system to protect
against diseasz. Indeed, quarantines at the City’s five
barracks-style shelters because of outbreaks of mneasles and
chicken pox are regular uccurrences.

THE IMPACT OF THE SECRETARY’S PROPOSED REGUIATIONS AND SOME
REMEDIES FOR THE PROVISION OF PERMANENT HQUSING

Against this bleak background, the Secretary simply
proposes to severely restrict federal funding for the provision
of emergency housing, assistance and services for homeless
families with children. As discussed in detail in our comments
to the Secretary’s proposed regulations, the proposed regulations
would violate existing provisions of the Social Security Act and
defeat the emergency assistance program’s purpose of preventing
homelessness. (A copy of The Legal Aid Society’s comments are
attached and made a part hereto as Exhibit A.) These propcsed
regulations are based upon fundamental misconceptions of the
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needs of homeless families, the services necessary to prevent or
abbreviate homelessness, and the availability of alternative
federal housing assistance for the homeless. Restricting the
provision of federal assistance will neither prevent homelessness
nor prevent the placement of homeless families in wretched
welfare hotels or institutional shelters.

As the Secretary has noted, many non-profit providers of
shelter for homeless families have made significant capital
investments to develop alternative forms of emergency housing for
homeless families. The site of this hearing =-- the HELP I
Shelter operated by the American Red Cross -- is but one example
of alternatives to welfare hotels and institutional shelters that
these organiza’ions can develop. Such well-known charitable
organizations as the Red Cross, Women-In-Need and the Citizen’s
Committee for Children made these investments in Jjustifiable
reliance on the continyed availability of emergency funding to
cover capital and operational costs of their facilities.
Termination of funding for the efforts of these non-profit
institutions would have devastating consequences on the
institutions themselves and on homeless families who redquire
their assistance and services.

Nor would creation of an exception for not-for-profit
institutions, as the Secretary seems to suggest, constitute an
acceptable solution. In New York City -- and, we believe,
elsewhere in the country -~ there are simply too few
not-for-profit providers with the ability, inclination and
experience to develop and operate emergency housing on the scale
needed to meet the growing needs of homeless families. In New
York City, not-for-profit agencies provide emergency housing for
only 1110 families =- less than one guarter of all homeless
families receiving emergency housing assistance.

Rather than summarily eliminating federal assistance for
the provision of emergency hcusing for homeless families with
children, the federal government should amend the Aid for
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) statute by enacting
legislation such as the Schumer-wWeiss bill to explicitly permit
the same federal dollars which are now being used to pay for
welfare hotels and institutional shelters to be used to develop
more humane, cost-effective apartment-style emergency housing and
permanent housing for homeless families. In contrast to the
abysmal conditions at welfare hotels and institutional shelters,
in apartment-style emergency housing such as the Henry Street
Settlement in Manhattan, homeless families are provided with a
self-contained living unit, including cookirg facilities,
bathrooms, and adequate living and sleeping space. As a resuit
of the stabilizing effect of such an adequate environment and the
provision of social services, families in such facilities are
relocated to permanent honsing after substantially shorter
periods of time then families languishing in decrepit conditions
in “”welfare” hotels or inscitutional shelters. For example,
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while the average 1length of stay at Henry Street is now
approximately 10 months, the average 1length of stay at the
Holland Hotel is 20 1/2 months. The per diem rental rate at the
Henry Street Settlement is $49 - $55 for a family of four, which
is less than a third of the cost of providing emergency housing
in institutional-style shelters, and significantly less than the
per diem rates in “welfare” hotels. Furthermore, apartment-style
facilities are ultimately convertible for use as permanent
housing without afiditional cost, and therefore the development of
such facilities contributes to a state’s permanent housing
resources.

Indeed, the provision of affordable permanent housing is
obviously the ultimate solution to meet the needs of homeless
children and their families. Unfortunately, cutibacks in recent
years in federal funding for 1low income housing have been a
critical contributing factor to increases in the number of
families who are homeless in New York City and elsewhere in the
country. Between 1981 and 1987, federal funding for subsidized
housing programs was slashed by almost 70 percent -- from more
than 30 billion in 1981 to 8 billion during the last fiscal year.
New  York City received funding for 6000 new 1low-and
moderate-income housing units in 1981; in 1986, by contrast, the
city received funding for fewer than 1000 units. As a result,
the waiting list for subsidized housing in New York city has
increased from 162,000 in 1981 to over 200,000 in 1987.

The section 8 housing certificate and voucher programs have
not filled the gap caused by these dramatic reductions in federal
assistance for housing construction and rehabilitation. In New
York City, only 3000 Section 8 housing certificates and vouchers
become available each year, of which between 50 and 75 percent
are returned unused to the New York cCity Housing Authority
because of the inadequacy of assistance levels. Most of these
certificates and vouchers are for single room or one-bedroom
apartments that are inadequate to meet the needs of most homeless
families; the current average family size of homeless families in
New York City is 3.67 persons. Moreover, since the voucher
system relies on families wusing part of their monthly fcod
allowance to pay for rent in excess of the voucher 1level, it
forces families to make a choice each month between feeding their
children and paying the full rent.

Despite the Secretary’s assertions, neither the Comnmunity
Development Block Grant (”CDBG”) nor the Housing Development
Action Grant (”HoDAG”) program is sufficiently funded to
alleviate thz current shortage of low-income housing. During the
1987 fiscal year, New York City received substantially sraller
allocaticns under both programs than in prior years. At current
funding . evels, neither program is large enough to make a dent in
the continuing 1low-income housing shortage. And while cDBG
monies may be used to develop shelters for the homeless, under
the Secretary’s proposed rule, funds would be unavailable to
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While the amount of federal housing assistance has been
substantially reduced between 1981 and 1987, the number of
homeless families sheltered by the City each night has risen from
approximately 800 in 1981 to some 5200 tonight. The number of
families in the City’s emergency housing system has steadily
grown over the past few years largely because families are
remaining in the system for longer periods of time because they
are unable to locate permanent housing. The average length of
stay in the emergency housing system is now twelve and one-half
months. Families on public assistance are simply unable to
obtain subsidized housing or to find private housing that can be
rented at the welfare rent allowance level. Even after an
increase which took effect on January 1, 1988, the rent allowance
for a family of four in New York Caty is still only $312.00 per
month.

Under these circumstances, without increased appropriations
for public assistance and housing programs increases in the
number of homeless families are inevitable. Federal funds are
urgently needed for the development of permanent low income
housing either through new construction or rehabilitation.
Federal monies for this purpose could be provided through several
mechanisms. Such funding could be provided by permitting
Emergency Assistance for Families (EAF) or AFDC monies to be used
to develop permanent housing alternatives for families who
already are homeless. Alternatively, a specific appropriation
in the budcret for the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) could be used to make funds available to local public
housing authorities to provide permanent housing to families who
are already homeless. Federal funding could also be provided to
local public housing authorities to rehabilitate property owned
by localities for use as permanent housing for homeless families.
In New York City such federal funding could be used +v
rehabilitate City-owned vacant buildings and vacant apartmeats
in city-owned buildings, as well as to bring detericziating
conditions in City-owned residential buildings up to code
standards to prevent tenants in those buildings from becoming
homeless.

Furthermore, in order to enable homeless families to obtain
affordable permanent housing on the private market, the AFDC
statute could be amended to require the provision of shelter
allowances which are at least egual to the Section 8 fair market
rental rate. In New York, for example, it should not be
surprising that homeless families carnot find affordable private
housing when the shelter allowance is only two-thirds of the rent
level that HUD has determined to be the realistic cost of modest
accommodations that comply with housing codes. Similarly, when
public assistance benefits, including the rent allowance and food
stamps, average approximately $8,328 a year for a family of three
in New York City compared to the federal poverty level of $9,300
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for such a family in 1987, it should be no surprise that such
families are unable to retain or obtain housing. A recent survey
of Legal Aid clients in Brooklyn, for example, revealed that
after controlling for fixed monthly expenses a family of one
adult and two children has only $5.77 in food stamps and $3.00 in
cash public assistance to meet their daily needs. Thus amending
the AFDC statute to require payment of benefit levels that at
least equal the poverty level could be a means of reducing or
abbreviating homelessness.

Moreover, federal guality control programs have
unfortunately had the effect of contributing to homelessness.
This results from the fact that the current quality control
system is completely one-sided. Fiscal sanctions are imposed on
states only for payments to ineligible families and not where
eligible families have been erroneously denied benefits. This
has caused substantial pumbers of eligible families to be
erroneously denied benefits or terminated from assistance
programs, with the result that many of these households are
unable to make rent payments and are then evicted -~ and left to
enter the shelter system. At Congress’ request, the National
Academy of Sciences has studied the quality control program for
public assistance programs and has recently determined that if
payments to ineligible families are sanctioned then denials to
eligibles must also be sanctioned to avoid extreme verification
requirements which often result in erroneous denials and
terminations. In connection with federal efforts to prevent
homelessness, this recommendation should be implemented.

In the final analysis, without an increased and sustained
commitment of tederal monies, more and more families who are now
doubled~up and priced out of the housing market will be forced
to enter the City’s homeless system and be left to languish
there for increasingly longer periods of time -at great public
expense. The long-term consequence of not appropriating
sufficiant federal monies now, in the words of Jonathan Xozol, is
the creation of a “diseased, distorted, undereducated and
malnourished generation of small children who, without dramatic
intervention on a scale for which the nation seems entirely
unprepared, will grow into the certainty of unemployable

adulthood.” See Kozol, Jonathan, ol dre
Homeless Families in America , (New York: Crown, 1988). In the
long run, the social costs of producing a lost generation of
children -- which include resulting increased costs for criminal
and juvenile justice, medical care, and special educational
programs -- are likely to outweigh the cost of an adequately
funded public assistance and housing programs to acddress
homelessness.

In C. “r1, we welcome this inquiry into the problems of
homeless chi. :n and their families. Perhaps as a result of
these hearings and the recommendations that will result fronm
them, children and their families will no longer be left to live
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for indefinite periods of unhealthy, dehumanizing ard costly
institutional-style shelters, or in squalid hotel rooms.

Thank Ycu for this opportunity to present our views on
this most tragic problem.

Dated: March 28, 1988
New York, New' York

Submitted by

Steven Banks

Staff Attorney

Homeless Farily Rights Project
The Legal A = Society

11 Park Pl; “om 1807

New York, ek 10007
(212) 267-4842




THE LEGAL RID SOCIETY

CIVIL DIVISION + HOMELESS FAMILY RIGHTS PROJECT
11 Park Place Room 1807 New York NY 10007 (212) 267-4642

Helaine 14 Bainer
:l«ui”! Orecior and Progect Oenror
Archbald R Murray Attty J Fue
Attomeyn-Charge of Supetvis. g Atiotney
the Crnf Orvrsion

Kaiman Fnkel

January 27, 1988

Ms. Diann pawson

Director, Divasion of Policy
Office of Family Assistance
2100 second Street, S.W.
Room B-428

Washington, D.C. 20201

Re: Comments on Proposed Revisions to
45 C.F.R. part 233 Regarding coverage
and Conditions o* Eligibility 1n
Pinancial Assistance Programs And
da

Scope of Payments;— 52 Pe + _Reg. 47420

Dear Ms. Dawson:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the
Civil Division of The Legal Aid Society of New York City an
response to the Department’s pProposed revisions to 45 C.F.R.
Part 233, published at 52 Fed. Reg. 47420-22 (Dec. 14,
1987).

As set forth in detail below, the proposed changes

to 45 C.F.R. § 233.20 would violate section 402(b) of
the Social Securaty Act, 42 U.S.C. § 606(b), and bear no
rational relationship to the needs of homeless families or
the purposes of the Act. Similarly, the proposed revisions
to 45 C.F.R. § 233.120 would violate sections 402(b) and
406(e) of the Act, 42 U.S.C. &5 606(b), 606(e), and defeat
the erergency assistance program’s purpose of preventing
homelessness. Promulgation of either provision in the
absence of a regulatory impact or flexibility analysis would
violate Executive Order 12291 and the Regulatory Flexibilaty

B +5.C. §§ 601 et seq. Furthermore, both proposed
revisions are based upon fundamental misconceptions of
the n =!s of honeless families, the services necessary
to prevent or abbreviate family homelessness, and the
availability of alternative federal housing assistance for
Lhe homeless.

[;XA:A|+ /\
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Experience and Involvement of The Legal Aid society

Since its incorporation in 1876, The Legal Aid
Society of New York City has provided legal services without
charge to poor persons who are in need of legal assistance
and would otherwise be unable to secure counsel. Largely
funded by the private bar and not-for-profit foundations,
the Civil Division of the Society has neighborhood offices
in all five boroughs of New York City. A primary purpose
of the Civil Division has always been to furnish legal
representation in housing and public assistance cases to
ensure provision of shelter, food and clothing for our
clients. However, since 1982 the Society has been required
to devote substantial resources to neet the unprecedented
needs of increasing numbers of homeless children and their
families in New York caty. Responding to this challenge,
in 1984 the Society created a speciallzed Homeless Family

Rights Proje€t to address the legal problems of homeless
families.

In litigation commenced by the Society, New York
State courts have held that homeless families with children
must be provided safe, suitable and adequate emergency
housing. -M:Cain v. Koch, 70 N.Y.2d 109, 517 N.Y.S.2d 918,
511 N.E.2d 62 (1987); McCain v. Koch, 117 A.D.2d 198, 502
N.Y.S.2d 720 (lst Dep’t 1986). In addition to this and
other litigation, the Society has provided individualized
legal representation to almost two thousand homeless
families over the past five years. Through our emergency
hotline for homeless families and regular *"outreach" work
with families in hotels and shelters, we have unique sources
of knowledge and experience about the circumstances that
confront homeless families on a daily basis.

The primary work of the civil Division nonetheless
remains the prevention of homelessness and the retention of
housing. During the last fiscal year, neighborhood offices
of the Society represented more than 7000 indigent tenants
in housing matters. sStaff of the Society are specially
trained to utilize AFDC and EAF funds to prevent homeless-
ness by enabling families to remain in their homes and avoid
resort to the emergency housing system.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




148

I. Comments Regarding Proposed
Revisions to 45 C.P.R. § 233.20

Our comments on proposed revisions to the AFDC
Program are as follows:

A Implementation is Prohibited

At the outset, we note that Congress has prohibited
the Secretary from taking any action prior to October 1,
198¢ to implement the proposed regulations. Ppub. I. No.
100-203, § 9118, 100th Cong., 1lst Sess., 101 Stat. B
—~—— (1987). Accordingly, any action by the Secretary to

implement any portion of these Proposed regulations until
then is prohibited.

B. Proposed Revisions Would Violate
§ 402(b) of the Social Security act

If adopted, the proposed revisions to 45 C.F.R. §
233.20 would violate section 402(b) of the Social Security
Act, 42 U.s.c. § 602(b). In pertinent part, section 402 (b)
requires that the Secretary "shall approve" any state
ptan which fulfills the requirements of section 402(a).
Accordingly, the Secretary may not, by regulation, impose
conditions or limitations on state AFDC plans that are more
restrictive than the requirements of section 402 (a).

Section 402(a) contains no restrictions that
remctely resemble the prohibitions set forth in the Secre-
tary’s proposed regulations. Specifically, nothing in
section 402(a) prohibits a state from providing a special
needs allowance for temporary hotel or shel*er payments for
homeless families which 1s greater than than the maximum
shelter allowance for families residing in permanent
housing. As section 402\b) commands, the Secretary must
therefore approve a plan which makes such Provision,

Moreover, the reguiations would violate the
principle of "cooperative federalism," King v. Smith, 392
U.S. 309, 316 (1968), which underlies the Social Security
Act. The Act affirmatively delegates to participating
states the authority and responsibility for evaluating the

ERIC 15,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




149

state "standard of need." Rosado V. Wyman, 397 U.S. 397,
412~13 (1970). The Supreme Court has lonhg recognized that
the state plan may define a wide range of "special needs,"
including those arising from threatened or actual loss of
housing. Quern v. MandleYv, 436 U.S. 725, 737-38 (1978).
Provided that a state plan otherwise comports with the
Constitution and Social Security Act, each state remains
"entirely free to set its own monetary standard of need and
level of benefits." Quern, 436 U.S. at 740: King v. Smith,
392 U.S. at 334; Rosado, 397 U.S. at 408; see um v. Bacon,
457 U.S. 132, 140-41 (1982). By categorically limiting

a state’s latitude to determine the special needs of

its residents that must be met, the requlations would be
inconsistent with the basic premise and underlying principle
of the Social Security Act. We find it ironic that an
administration that has taken pride in adherence to the
principles of federalism and state autonomy would do such
violence to those principles here.

C. The Proposed Revisions are

Neither Rational Nor Bquitable

The Secretary argues that because shelter is a
"common need," it "appears inequitable" to provide families
4n permanent housing with a lower shelter allowance than
temporary allotments provided to meet the emergency needs of
homeless families. 52 Fed. Reg. at 47420. This argument is
flawed. Although shelter is certainly a "common need" for
all families, the cost of providing such shelter temporarily
for homeless families is grez -r than the cost of maintain-
ing permanent housing. HNothj . is at all inequitable about
making special provision for such emergency needs; to the
contrary, the "special needs" component of the AFDC plan is
intended to make just such provision.

Indeed, states properly make special provision for
families with differing needs in many circumstances. For
example, families in New York State living in "room and
board" arrangements receive different shelter allotments
than those living in their own apartments. Likewise,
families living in counties with high shelter costs receive
greater shelter allowances than families 1iving in counties
with relatively low costs. Similarly, families whose living
arrangements do not include access to cooking facilities
receive a special reimbursement for the cost of eating meals
out of the home. 1In like measure, familles whose rents
do not include provision of heat receive a lower shelter
allowance than families who do and, dvring part of the year,
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receive a special fuel-for-heating allowance. Provisions
such as these, which are specially tailored to the differing
heeds of families, are consonant with the purpose of

the AFDC program and have always met with approval. Any
prohibition on tailoring assistance to meet the special
needs of families would either force states to make
overpayments to substantial numbers of families or, on
the other hand, compel them to leave the basic needs of
other families unmet. That Hobson’s Choice is obviously
inconsistent with the intent ang purpose of the Social
Security Act and is clearly irrational.

Moreover, the Secretary apparently ignores the fact
that a portion of the cost of Providing emergency shelter
for homeless families in New York includes the cost of
necessary services. These services include assistance in
obtaining permanent housing; child care necessary to find
permanent housing; transportation necessary to locate
permanent housing; information and referral services
hecessary to abbreviate homelessness; and other services
essential to enable homeless families to relocate to
permanent housing. Since the cost of emergency shelter
includes expenditures for this crucial assistance, greater
assistance levels for homeless families than for those
who are permanently housed -- and who do not require such
services -~ are in no sense inequitable. The proposed
regulations, in contrast, would apparently prohibit
reimbursement for these critical services, thereby
senselessly and irrationally prolonging homelessness.

D. The Becretary’s Pactual Assumptions
Regarding the Availability of Alternative

Federal Housing Assistanca Are _Erroneous

In proposing these revisions, the Secretary also
assumes erroneously that sufficient alternative federal
housing programs exist to meet the needs of homeless
families. Nothing could be further from the truth.

Between 1981 and 1987, federal funding for
subsidized housing programs was slashed by almost 70 percent
-~ from more than 30 killion in 1981 to 8 billion during the
last fiscal year. New York City received funding for 6000
new low- and moderate-income housing units in 1981; in 1986,
by contrast, the City received funding for fewer than 1000
units. As a result, the waiting list for subsidized housing
in New York city has increased from 162,000 in 1981 to over
200,000 in 1987.
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The Section 8 housing certificate and voucher
programs have not filled the gap caused by these dramatic
reductions in federal assistance for housing construction
and rehabilitation. Only 3000 Section 8 housing
certificates and vouchers become available each year, of
which between 50 and 75 percent are returned unused to the
New York City Housing Authority because of the inadequacy of
assistance levels. Most of these certificates and vouchers
are for single room or one-bedroom apartments that are
inadequate to meet the needs of most homeless families; the

current averade family size of homeless families in New York
City is 3.67 persons.

-~ Neither the Community Development Block Grant
("CDBG") nor the Housing Development Action Grant ("HoDAG")
program is sufficiently funded to alleviate the current
shortage of low-income housing. puring the 1987 fiscal -
year, New York City received substantially smaller
allocations under both programs than in prior years. At
current funding levels, neither program is large enough to
make a dent in the continuing low-income housing shortage.
And while CDBG monies may be used to develop shelters for
the homeless, under the Secretary'’s proposed rule, funds
would be unavailable to operate them. —

E. The Proposed Revision Would Severely
Impair the Efforts by Not-for-Profit

Providers to shelter Homeless pamilies

As the Secretary has noted, many non-profit pro-
viders of shelter for homeless families have made signifi-
cant capital investments to develop alternative forms of
emergency housing for homeless families. These providers
include the American Red Cross, the Citizens Committee for
Children, Women-In-Need, and other well~known charitable
organizaticns. Their investments were made in justifiable
reliance on the continued availability of emergency funding
to cover capital and operational costs of these facilities.
Termination of funding for the efforts of these non-profit
institutions would have devastating consequences on the
institutions themselves and on homeless families who require
their assistance and services.

Nor would creation of an exception for not-for-
profit institutions, as the Secretary seems to suggest, R
constitute an acceptable solution. In New York city -- and, -
we believe, elsewhere in the country -- there are simply too
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few not~for~profit providers with the ability, inclination
and experience to develop and operate emergency housing

on the scale needed to meet the growing needs of homeless
families. In New York City in December 1987, not-for-profit
agencies provided emergency huusing for only 1110 families
-- less than one quarter of all homeless families receiving
emergency housing assistance.

For these reasons, the Proposed revisions to 45

C.F.R. § 233.20 are unlawful, ill-considered, and should be
withdrawn,

II. comments Regarding Proposed
Revisions to 45 ¢.P.R. & 233.120

A. Implementation Ig Prohibited

As noted earlier, as a result of recent congres-
sional action, the Secretary is prohibited from implementing
the proposed revision to 45 C.F.R. § 233.120 until october
1, 1988.

B. The Proposed Revision Requiring
Specification of the Maximum Levels
of Emergency Assistance that May
Be Provided Is Onlawful

The Secretary’s proposal that maximum assistance
levels be 1incorporated in state EAF plans would be both
unlawful and unworkable.

The Social Secrrity Act imposes no limitation on
levels of monetary assjstance that may be provided; rather,
limitations are imposed only on the percentage of federal
reimbursemz2nt that may be received. As is the case under
the AFDC program, Congress relied on the fact that the
states and localities contribute 50 percent ol all EAF
funding, and on the ordinary fiscal prudence of state and
local governments, to contain emergency assistance costs.
Accordingly, neither section 406(e) of the Act, 42 y.s.c.

§ 606(e), nor any other provision requires inclusion of

a schedule of maximum assistance levels. For the reasons
stated earlier, the Social Security Act prohibits the
Secretary from imposing limitations on providing assistance
that are more stringent than those contained in the Act,
including maximum assistance schedules. Again, the Act
affords states wide latitude in defining and providing for
assistance to meet eémergency needs. Blum v. Bacon, 457 y.s.




at 140-41.

Moreover, any limitation on emergency assistance
levels would be impractical and unworkable., It is not
possible to predict in all cases the maximum costs of
furnishings, clothing, utilities, rent, food, and any of
the myriad of other emergency needs that may be incurred.
Costs of emergency assistance vary greatly depending
upon location, family composition, and individual family
circumstances. Indeed, this provision would effectively
prevent states from meeting many emergency needs by limiting
assistance to a pre-defined list of emergencies for which
assistance would be provided.

Accordingly, the proposed requirement that states
impose maximum emergency assistance levels shoull be
withdrawn.

C. The Proposed Limitation on Length
Of Time That Needs May Be Met Is
Inconsistent with The Language
Of The social Becurity Act

The proposed limitation on length of time for which
emérgency needs may be met is inconsistent with sectiom
406(e) of the Act, 42 U.S.C. § 606(e). Section 406 (e)
provides that emergency assistance may be furnished for a
period of 30 days in any year in order to "avoid destitution
of {a] child or to provide living arrangements in a home
for such child . . ., .» Nothing in section 406(e) limits
payment under this provision solely to costs incuyrred during
a 30-day period. To the contrary, payment under section
406(e) may be made for costs incurred before or after a
30-day period, provided that such assistance is furnished
during this period. Thus, rent or utility costs that were
incurred prior to a 30-day period may be paid to eligible
families to avert an eviction or shut-off of utilities,
provided that this assistance is furnished during one 30-day
period within a year. Similarly, a security deposit and
advance rent payments of one or more months to obtain
permanent housing may be made for costs that will be
incurred in future months, provided that these payments :ie
authorized during a 30-day period.

The Secretary’s interpretation of section 406 (e)
would undermine its purpose by restricting payment solely to
costs incurred during a 30-day period, even 1f such payments
would be insufficient to "avoid destitution" or "provide
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living arrangements in a home." This could not have been
the intent of Congress. For example, Congress could not
have intended to restrict payment for utilities or rent

to one month’s arrears, even if payment of two months of
arrears yere necessary to avoid a shut-off of utilities or
eviction. Any such limitation, of course, would fail to
avert destitution and would likely increase homelessness.

Congress’ intent is underscored by its recent
pProhibition on implementation of the Secretary’s proposed
rules. Correctly reflecting the original congressional
intent, congress recently permitted continued assistance
under the EAF program provided that such assistance is
authorized, and not merely incurred, during a single period
of 30 consecutive days. 133 Cong. Rec. H12332 (Dec. 21,
1987) (directing continuation of current policies, which so
require). cCongress’ understanding is likewise reflected in
the Secretary’s long-standing interpretation of the statute,
under which reimbursement has always been authorized for
costs incurvred before or after the 30-day period. 45 C.F.R.
§ 233.120(b)(3) (1987). No circumstances warrant a change
in this well-established interpretation.

Thus, the proposed limitations onh reimbursement for
costs incurred before and after the 30-day period would be
unlawful.

III. Regulatory Impact and Flexibility
Statements Are Required

Executive order 12291 requires that the Secretary
prepare a regulatory impact statement for any regulation
having an annual effect on the €conony of $100 million or
more. A regulatory impact statement is clearly recquired
here. 1In New York Ccity alone, the Proposed revisions
may result in an annual loss of approximately $80 million
in federal funding. The Secretary’s contention that the
revisions would have an annual impact nationwide of only $40
million is simply erroreous.

The Regulatory Flexibility Act requires preparation
of a regulatory flexibility statement whenever proposed
regulations will have a significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. 5 U.s.c. § 605(b). A regulatory
flexibility statement is also clearly required here. As
the Secretary concedes, the proposed revisions could
"precipitously disrupt the activities of charitable
organizations that may have engaged in significant capital
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investments in order to provide shelter to homeless
families." 52 Fed. Reg. at 47421.

* * * * *

No less so than when it was enacted during
the Great Depression, the Social Security Act remains a
bulwark against destitution and homelessness. The proposed
revisions would undermine that noble purpose in this hour of
desperate need for homeless children and their families.
For the reasons set forth above, the prorosed revisions to
45 C.F.R. §§ 233.20 and 233.120 should be withdrawn.

We hope that these comments prove helpful.
We are available to meet with you in New York City or
in Washington, D.C. to discuss these matters further.
Please feel free to contact us 1f you require any further
information.

Very truly yours,

Shiesforks

Steven Banks

L2

Scott A. Rosenberg é;?’

89-942 0 - 89 - b
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Ms. McCaIn. I tived in the Martinique Hotel for 4 years. I had
four children with me. I was given money to go back and forth to
take the children to school to keep them somewhat stabilized. I felt
that was important.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Let me ask you some questions, if I
can.

Where did you live originally before you came to the Martinique?

Ms. McCain. In Brooklyn.

Acting Chairman CowNEY. How did you end up at the Marti-
nique Hotel?

Ms. McCain. I was illegally evicted and I didn’t know my rights,
so I lost the apartment. %had no idea that I could go and get the
police and have the door opened and, you know, regain my apart-
ment. I was unaware of this. So I, in turn, ended up going to the
Martinique Hotel.

Acting Chairman DownEy. And you have four other children?

Ms. McCAIN. Yes.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. What are their ages?

Ms. McCaIN. Three other children. One is 14, a boy; a girl 12;
and a girl 9. And my 12-year-old daughter, I think as a result of
being in the same school, has been on the honor roll quite a few
times, and she has managed to do very well in school throughout
the entire experience. So I think it was because I insisted upon
keeping them in the school because that’s the only roots that we
have. You know, we were uprooted from our home, put in the
middle of Manhattan in a business district, and everything was
real turmoil. So they stayed in the school and I came to school
every day with them and while they were in school I would walk
around and try to find an apartment. But I found that there was
no way in the world I was going to find an apartment for the kind
of money they were allowing me.

Acting Chairman DownNEY. How did you afford your original
apartment? Were you working”

Ms. McCaIN. I was paying money out of the food money that I
was receiving. You know, the rent was more than the allowance,
but I managed to pay the rent out of the food budget.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Where did your chi.dren go to school
in Brooklyn?

Ms. McCaiN. They went to P.S. 181 in Flatbush, East Flatbush.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. How long did it take you to get from
the Martinique to the school every day?

Ms. McCaIN. About an hour to an hour and a half, depending on
how the subways were running.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. What time do the children have to be
in school?

Ms. McCaIN. They had to be in school at 8:40.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. What time did you leave the hotel to
get there?

Ms. McCaIN. About a quarter to 7.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. You would look for apartments in the
neighborhood while they were in school?

Ms. McCAIN. Yes.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. And collect them after school and
bring them back to the hotel?

16
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Ms. McCain. Exactly.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Did you provide them with some sort
ﬁf fo%d when you were in the hotel? Are you allowed to cook in the

otel?

Ms. McCain. No, we didi’t have cooking facilities; so they would
eat sandwiches or sometimes we would, you know, have soup and
sandwich or we would go to the restaurant or whatever.

Acting Chairman DownNEy. What efforts were made, independent
of those that you took yourself, to find housing? Did somebody help
you? Was there a social worker?

Ms. McCaiN. No. They had a van service, but you could only go
out on the van if you had been there a certain amount of time, and
when they send you out on the van they would take you to these
apartments and show you, and 9 times out of 10 the apartments
weren't adequate, the rooms were too small or there wasn’t enough
room. So if it wasn’t suitable for you then somebody else would get
it and you would still be waiting.

I also had an application in the housing authority; and they con-
stantly told me that my priority wasn’t high enough. I went to sec-
tion § and got section 8, but I was unable to find anyone that
would accept it, and the buildings that would accept it, the waiting
list was two years long and the certificate only lasts 120 days.

Acting Chairman DowNEyY. So this whole process of searching for
another place to live consumed 4 years of your life and that of your
children.

How old are they? You said they were 12, 9, and——

Ms. McCaIn. 14.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Those are their current ages?

Ms. McCaAIN. Yes.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. From the ages of 10 to 14 your
daughter and son were in school while you d:d this commuting?

Ms. McCain. Right.

Acting Chairman Downgy. What impact does living in a hotel
have on them?

Ms. McCain. For my son, it caused him to deteriorate in school.
He started doing very poorly. He started to act up. Like I said, my
12-year-old daughter became an honor student; she remained on an
even level. It was really upsetting to my son. They couldn’t go out-
side and play. I was afraid to let them out of my eyesight. They
were just—whenever we left school and came back, they were right
there in the room. There was no place to go. There was nothing to
do. They were always there, and it was very upsetting for them be-
cause they couldn’t, you know, they couldn’'t do anything but just
sit.

Acting Chairman DownEy. How did you get out of the hotel?

Ms. McCain. I wound up going to the Henry Street Settlement.
And they in turn have a housing coordinator who found me an
EARP apartment one month after [ was there.

Acting Chairman Downey. How did you hear about the Henry
Street Settlement?

Ms. McCain. I heard about it from a social worker at Bellevue
Hospital.

Acting Chairman DownNey. Why were you in the hospital?
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Ms. McCain. I was battered and I had to go to the hospital; I was
hospitalized.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. And somebody just happened to tell
you, “Have you heard of the Henry Street Settlement”?

Ms. McCain. No. She was aware of the fact that I was trying to
find sorheplace to live.

Acting Chairman DowNEyY. So she just told you?

Ms. McCain. She told me I should check this place out, and I did.

Acting Chairman DownNEey. Had somebody told you about the
Henry Street Settlement when you came to the Hotel Martinique,
it is possible you would have spent just 1 or 2 months in the hotel
as opposed to 4 years?

Ms. McCain. [ believe so.

Acting Chairman DownNEY. Are you currently separated from
your husband or divorced?

Ms. McCain. We are not together. He is a batterer and I had
him arrested, so it is just that.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. And you are living where now?

Ms. McCain. I am living in Brooklyn, in Bedford Stuyvesant in a
private house that is under the EARP program. When my lease is
up in a year and a couple of months I am going to be back where I
started from again. Due to the fact that this house is not under
rent stabilization or anything, this man can raise the rent as high
as $500 if he wants to, and I won’t be able to pay that.

Acting Chairman DowNEzY. So the cycle could begin again?

Ms. McCain. Exactly.

Mr. RaNGEL. Is your husband employed?

Ms. McCaIn. No. Not that I know of.

Mr. RANGEL. How long has he been a batterer?

Ms. McCalIn. Quite a few years, but it has Jjust gotten really bad.

Mr. RaNGEL. How long have you been on welfare?

Ms. McCain. Since my 14-year-old son.

Mr. RANGEL. Has he ever given any contributions at all to the
welfare of you or the children?

Ms. McCain. No.

Mr. RANGEL. And your situation is really not that unique in
terms of the fathers not Providing assistance to their families, is it?

Ms. McCaIn. No, it isn’t.

Mr. RANGEL. In talking with mothers who find themselves situat-
ed the way you do, do you find any flaws in the law which allow
husbands and fathers not to assume any responsibility for their
wives and their children?

Ms. McCain. I think it may be basically because they can’t find
them. If you can’t find them you can’t make them give anything,
right? They don’t have it.

Mr. RANGE.. If they have a lot of children I assume that from
time to time they are found.

Ms. McCain. But if they don’t have it and they are found, they
can’t give it either.

Mr. RANGEL. Excuse me?

Ms. McCain. If they are not working or anything when they are
found, what are you going to do with them then?

Mr. RanGeL. Well, that is vhat I really don’t know and am
really asking as to what is the problem. In other words, what you
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are saying is that it is not really flaws in the law, it is just that
most of the husbands or most of the fathers are unemployed?

Ms. McCain. I would say so.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Ms. McCain, in your own words, how
would you describe the 4 years you spent in this hotel? What did it
do to you?

Ms. McCain. It was pure hell. I was unable to do anything but
look for an apartment. I would like very much to go back to college
and obtain my degree and become a teacher. I can’'t do that for the
simple reason that I don’t have the money to pay for day care. If I
could put them into day care then I could go back to school. I don’t
really want to go out and get a job at this point because I don’t
think I'm going to get anywhere. I want my degree so that I can
have a substantial job to take care of my family.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Thank you.

Mr. RANGEL. Do you believe that anything less than a college
graduate would not be substantial?

Ms. McCain. Well, I wouldn’t say that. I would just say that if
you get a job, it does not make sense to me go and get a job just for
the sake of making money when I will only be making as much as
the welfare will give me when I can go to college, finish my college
education, get my degree and there is plenty of roora for advance-
ment.

Mr. RANGEL. But if you did get a job that was making as much
or more than what the welfare is giving you, would that make any
sense at all?

Ms. McCain. Yes; it would.

See, if that was to happen I could always try to go to school at
night. It would take a lot longer, but I could try it that way. It
would be a lot faster in the day time and more beneficial, but I
think it might be even harder to find someone to watch all four
children at night than it would be to find somebody to put them
into day care in the day time.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Do you have a mother and father?

Ms. McCain. My mother is alive.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Dces she help?

Ms. McCaiN. No. She lives in the Bronx. She has a very bad
heart problem.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. What about the grand: arents of your
husband, are they of any help?

Ms. McCain. No.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Ms. McCain, is there anything else
you want to say to the committee?

Ms. McCain. Well, the main issue to me is that the EARP is
good in the sense that it gets you out of wherever you are at the
time: it gives you an apartment. But what happens at the end of
that 32 montvs when the lease is up, which will be the case soon?
Then the r« - goes up and you can’t afford to pay it. It is a vicious
cycle. You are going to end up right back where you started from.
What is the sense of taking you out of that if they are just going to
throw you back in there at the end of the 32 months?

Acting Chairman DownNEgy. Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF C. WARREN MOSES, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, CHILDREN’S AID SOCIETY

Mr. MosEes. Mi. Chairman, distinguished Congressmen from New
York, I am dzlighted to be here and offer testimony on behalf of
the Children’s Aid Society.

I have submitted written testimony as well as substantial addi-
tional material on many services that the Children’s Aid Society
presently provides to homeless families in the city of New York,
which I will briefly summarize. If you will bear with me, [ would,
however, like to quote from a press release of the Children’s Aid
Society issued, if you will listen carefully, in 1853.

“Homeless children have the same capacities, the same need of
kind and good influences, and the same immortality as the little
ones who reside in our own homes.” In the release we further
urged that citizens continue to recognize that these same homeless
children, and I am quoating, “will soon form the great lower class of
our society, they will influence elections, they may shape the policy
of the city, they will assuredly if not unreclaimed poison the socie-
ty all around =s.”

It truly is pay me now or pay me later on this problem. Either
we find ways to adequately care for and nurture the children of
our city, or we will have 1o care for them as they reach their ma-
Jority in other, more expensive ways.

The Children’s Aid Society has without interruption since 1853
served homeless children and families in this city; but of course in
the last 5 years it has taken on a dramatic and new term. We pres-
ently offer in excess of $1 million worth of services to approximate-
ly 15 percent of the homeless families in the city. Most of our serv-
ices are located in the midtown hotels, at the Latham, the Prince
George, and also on Staten Island, the Conca Dora Motel. Our staff
everyday deal with hundreds of their children and their families, I
wish they all had the resiliency of this woman who has spent 4
years there and maintained, at least for some of her children, a
high standard of education. Even so, the strongest families, after 6
to 9 months of living in a one-rocm hotel, cooking on a hot plate,
turning over to a hotel owner every other week probably twice as
much rent as they previously received for the full month, and look
day after day for apartments, as Mr. Banks explained, that simply
do not exist. These families suffer terrible, often irreversible
damage the direct consequence of the emergency shelter that we
are forced to provide.

We, however, know that simply changing regulations will not re-
solve this problem. 12,500 children will tonight sleep in one of
these facilities and they must be cared for. We simply cannot
divert everything to rehabilitation and new construction and
ignore the needs of a generation which is one day at a time grow-
ing up in this environment.

The city of New York, as you know, has diverted some of its cap-
ital budget money for the purpose of rehabilitating in rem stock.
The Child-en’s Aid Society, with its partner, the Junior League of
New York, is one of 27 organizations that ar= rehabilitating apart-
ments in Central Herlem to provide a high standard transitional
facility for the homeless. It is presently under construction, and I
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hope to be here before the first of the year to let you know that it
is open and invite you to our ground breaking. It is directly across
the street from a multiservice community center, also operated by
the Children’s Aid Society, which includes some of the best recre-
ational facilities in the community, health and dental facilities,
mental health facilities; educational f{acilities. Perhaps, most im-
portantly, teen pregnancy prevention and education programs that
are designed to bring people to adulthood well equipped for inde-
pendence in a wide variety of ways.

Mr. RANGEL. What addresses, Mr. Moses?

Mr. Mosgs. This is on 118th Street between Lenox and Fifth,
across from the Dunlevy Milbank Community Center.

This program represents a special opportunity for nonprofits to
join with the city of New York who is paying for the vast majority
of the reconstruction expense, but I shall hasten to add that recon-
struction is not the most difficult part of the problem. The two
most difficult pieces in the equation are, No. 1, to provide on-going
subsidy so that the housing can be maintained over the long haul;
and, secondly, to provide the services that the children and families
need while in the transitional facility, similar to the Lavenberg
Houses operated by the Henry Street Settlement.

Changes in Federal regulations could diminish those ongoing re-
sources which are absolutely essential and which cannot be carried
by private philanthropy.

I would also like to say that I think that the capital budget pro-
gram has the opportunity for showing us some creative ways to
build more transitional and permanent housing for the poorest of
our citizens: First, the Federal Government cannot be permitted to
abandon a 5-decade commitment to housing our poor citizens. Until
that commitment is reestablished and construction programs are in
place, there must be ways that Government can design to allow
new entrepreneurs to renovate the in rem stock. They will need in-
centives of a substantial nature, and they will also need ongoing
subsidy. No landlord, not a nonprofit one nor a private-sector one,
can operate a building on $312 per unit; it is simply impossible.

Secondly, the diminishment of ongoing money for services will, if
not provided, give us again the terrible opportunity of reaping a
harvest of destroyed public housing, even if it is held by nonprofits
or entrepreneurs that may own it at the conclusion of the in rem
rehabilitation. I for one believe that such incentives can be created.
They will not be inexpensive, but we are paying for this problem
anyway. It is truly pay me now or pay me later, and we do in so
many different ways. We have to look at the financing of this in a
very broad way and recognize that the correctional system, the
educational system, the foster care system, the protective service
system, the preventive service programs, the home making pro-
grams are all adversely impacted by our inability to provide both
services beginning «ith teen pregnancy programs and concrete as-
sistance in the form of housing. As long as people are using their
food money to pay the rent, we will have pressure building up
behind the damn and in this city that pressure is considerable

I will be happy to answer any questions you might have

[The prepared statement follows']

]
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STATEMENT OF C. WARREN MOSES, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR,,
CHILDREN'S AID SOCIETY

Acting cChairman Downey, Chairman Moynihan, Ladies and Gentlemen,
I am C. warren Moses, Assistant Executive Direcior of The
Children's Aid Sociery of Few York.

The Children's Aid Society was founded in 1853 for the sole
purpose of caring for homeless children in the City of New York.
In our first press relecase i1ssued May 20th, 1853, we urged the
citizens of New York to recognize, and I quote, that, "Homcless
children have the same capacities, the same need of kind and
good influences and the same immortality as the little ones
who reside in our own homes.*® We further urged the citizens
to recognize that, *Thesc same homeless children wil) soon form
the great lower-class of our society, they will influence
elections; they may shape the policy of the City; they will,
assuredly if not unreclaimed, poison socicty all around them.
They will help to form the great multitude of robbers, thieves
and vagrants who are now such a burden upon the law respecting
community"; this, Ladies and Gentlemen, was written in 1853.
135 years later, the City, State and Nation continue to be unable
to adequately provide for the needs of our poorest citizens.
As you have heard, there are presently over 5,000 homeless
families living in the City of New York, mostly in the welfare
hotels you have heard so much about.

Por the last 4% years, The Children's aid Society has provided
a wide-range of darect servhces within many of these hotels.
These services have three broad objectives: Pirstly, to ensure
the sound health of all children in our charge. Secondly, to
provide a range of afterschool, evening and weckend recreational
programs designed to help children and their parents enjoy a
modicum of family and community life. Thirdly, our programs
for parents are designed to maximize their readines3 to find
permanent housing, to maintain that housing and to establish
themselves permanently in new neighborhoods so that they do
not return to the homeless system. Specifically, our hotel-based
services include: a headstart/daycare program, afterschool
programs for elementary school~aged children, evening recreational
programs for teens, family recreational activities, special
weekend programs, health clinics, dental clinics, mental health
counseling servic:s, parent workshops and educational and concrete
services such as serving of holiday meais, special food
supplements and distribution of Clothing and t,ys. 1In addition,
The Children's Aid Society has worked closely with the City
of New York in identifying families ready to move intd renovated
housing stock. The Society's role is to prepare the families
for the move, prepare existing tenants in the building for the
infusion of some homeless famlies into their dwelling, prepare
service providevs 1in the new community to rececive the homeless
families and to remain in those neighborhoods provading gervices
to the homeless families until they are firmly established as

permanent residents, well connected to required institutions
and agencies.

Additionally, The Children's aid Society, in partnership with
the Junior League of New York has Joined with the City of New
York in a Capital Budget Project designed to renovate abandoned
property currently owned by the City for use as transitional
housing for homeless families. This program ig specifically
designed to renovate abandoned property, provide a substantial
level of social services as well ag housing for homeless families.
Twenty-one projects are participating in this Capital Budget
Project here in New York but much, much more needs to be done.
Most importantly, this is precisely why emergency funds must
be able to be used to renovate housing for homelecs families.
President Reagan said, “just build them a housc.® That's exactly
what we nced to do and we need to change the regulations that
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Milbank Houses will serve 34 families and is across the street
from The Children*s Aid Society's Dunlevy Milbank Center, a
large multiservice and recreational facilaty. Combining housing
and services in this way maximizes the opportumity for homeless
families to stabilize themselves and reestablish family life.

As to why there 1s a growing class of homeless families in this
City and in many others, the reasons are not mysterious. The
present shelter allowance offered to a family of four ain the
City of New York is ainsufficient for the maintenance of any
property within the five boroughs of New York. Landlords cannot
afford to own these buildings. BEven non-profit landlords cannot
survive at this rent level and no new public housing is being
built. The she,lter allowance must be increased

It cannot go without saying that we must do more than huild
housing on an emergency basas. once housing 1S renovated and
huilt for the homeless, adequate programs (including raising
the shelter allowance) must be 1n place to ensure that these
buildings do not, again, fall to disrepair and abandonment.
The financial supports must be availahle to maintain the
properties. Additionally, the services neceded by these poor
families must exist within the communities where housing is
built or we will, once agajin, reap a harvest of destruction
of housing by poor people.

Clearly, the problem of homelessness is an extremely expensive
one. Long-lasting solutions will even be more so. Whether
public dollars are best spent by expanding APDC housing
allowances, large scale building of public housing or providing
subsidies to pravate owners is a techmical question best left
to others. However, everyday delayed, compounds the problem
geometrically. Insufficient attention has been gaven to creating
incentives for entrepreneurs who could cather build or renovate
housing. Programs of subsidized loans, tax relief ownership
and ongoing subsidies to private owners housing our poorest
citizens are important to solving this growing problem. It
truly is, “"pay me now or pay mec much more later." We must invest
wisely in those programs which move us toward permanent solutions
to the problem of homelessness including social and preventive
services combined with decent housing for the poor.

Por fifty yecars or more, government at all levels has assumed
responsibility for provision shelter to the poorest among us.
It 18 es‘ential that there be a Pederal Housing policy to provade
the housing and services so terribly nceded by the poorest of
our citizens. Clearly, government 1s paying dearly to support
this population - jt's essential that this money 1s spent wsely
and 1n a cost-effective manner.
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THE CAS HOMELESS PROGRAMS--A SUMMARY

The Children's Aid Society has heen providing services
to homeless children and their families living in welfare
hotels since May 1984. As one of the few voluntary agencies
providing direct seirvices to this population, CAS' primary
goal has been to create a “model prosram” which other agencies
can replicate in whole or in part. Through an ongoing needs
assessment process, the scope of services provided to cthese
families has expanded as unmet needs were identified.

We have been able to observe marked improvement in many
clients. Parents have enrolled in GED Courses, resumed their
place in the jJob market, become involved in counseling including
alcohol education and rehabilitation programs, begun to be cog-
nizant of family needs, received medical services, and secured
permanent housing and aftercare services enabling chem to be
integrated into communicy settings.

While the projects have enabled us to observe improvement
on many levels, it remains clear that services in a welfare hotel
can in no way be a substitute for a family's speedy relocation to
permanent housing. The cramped quarters with lictle or no pri-
vacy, inadequate cooking facilities, unsafe conditions and stigma
attached to this living arrangement exacerbates in no small way,
d famly's ability to nurture and provide for their children.

It is equally clear that until affordable and available
housing 1s provided, the role of caretaker during cthis transi-
tiondl phase 1s a critical one that must be addressed by both
the public and private sectors. For as long as families are
placed i1n welfare hotels, our mandate to provide services to
those children most in need must be upheld.

Background

Before homelessness became prominent in cthe news, The
Children's Aid Society began to research the problem through
LCs own case records. The record review made it apparent that
the homeless populacion was no longer confined to "Eag ladies"
and Leenage rundways; but now included many families with young
children.

All intakes from the CAS Emergency Foster Boarding Home
Units, chat had been gathered over one year were read and ex-
posed some salient features. These records identified housing
(homelessness) as an issue thal must be addressed. Consequent-
ly, CAS 1n conjunction with the Child Welfare League of Amer:ica,
embarked upon a research project federally funded by iiealth

\. and Human Services, entitled “Homeless Young Children and their

O

Families". The goals of Lhis project were to identify cthe reeds
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of the homeless populatior and to design and implement a Je-
nonstration service dellve y progran.

The consolidation of the background information gathered,
as well as the recognition of the extent of the problem tuver
4,000 homeless families in New York Caty) effected the design
of an 8 weck service delivery vrogram which was implemented in
Summer, 1984. The inLention ot the design was twofold: to
1dentify and describe the 1mpact of hotel living, both emotion-
ally and physically on the homeless child while heightening tne
parent's awareness of their child's needs, and to provide much
needed recreation and concrete services to families.

The initaal phase of services included. A Day Camp Prog-
ram, désigned to familidiize chialdren with New York while pro-
viding them with a positive socialization experilence; An After-
school Program, located at a nearby public school which operated
five (5) afternoons per week and provided youngsters with both
educational and recreational activities; A Truancy Prevention
Program which took the form of a "Hall Worker" who roused fami-
lies in time to get children on the school bus; Medical and
Dental Services which weie pruvided to each child participating
in the program, including follow-up and referrals. Parents
groups were provided thruugh a sub-cuntractual relationship with
the Single Parent's Resource Center. These groups addressed both
child and parent centered 1ssues.

In addition, complete medical, educational and psycholo-
gical assessments helped CAS to redesign future programs accord-
ing to identified need.

\ Using the findings of this summer experience and conti-
nng the needs assessmenl process, the scope of services pro-
vided to these families were further expanded as unmet needs
were identified. One of the many results of this process has
been site expansion. Three sites have been included in the
project: the llotel Latham in llanhattan, the Conca D'0ro in
Staten Island and the most populated ' relfare hotel"” 1n New
York, the Prince Gueorge lfotel.

As a new venture in ~-rvice provision to homeless fami-
lies, CAS nhas embarked upon dir «ct provision of housing. CAS
has been approved by both HPD an® HRA to renovate housing lo-
vated directly across the street from a CAS Community Center,
thereby, gudranteeing the provision of dp, rupriate aftercdre
weLvVieus

The Homeless Programs have bLeen designed to provide com-
nrehensive and 1Ntensive services to each family on all poinrs
ot the vontrnuum from "Votel to Lore”
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The description of services that follows will cake you
through a day in the life of a family in a welfare hotel, high-
lighting cthe services provided and the cost of the service.

This "meng" formac tlluscrating services and cost ig
being used to point out the need for comprehensive service
provision, while fecognizing that individual nroviders may be

constrained by limiced resources allowing them o provide only
a portion of the services needed In a particular site.

I. Head Starc Servyices

A. Head Start Model ( 3 - 5 year olds)

At 8:00 a.m., the parents wich children from 3 - 5 years
of age bring the youngsters to the Head Start Program. There
are two - three hour sessions, meals are incluaged,

The objective of the Head Starc program is to counteract
the effect of hoctel living and premote the healthy development
in 3 to 5 year old children of physical growth and che necessary
attitudes and skills for later school learning. Because of the
children's extremely deprived and fragmented lives caused by
hotel living, the program is especially sensitive to their so-
cial-emotional needs. The scaff emphasizes the importance of
self-worth and accempts to provide a caring envirooment, Parents
are actively engaged in all aspects of the program.

B. Home Based Tnfant Care Program

Families with infants 0 - 2 years old have scheduled
appointments from 9:00 a.m. - 5.00 p.m., Monday thru Friday in
"‘he llome based Infant Care Program.

A communicy health nurse and/or an infant teacher visics
the assigned infant and mother in their hotel room for one hour

infants and mothers and two mfant teachers are scheduled every
other week at cthe hotel site. During cthe session for infants,
4 mothers' group meets for an hour wich the psychologist/social
worker/teacher/nurse/nutritionist depending on’ the topic of
need or interest generated by the pdarents.

Twice-a-week hotel-room-based experiences vith the infant
teacher and/or nurse (occasionally the social or family worker)
offers “hands-on" activities concerning preparation of food,

1 1%
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

167

feeding, play, sleep activities for the iafant. HMothers learn
about the importance of holding the baby and talking to the

baby during routine activities. The staff demonstrates how
materials that they possess can be used or converted into ap-
propriate playthings for their infants. Activities and programs
are individually adapted to the parents' expressed needs as

well as needs based on professional observations.

The annual cost of this Head Start and Infant Stimulation
Program serving 80 children 1s $254,000. (Funded through a
Federal Health and Humar Services Grant which concludes on

6/30/87).

II. Medical Sexvices

Parents whose children need medical care can bring them
to the medical clinic located on the second floor of the hotel
on any one of 3 afternoons per week.

A walk-in medical clinic operated by the CAS is located
directly across the corridor from the two Head Start rooms. The
clinic is staffed by a pediatric nurse practitioner and a pedia-
trician. Each c¢hild 1s provided with appropriate medical ser-
vices.

Initially, a complete medical history is taken by inter-
viewing the pareat. Any available records of past medical care
or pertinent educational records will be included.

Following this, a complete medical examination is per-
formed by a P.N.P. including: vision screening, Bell-tone dudio-
logical screening, musenloskeletal examinations, gross neurolo-
gical systems evaluations, height and weight, urinalysis and
complete blood counts -- hemoglobin, hematocrit, sickle cell
screening, FEP levels to screen for lead, and HGB electrophore-~
sis where indicated. Also, tuberculin testing is done as a
matter of course.

CAS is currently considering establishing a satellice
dental clinic on-site in the hotel. Presently, referrals are
made to the CAS dental clinic on East 45th Street.

The annual cost of medical services at the Prince George
Hotel (450 families) is $66,000. (Private funding)

3. Intensive Care for Homeless Families

A full-time social worker has bheen assigned to six fa-
milies in order to help them to obtain a maximum level of self-
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sufficiency and non-dependency on the public sector.

In order to achieve these goals, an "Intensive Care
Program" utilizes dggressive case management and advocacy
within a manageable caseload. Areas requiring special emphasis
include: locating permanent housing, employment, appropriate
education, training in parenting, household management and
nutrition and counseling.

The families meet weekly as a group to discuss their
progress and the task at hand. They have, through this process,
ldentified new sources of housing and are exploring the job
market. Many of the children of the families in this program

use the Afterschool Program to reduce the negative impact of
hotel living.

The cost of the Intensive Care Program is $30,000.
(Private Funding)

As children begin to return from school, the recreaticnal

Programs operating on-site in the hotel ballroom at the Prince
George Hotel begin.

The Afterschool/Camp Program - Prince George Hotel

The model Afterschool Program provides gocial, cultural,

educational and recreational activities to the children and their
families living in the Prince George Hotel.

Concurrent with the educational tutorial program, arts
and crafts (including drama and music) are offered on a rotating
schedule enabling the children to express themsgelves through
many appropriate vehicles.

With the assistance of HRA, we have secured 8space on-site
in the Prince George lotel. This space is a renovated ballroom
(cap. 300 persons) where mass recreational activities are con-
ducted. Basketball leagues and clinics are conducted, utilizing
portable basketball equipment. Ping pong, pocket. billiards and
nok-hockey is included in program.

This program serves hundreds of youngsters in the hotel
ballroom every Monday through Friday, from 3:30 - 6:30 p.m. and
on baturdays.

As the school year came to a close, the program switched
from the Afterschool program with primary "in-hcuse" program-
ming Co a camp program replete with activities designed to give
children, living in the Prince George Hotel, a broad experience
of the total city.
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For the 6 - 12 year olds, the camp day begins at 8:30 a.m.
with breakfast. Each day, the campers are taken on bus trips
to areas of interest in New York. On a typical day, the bus
trips will include destinations such as: the Bronx Zoo, Coney
Island, the Museum of National History and a visit to a Board
of Education specialized creation program. Every Tuesday, the
campers attend the children's play series sponsored by the
I.incoln Center for the Performing Arts. Lunch 1s also provided
every day.

The annua? cost of the Afterschool/camp program is
$150,000. (Human Resources Administration contracts which
concludes 12/30/36).

5. The Teen Program - Prince George Hotel

The lack of services available to teens in the hotel be-
came glaringly apparent as we become actively invulved with
families in the hotel. As the Afterschool program ends, the
teen Program begins.

Teen Program provides the same quality programming to
teens that was available to the younger children. The hours
for the teen program are: Monday through Friday, from 7:00 -
10:00 p.m. In addition, there are special programs each week-
end.

During this time, teens are provided with recreational
activities, including basketball, ping porg, nok-hockey, special
events. A tutoring program is well utilized.

During the summer months, the Teen Program operates from
Monday through ¢friday, 1:00 - 10:00 p.m. The focus of the acti-
vity schedule is in familiarizing the teens with their city,
and removing them from the destructive hotel environment. Acti-
vities {or teens include: cook-outs at the state varks, visits
to beaches (Jones Beach, Brighton Beach, Coney Island, etc.),
movies, Bear Mountain outing, an action Dparit adventure and eve-
nings at the CAS' Dunlevy Milbank Community Center. Included
1n teen programming are. tennis lessons, dance lessons, swimning
instructions, ice cream making, a fashion show in which teens
and their parents "made and wodeled" their own clothes.

The annual cost of this program is $56.000. (Funded
through a4 Public/Private Match).

Programs vary from hotel to hotel. A pilot program
in one hotel often becomes an established program in another.

[T
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6. Library Program - latham Hotel/Prince George Hotel

An innovative library program was instituted at the
Latham Hotel with the intent of familiarizing the children in
the Hotel with their local library, and create a new and pro-
fitable avenue of entertainment for them. This program las
been expanded to the Prince George Hotel.

Each child applies for and reccives a library card and
learns how to borrow books. 1In addition, the local library
engages in educational activities with youngsters visiting the
facility (i.e. mask making) and has been actively involved in
the success of this program,

The annual cost of this program is $10,800 serving 50
youngsters. (Funded through Youth Bureau)

7. Family Dinner Program - lLatham Hotel

The CAS' Rhinelander Center operates a family dinner
program yearly from September through June for pacents and
thelr children who are living in the Latham Hotel, oOn Thursday
evenings, 25 families are brought to the center to perticipate
in a meal that they had helped to plan and prepare. ‘he Junior
League volunteers (see volunteers) actively participaced in
this program,

The unique nature of this program is that it focuses di-
rectly on the family as a whole, allowing parents and children
to participate together in activities. Consequently, the family
structure is strengthened and appropriate ways of interaction
between family members are reinforced,

The annual cost of this program is $20,000 (Private
Funding)

8. The Conca D'Oro liotel - staten Island

CAS' Goodhue Center located on Staten Island, has "adonted"
the Conca D'Oro Hotel, and provides year-round services to the
families and children living there. The Conca D'Oro .otel ie
the major facility serving homeless families on Staten Island.
This program currently includes a summer day camp, afterschool
program, hot meal programs and medical services, serving 100
families and utilizes a local public school and the Goodhue
facility, a complex of services located on 42 acres of land in
Staten Island.

The annual cost of this service is $92,000 (Funded through
Human Resources Administration grant which concludes 6/30/87)

- 17
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9. Volunteer Component

The Children's Aid Society, in conjunction with the
Junior League of the City of New York, has trained volunteers
to work with families in the hotel preparing tham for the
transition to permanent housing. We have a cadre of 20 - 40
trained volunteers in the hotel programs. The response to
this effort by the Junior league has been so great that they
expect another 20 volunteers to sign up for the homeless prog-
rams in the fall.

The Marble Collegiate Church, located in 29th Street and
Sth Avenue, around the corner from the hotel, enlisted the help
of the CAS in organizing training and engaging over 60 volunteers.

These volunteers have chosen two avenues for the delivery
of their services: one 1s to provide specialized sessions in
the volunteer's particular -rea of expertise and the second is
to participate in the weekend program and on trips as workers.

The annual cost of this program is $12,000. (Private
Funding)

As initially stated, the CAS' services to homeless families
provides the needed support from “Hotel to Home". In order to
fulfill the second phase of this mission, an aftercare program
has been developed.

10. The Aftercare Program

Inherent to the design and structure of the Aftercare
program is the preparation of the parents and children for the
move into permanent housing. The ultimate goal is to facilitate
the family's integration into a new community and thereby pre-
vent recidivism.

The CAS' previous program experience has indicated that
the parents are in need of service after they have moved out of,
the Hotel and into permanent housing. The transition from hotel
to home is often as traumatic as the experience of becoming
homeless. Adjustment to apartment living is not an effortless
process. Many of the expectations ("The problem will all end
when I get housing") may not be met. Having been confined to
one room, the family system has been altered in such a way as
to require readjustment when more adequate space is available.

The Children's Aid Society along with the New Vork City
Department cf Housing Preservation and Development, Has designed
and successfully implemeuted a Pilot Aftercare program. This
program identifies, trains and follows families who are ready

O
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and able to move into renovated apsrtments, consequently,
dramatically Increasing the client's ability to maintain an
apartment.

HPD has given the project access to approximately 25
recently renovated apartments at 1325 Lafayette Avenue in the
South Bronx. Families have been selected and have moved into
these apartments. Each family "contracts" with the CAS for
services and, through our alliance with a consortium of pro-
viders in the South Bronx, we have been able to deliver the
needed services. Ve expect to continue this work and will
expand this program to include families residing in the Prince
GeTrge Hotel as additional renovated apartments are made avail-
able,

The cost of providing this service to 50 families is
$81,000, (Private/CAS Funding)

11. Parent's Program

CAS in conjunction with The Single Parent's Resource
Center, a non-profit agency, has chosen to replicate their
successful parent's group droject in the Prince George and Latham
Hotels. Twenty-five parents will be recruited from each hotel
to participate in one group session per week designed to raise
each member's self-esteem, address the issues inherent to hotel
living, improve parent/child interactions and prepare parents
for the move to permanent housing. In addition, each hotel will
have a part-time case manager whose mission it is to coordinate
the parent's access to services and 0 promote participation in
other CAS programs.

The annual cost of this service is $50,223, (Funded
through Children's and Family Trust Fund N.Y.S.)

12. Special Events & Engagement Activities

In attempting to engage the families r2siding in the
Hiotel in the program, the CAS held a number of mass activicies
designed to introduce the agency to the entire hotel population,

Each child in the Afterschool Program has received an
Aftersthool sweatshirt, a winter coat and gloves.

The distribution of clothing is also used as ar incentive
to involve parents in the program. Our initial mass activity
involving the families participating in this program was a Hallo-
ween Party, held on site in the Hotel ballroom. This party was
organized through CAS's Coordination with an existing varents
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group composed of parents currently residing in the hotel.
Games and other recreational activities were organized for the
children. The parents participated as organizers and group
workers. ..t the end of the party, all children were given
“"trick or treat" bags, hot dogs . ' other snacks. The response
to this party was excellent and consequently our program re-
ceived an enttn..iastic response.

On thanksgiving Day, we provided the traditional turkoy
dinner to 400 {amilies living in che Prince George lotel.

For many of the famil.es, this represenied their only oppoc-
tunity to share in this holiday.

Nuring the Christmas season, a number of special events
were held:

A Christmas Trce lighting, complete with carols, was
held on the Sunday before Christmas, with an open invitation
to the community to attend. We provided the tree and the deco-
rations and the necessary tecnnical assistance.

Christras gifts were distributed to approximately 500
children and two parties were held: one fnr the infant care
program membars (gifts were distributed to both parents and
children, including siblings) and one for the older children
participating iu program. The second party was held off-site
and gifts were distributed to parents and siblings a well.

The annual cost of the special events were $30,000.
(Private Funding)

13. Post-Hotel Support Services

The Human Resources Administration end Housing Preser-
vation and Development have approved for renovation chirty-
nine (39) units in three (3) buildings adjacant to The Children's
aid Soclety bLunlevy Milbank Childrens Center in Central Harlem.

These units will provide transitional housing to home-
less families with a strong social service component provided
by The Children's Aid Society. The ancicipated cost of this
project 1s $2.2 million, largely provided through pub’ic funding.

The annual cost of providing this post-hotel support
service 1s $100,000 with funding secured through private sources.
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MILBANK HQUSES
17-21 West 118th Street
New York, NY 19026

During the summer of 1985 The Children's Ard Society, in concert
with The Junior League of New York, submitted a proposal to the Department
of Housing.Preservation and Development of the City of New York for
a grant to enable them to acquire five lots (17-2) West 118th St. ),
to guc and reconstruct three old la tenements into transitional housing
for homeless families and to manage and operate’ this dwelling for fifteen
years. The reconstructed building will contain 34 apartments; 19 two
bedrooms, 10 one bedrooms and 5 studio units.

A not-for-profit corporation was established in the State of
New York, The Milbank Housing Development Fund Corporation, a membersh1p
corporation in which both organizations constituted the Board and after
the sponsors were selected for a grant, plans were drawn by Roger (.
Lewis of Rockville Centre, NY, a general contractor Baranello & Sons
of Williston, NY, was selected by the sponsor and approved by the “ity,
and on December 1, 1987 closing was effected and an evaporating mortgage
of $3,164.161 was provided by the City of New York to the Corporation
to bring its proposal to function.

Ouring the course of negotiations The Children's A1d Society
developed operating procedures required by the Department of Soc1al
Services of the State of New York. (Office of Shelter and Supported
Housing). This operating manual describes a variety of enabling services
to be offered to resigent families, the staff who w1ll provide them,
the sponsor and Board who will oversee the project, the physical plant,
the community. staff training and staffing patterns, admission procedures,
resident rights and obligations, and compliance with all relevant state
and Tlocal laws regulations and codes. Thi: document serves, among
other purposes, as a basis for funding the ongoiny operations of the
project and the provision of services described.

Demolition began on February 1, 1988 with occupancy expected
by April of 1989,
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Acting Chairman DowNEY. You are about to be deluged.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Moses, the Children’s Aid Society’s reputation
over the years is well known. What I have never known is why
don’t we find more of the organized churches involved in doing this
type of work? Why is it that we find politicians struggling with the
problem, and the Children’s Aid Society struggling with it, but we
just don’t see the organized church jumping in as though children
were a part of their spiritual responsibility?

Mr. Moses. That is a question for which I have a great deal of
sympathy.

Five years ago when we first moved into the Carter Hotel, which
is now no longer used for homeless families, we believed and con-
tinue to that if each of our sister and brother organizations in this
city would, in whatever measure they could, adopt a hotel, adopt 10
children from a hotel or do something, that it could go a long way
to rescuing the children who are presently in that system. Some of
us have picked up the mantle. There are several organizations pro-
viding services now, and 2 dozen which are also participating in
the capital budget program. But if I might, I would like to use your
question to highlight some of the probletas that other nonprofit,
educational and religious institutions firnd when faced with the
choice to get involved in this kind of project: The legal complexities
are horrendous. The Children’s Aid Suciety has spent in excess of
$40,000 in legal fees and we are still in construction. Many of these
fees were paid to research the angoing implications for the society
in owning housing for poor people in a program thet had no guar-
anteed assurance of ongoing suppori.

Mi. Rancer. Why would that service not be rendercd by the City
of New York?

Mr. Moses. You are talking about the social services within the
hotels or——

Mr. RANGEL. No. I am talking about the housing developments of
which you have assumed.

Mr. Moses. Some of the legal fees are assumed by the City of
New York.

Acting Chairman DownNEy. The gentleman will suspend until
there is order.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Moses?

Mr. Mosgs. Individual organizations, many of them much small-
er than Children’s Aid Society, and not as old, have been fright-
ened and reluctant of the possibility of owning housing stock, often
adjacent to their church, which they would not be able to support
should changes occur in public policy, which is the purpose of the
hearing today. And even the venerable Children’s Aid Society gets
a chill down its spine when faced with the prospect of supporting a
34-unit project and 34 families for a generation to come without
governmental assistance. I think they have been frightened.

Mr. Banks. I should add that Catholic Charities have expended
quite a bit of resources, and they are one of the organizations
which would, as Mr. Moses says, be severely impacted by these reg-
ulations if they go forward. I think, in addition, they would be will-
ing to develop some of the permanent housing auctions if these reg-
ulations were clarified, or I should say if the statute was clarified

1%,
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to make moneys to be used for permanent housing the way that
Congressman Weiss and Congrescman Schumer have suggested.

Mr. RANGEL. Have you seen Catholic Charities or any other orga-
nizations indicate that if changes were made in the AFDC laws
which would allow for capital for permanent housing, that they
would assume some of the responsibility?

Mr. Banks. Based upon my experiences with them and with
other not-for-profit providers, as I said earlier, I think that the
problem is so big that it is not a problem that can be addressed by
those solutions.

The mayor. when he was here earlier, noted that over 4 years
or 3'4 years, 30,000 families have moved through the system. That
is a tremendous number of families, and it points out that the real
problem is permanent housing, as Mrs. McCain’s situation really
graphically illustrates.

Mr. RANGEL. I was talking about permanent housing.

Mr. Banks. But I think, as I was going to add, I don’t see in this
city the not-for-profit resources to house 30,000 families over the
course of 3%z years.

Mr. RANGEL. Well Mr. Moses shifted to not-for-profit, and I can
understand the reluctancy of the smaller churches to adopt & build-
ing. But we have some large and powerful Christian and Jewish or-
ganizations in our city that I think could provide the support in
order to move some of the city owned buildings.

Mr. Moses I can only speak for the Children's Aid Seejety. We
are doing it; we would do more, but I think the anxiety .hat most
organizations have, including the bigger ones, have tu do less with
the reconstruction costs and more with ongoing support, both in a
service nature and in a cash nature.

I believe that if homeless families moving into such renovated
apartments were provided with a shelter allowance that more
closely approximates the cost of maintaining the building. that
other organizations may very well step forward.

Mr. BaNKS. You might see more private development as well, if
that was in fact the case. You would also, perhaps, see more
moneys being appropriated by localities to develop their own in
rem stocks or city owned stocks, if that were the case

Mr. RaNGEL. Thank you

Acting Chairman DownNEy. Thank you, although I must tell you,
Ms McCain, Mr Banks, | years in the Martinique Hotel does not
sound like temporary shelter to me.

[ want to thank the panel.

We are now honored to have before us the distinguished Governor
from Massachusetts, Michael Dukakis.

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL DUKAKIS, GOVERNOR. STATE OF
MASSACHUSETLS

Governor Dukakts, Thank you very much, and may I express my
thanks to you for what I thought was a terrific piece of work done
in the House. Welfare reform is now being considered in the
Senate, as you know We are working very closcly with Senator
Moynihan and Senator Bentsen to see if we can move 1t through.
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I wish I were more optimistic about the White House. As you
may have heard, the Governors had their annual visit and the
issue was raised again. And, as you know better than anybody, the
proposal that you so ably carried through the House was a proposal
of 50 Governors, 24 Republicans as well as 26 Democrats, all united
behind one basic proposition, and that is the route out of poverty,
especially to families on public assistance, is training, day care and
a job at a decent wage. Why it is that the White House opposes this
legislation is beyond me. It is not a partisan issue; it has the sup-
port of good Republicans as well as good Democrats, and I just
want to say to you that we are all very grateful to you for your
leadership. We are going to continue to work with you and Senator
Bentsen in the Senate, whether or not the White House decides to
support it, and if we don’t get it this year we’ll get it next year.

How is your wife?

Acting Chairman DownNey. Well, my wife is of Greek decent.

Governor Dukakis. | am aware of that, that’s why I asked. I
hope she is supporting her co-religionist.

cting Chairman DowNEyY. I assure you all her relatives are.

Governor Dukakis. May I also, Mr. Chairman, before delivering
a prepared statement, also say that I am very privileged to be
before you and Congressman Rangel. As you know, Charlie has
probably done more on the subject of the real war against drugs
than anybody I know in the Congress. He was nice enough to come
to Boston a few years ago when we were just putting the Gover-
nor’s Alliance Against Drugs together, and you will be happy to
know that 2 weeks ago I was able to report to the people of my
State that we have made dramatic reductions in the use of drugs
among junior high school and high school students in Massachu-
setts, Charlie, as a result of that commitment of early drug educa-
tion, beginning in the early elementary grades, and the program of
the alliance which we outlined to you. I just want you to know that
your leadership and your help on that has beer. very helpful to us
and we are making real progress.

Mr. RangeL. Congratulations. It is good to hear good news for a
change.

Governor Dukakis. There really is a significant difference and I
think it really has everything to do with the fact that we are get-
ting into communities. It is a permanent commitment and we are
starting drug education intervention in the second, third and
fourth grades, which is where it has to begin. If we wait until
junior high school we are going to lose half of our kids.

I just came from a middle school in East Hartford, and Kitty and
I had a chance to meet with a group of about 30 or 35 middle
school and high school youngsters, and to no one’s surprise, includ-
ing your own, what those youngsters said to us is that lots and lots
of kids are using and lots and lots of kids are abusinz. That is
where it has to begin. In the meantime if we can get some leader-
ship in Washington that isn’t doing business with drug running
Panamanian dictators, funding aid to the Contras through convict-
ed drug dealers, we will be able to say to our kids genuinely that
we want them to stay away from drugs and the government will be
an example and not the wrong kind of example.

183




178

Mr. Chairman, decent and affordable housing should be the birth
right of every American. That has been the stated goal of Ameri-
can policy since Harry Truman first declared it in 1949, and I
think it is significant that in that very year Robert Taft of all
people, a very conservative Republican Senator from Ohio, was one
of the principal cosponsors of the National Housing Act of 1949.
Decent and affordable housing is not a partisan issue; it never has
been in this country. Yet tonight, as all of us know, over 2 million
of our fellow citizens will have no home in which to spend the
night, and the greatest tragedy is that most of the homeless fami-
lies are families with young children. Too many parents, many of
them hard working, all of them hard pressed, are simply unable to
afford a decent place to live. And all across this country youngsters
are growing up in the streets, in automobiles or in temporary shel-
ters, living from day to day with little or no hope for the future.

We need, you and I and all of us, and I think this means the vast
majority of the American people, to send a message to Washington
that we are not going to accept an America where some people
prosper while others are left behind as the inevitable casualties of
change. That we won’t buy into the belief that Americans who are
left behind deserve their hardship, and that we won’t tolerate
homelessness in the most affluent nation on the face of the Earth.

I don’t believe there is any great mystery about why we are cur-
rently facing a crisis in homelessness. Under the Carter and Ford
administrations, as both of you know, we were building or rehabili-
tating about 200,000 units of federally assisted housing for families
of low and moderate income and the elderly every year. About
200,000 under President Ford, about the same under President
Carter. We did not have a homelessness problem pricr to 1981, cer-
tainly not of the magnitude that we are seeing now. Under the cur-
rent administration, as both of you know, that number has now
plummeted by 90 percent. We will be lucky to do 25,000 units of
federally assisted housing for families of low and moderate income
this year. At a time when need for affordable housing is greater
than at any time since World War II, the Federal Government's
role has declined to its lowest point since the 1930’s.

In the past 8 years a sea change has occurred in the relationship
between Federal, State, and local governments, when it comes to
tackling the problems of economic and social change. States have
valiantly stepped up where the Federal Government has stepped
aside, with mayors and Governors and legislatures—as you know,
Tom, because you work so closely with us on welfare reform—
taking the lead on a host of important issues, including homeless-
ness. Here in New York, Governor Cuomo was one of the first to
seize the initiative. His homeless housing and assistance program
was one of the first State sponsored programs to build permanent
or transitional housing for the homeless. And in a nationally ac-
claimed creative new financing scheme, the profits from Battery
Park City are providing the security for new low income housing
construction, with 30 percent of them reserved as units for the
nomeless.

The building in the complex we are in this afternoon represents
the best in this new approach to homelessness H.E.L.P., Inc. has
brought together developers, banks, the city, State agencies, archi-
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tects and others in a joint effort to provide quality transitional
housing and social services to hhomeless familizs. And it has pro-
duced housing at a substantially cheaper rate. If these families
were to live in welfare hotels, they would have none of the dignity
and the service.s that they have here at HELP-1.

In my own State, as I think both of you know, we have made
homelessness and housing two of our top priorities. As a matter
of fact, in 1983, in my inaugural address, I said that our single,
most important prierity was going to be to end the shame of home-
lessness in our State and to invest in permanent housing. To un-
derscore that I asked my dear wife to be the chairman of my Advi-
sory Committee on the Homeless. And Kitty has done an extraordi-
nary job of chairing that effort, driving that effort, advocating for
the homeless and for good housing.

We are working hard to provide emergency and support services
for the homeless, and while we have invested substantial amounts
of State and local money, AFDC and emergency assistance funds
have been crucial to our work. As a matter of fact I have just pro-
posed a $23 million package in my new budget which will be de-
signed to prevent homelessness, to prevent homelessness before
more thousands of families drop into the homeless net.

Since 1985, as a result of these efforts, we have placed over 5,000
homeless families in permanent hnusing, and we are investing hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in State funds to build more than 8,000
nnits of low-income housing and to renovate and reclaim over
20,000 units of State and Federal housing. If I may, let me just add
the complaint of a Governor, which I hope you will recognize and
appieciate: My State is one of the few States in the Nation that
invests in low-income housing, State funds, and I don’t mean just
through a State housing finance agency. We subsidize housing for
families of low and moderate income, principally now in mixed
income communities. But more of that in a second.

As all of you know, our existing public housing stock is running
down. We have now been required to commit millions of dollars of
State funds to rehabilitate Federal public housing because we
aren’t simply getting the resources from HUD to do that. We are
going to do it, but what it means is that State funds that could oth-
erwise be used to create new housing opportunities, now have to be
devoted to upgrade Federal housing units in our cities and commu-
nities across the State. But today emergency assistance funds are
making it possible for us to work with 32,000 families to prevent
homelessness. They help us provide temporary shelter and service
for another 4,000 families.

Five years ago we had two State funded homeless shelters in
Massachusetts; today we have 80. This winter we were able to pro-
vide shelter for every single citizen in the Commonwealth who
needed it. But the States cannot carry the ball alone, as you both
know, and many lack the resources that we are fortunate to have
in Massachusetts and New York. AFDC emergency assistance has
played an important role in helping States to cope with the grow-
ing homeless problem, and we simply cannot tolerate new regula-
tions that would mean thousands of more families living on our
streets.
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What we need in this country is a national partnership for af-
fordable housing that will make decent and affordable housing the
birth right of every American. We need national leadership that
involves State and local governments. By the way, I think State
and local governments ought to participate in this and ought to
commit resources as part of that partnership. We have got to in-
volve builders and developers, many of whom tell me that they
would be delighted to go to work as part of a national housing part-
nership. Building trades unions, one of my bricklayers unions in
Boston, has created its own nonprofit housing subsidiary with help
from us and is now building housing for ownership for young fami-
lies and first-time home buyers at a third less than the going'rate,
paying union scale and running, in effect, its own construction
company and its own development company. Think of the amount
of housing that we could produce in this country if all of the build-
ing trades unions or many of them were doing that, using the bil-
lions, in union pension funds reliably and sensibly and providing
housing for ownership for families of moderate income, and creat-
ing jobs for their members at the same time.

We have got to involve housing advocates, community action
agencies, the whole range of institutions and groups that together
make up the housing community in this country and all work to-
gether towards common goals. First, to expand homeless shelters
and to commit ourselves to the goal that no one who seeks shelter
should be turned away; second, to preserve the existing stock of low
and moderate income housing that is now deteriorating badly—and
I have already told you about our own problems in trying to do
that—or is threatened by the exploration of use restrictions, some-
thing which you hzave been attempting to deal with in the Con-

ress.

& Third, to provide grants to State and local governments for hous-
ing partnerships all across America. I think this is an issue on
which Governors and mayors would love to work with those of you
in Washington. We are all in this. We all care very deeply about
this. We are all creating our own partnerships in one way or an-
other. Our State partnership may be more heavily developed than
others, but I talk to Governors and mayors al} the time these days
who would love to work with you in a new administration to par-
ticipate actively in this effort; local governments that have title to
land that they are willing to donate; State governments that have
property that is currently not being used. It could be used as a very
important subsidy at no cost, to bring down the cost of the housing
that we build.

Fourth, to broaden hor 2 ownership opportunities for young fam-
ilies and first-time home ouyers, using Federal credit and savings
mechanisms in cooperation with State initiative.

Fifth, to avoid the mistakes of the past—and I think this is very
important, Mr. Chairman—by investing in mixed-income housing
and small, scattered-site family housing. No more of this jamming
of thousands of poor families in a high-rise project. It was a mis-
take, we know that now. And as you know, in many States, includ-
ing my own, we are taking these projects and now transforming
them, with substantial State assistance, into mixed income develop-
ment. But we have had great success at providing thousands of
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units of housing for families of low income within mixed income
communities. It really does work. Generally speaking, we will re-
quire that 20 to 25 percent of the units be for low income, some for
moderate and some at market rate, and it works, and it works
spectacularly well I would strongly urge you to look at that as the
way to avoid the kind of problems that we have had in large
projects and do the job at the same time.

We are doing some family public housing, state financed family
public housing, buc never in units of more than 10 or 15 or 20, well
designed, blended into the neighborhood. No more of the large
projects which we have found really did not work very well.

Six, to insure equal housing access for all citizens by enforcing
and strengthening our civil rights laws.

And, finally to make sure that State and local governments have
the resources to meet the emergency needs of families that find
themselves facing a housing crises. The kind of resources that
AFDC and emergency assistance funds now provide.

Last year, as you know, because both of you were actively in-
volved in this, in a bipartisan effort, Congress passed the Stewart
B. McKinney Act, which was an important first step in the Federal
State partnership on homelessness. And the Members of Congress
who are here today and your colleagues deserve great credit for the
success of that legislation. You will recall, however, that the Presi-
dent signed the McKinney Act at night, after the network news.
An administration spokesperson said he did this to demonstrate his
lack of enthusiasm for the bill. What a message to the decent and
caring people of this Nation who are saddened and ashamed that
some of their fellow citizens do not have a roof over their head.

In 10 months we will reach a turning point in American history.
We must not let the legacy of the past T years clamp a ceiling on
our vision. We must not permit ourselves to succumb to shrunken
ambitions. This country is better than that. We didn’t have a
homelessness problem under the last Democratic President and we
are not going to have one under the next Democratic President.
Millicne of Americans who have been left behind these past 8 years
represent the next American frontier. Their plight is our business
and their dignity 1s our challenge.

The time has come for us to work together to bring a measure of
decency to the 2 million of our feliow citizens who are today home-
less in America. The time has come for us to resolve that the next
time the head of a Russian State comes tc Washington, he will not
see people ~'eeping in parks and on streets and on sidewalks within
blocks of the White House. The time has come for us to declare
once and for all that shares in the American dream are not some-
thing that you buy and sell on Wall Street. They are the birth
right of every citizen, no matter who they are or where they come
from or the color of their skin.

I will be happy to respond to any questions you have. We have
been making real progress in my own State, but as you know, even
there we are fighting rapidly escalating costs, Mr. Chairman, so
even a very, very substantial investment of State resources is
barely keeping up with demand. I hope we can stop the administra-
tion from making our job even more difficult. We don't need more
regulations at this point, we need a lot more support.
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Acting Chairman DowNEY. Governor, that is our first problem,
preventing Mr. Stanton from implementing a regulation that ev-
eryone who has testified this afternoon has indicated will only put
more people on the street, not solve any problems.

We understand how busy you are. We appreciate your coming
and testifying today. This is outstanding testimony. Rather than
ask you a question about the Dukakis administration’s commit-
ment to affordable housing, I will let this statement speak elo-
quently for that proposition, that that is something that you hold
deeply, as do we, that this has got to be an American priority.

Let me ask you just one simple question, Governor: You men-
tioned that the scattered site approach which you have used in
Massachusetts has worked well. Muayor Koch testified today that
one of the principal problems we have in New York 1s the location
of these facilities in places that inevitably engenders community
opposition. That makes it very, very difficult. How have you been
able to overcome that problem in Massachusetts?

Governor Dukak:3s. By investing most of our resources, Tom, in
mixed income housing. .

Let me give you an example, one of hundreds: An old high school
in the city of Boston, no longer needed as a school. Old schools, as I
think you know, are wonderful opportunities for rehabilitation.

Acting Chairman Downgy. Sure.

Governor Dukakis. High ceilings, large windows, lots of light.
With help from what we call our sharp program, which was an at-
tempt to substitute for section 8 to provide a shallow subsidy for
mixed-income housing, and with section 8 certificates that fortu-
nately were available, we got a private developer to rehabilitate
that high school into 75 lovely units, 20 percent of which, about 19,
are allocated for low-income families. There are today 19 very
happy, well housed low-income families, a number of them, by the
way, ET mothers who- were going through our training program,
and either have or soon will be working at a job with good wages.
There are also some moderate income units that rent in the $300 to
$400 range, and there are some market rentals. There are units in
that apartment now that rent for $900. All of these families are
living together in harmony. There is no segregation of welfare or
poor families in that housing. There is only one problem, 200
people with section 8 certificates showed up, and we could only
house 19 of them. You know how few section 8 certificates you get.

Acting Chairman DowNEy. Sure.

Governor Dukakis. I could show you other examples of this, We
have been very, very successful going way back to the midsixties
when I served on a special commission on low-income housing in
the State legislature that first recommended mixed-income housing
at a time when people were very skeptical. How are you going to
get people to pay $900 and $150 in the same building? It works. It
works well. And that is the way I think you can avoid some of the
community unhappiness.

In those cases where we do small, scattered family housing, we
now make it a condition for that community’s qualifying for State
elderly housing that they do some family housing.

Acting Chairman DownNEy. Yes.
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Governor Dukakis. Everybody wants to do elderly housing—with
good reason, w2 have a strong State elderly housing program. So
there is a ratio of family units to elderly units that communities
expect to observe and these days now, with the cost of housing, we
find less opposition to small, scattered site, well designed housing.
We are talking 10 or 15 units, not even talking 100 units; 10 or 15
units carefully blended into a neighborhood that in effect creates a
kind of mixed income community within that neighborhood. I
wouldn’t do any more than that.

Acting Chairman Downgy. Would you envision in a Dukakis ad-
ministration a major effort then in affordable housing similar to
section 8 or would you think of something else?

Governor Dukakis. Well, the Cranston-Rouse Taskforce, which I
think you probably are familiar with, led by Senator Cranston and
Jim Rouse, is beginning now to develop its recommendations. Amy
Anthony, who is my secretary of communities and development,
my key housing person, is on that taskforce. Under the leadership
of Seuator Cranston they will be coming up with what I think will
be a program that is well worth your looking at very carefully. It is
balanced. It recognizes that there are certain fiscal realities. I
think they are talking about a level of construction of about
150,000 units a year, with a very strong involvement by State and
local governments; some block grants to States for their own part-
nerships. It looks to me like it is going to be a very thoughtful and
affcdable set of recommendations, and we have worked very close-
ly with them. So we would be happy to work with you on that. I
think they are going to be going public with those recommenda-
tions sometime in the next month or two.

Obviously the housing bill that you did pass and that the present
Congress signed is at least a modest step, at least we have a hous-
ing bill. But as you know, with the exception of a few innovations,
it was pretty much a reauthorization of what we had. We need a
lot more than that.

Acting Chairman Downgy. We also appreciate that. When you
are at the White House, quiz the President directly on this ques-
tion of the welfare bill. We have a little saying that we don’t want
to pass anything he wants to sign and he doesn’t want to sign any-
thing we pass.

Governor Dukakis. We heard about the California experiment
for the fourth or fifth time and we didn’t get a very positive reac-
tion.

I would hope, Tom, that the Senate would go ahead and move on
this legislation. Obviously I am anxious to do whatever I can. We'll
put it on his desk. Maybe he will sign it at 8:00 at night after the
network news, I don’t know.

Acting Chairman DownNEey. Under any case, the issue would be
joined for the election.

Charlie?

Mr. RANGEL. Governor, let me thank you for bringing the posi-
tive achievements that you have had in Massachusetts to the na-
tional campaign. Now you come from a high employment, high
tech State, and I don’t think there is anything to compare with the
partnership between the private sector and the educational system.
How do you see on the national level the relationship between
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homelessness and joblessness and lack of skills and ability to pay
reasonable rates?

Governor Dukakis. They are obviously very closely linked. Al-
though, the lack of affordable housing is now beginning to make
families homeless who are working and earning, and that really ‘s
serious, particularly here in the northeast where the price of hous-
ing is so high and we simply haven’t kept pace with demand.

The fundamental economic fact of the matter is that you cannot
produce housing for families of low and moderate income without
some public contribution. That is just a matter of housing econom-
ics.

Mr. RANGEL. One thing is abundantly clear and that is that the
voters find even the idea of talking about taxes just repugnant to
any candidate that discusses it, and we would need the leadership
where the American people would believe that whatever taxes they
have to pay is a national priority. How do you see performing what
basically is an educational function? Because as of now, for 7 years,
the taxpayer has been allowed to believe that you don’t need any
additional revenues.

Governor Dukakis. The welfare reform bill is a good example.
Try as we have, we cannot get the administration to understand
that this is a way to help hundreds of thousands of families lift
themselves out of poverty and reduce the Federal deficit at the
same time. We estimate that we are now saving, in our State alone,
about $120 million a year, after the expenses of the ET program as
a result of the success of that effort to provide employment and
training for mostly single mothers on public assistance and their
kids. It is a money saver. It is a deficit reducer. Yes, you have to
put some money up front; the bill recognizes that. But it costs us
about $4,000 on average a placement, to provide the training and
support that a welfare mother needs to get the skills she needs to
find a good job, at starting wages, on average, of $13,500 a year.
That is the start coming off of welfare. It’s not a king’s ransom, but
it is a heck of a lot better than welfare.

Now, if for $4,000 on average you can help a family to get off of
welfare permanently, that is a money saver. And if one State alone
estimates that it is saving $120 million a year after the expense of
the programs, suppose we were doing this in 50 States? And other
States, as you know, are dving it as well: California, Iflinois, Dela-
ware, New Jersey, a number of States, New York. So it is not a
question of finding more taxes for the welfare reform bill, it is
making the commitment up front to save money.

Now it will take some money, Charlie, no question about it. It is
going to take some money to build or rehabilitate housing for fami-
lies of low or moderate income. I am not telling either of you any-
thing you don’t know because you have both been leaders in the
effort to make some sense out of the Federal budget. But the Presi-
dent’s new budget recommends $6 billion for Star Wars and MX
missiles on railroad cars. Well, we have to make some choices in
this country. Is it going to be Star Wars and MX missiles on rail-
road cars or is it going to be decent, affordable housing for fami-
lies? It is as simple as that.

We have to spend money so v e can help our kids stay away from
drugs. Is it going to be, what is it, a 3-hour space plane from Wash-
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ington to Tokyo we are spending money on? Or is it going to be
some emergency assistance for families. These are the choices that
have to be made.

I do not have any doubt as to where the American people stand
on this. Increasingly—and I think we are seeing this during the
course of the campaign—they are questioning more and more what
we are doing, what choices we are making. That is one of the rea-
sons why this election is so important.

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you, Governor.

Acting Chairman DowNEY. Thank you, Governor.

L1 hearing is adjourned.

[W..ereupon, the hearing was adjourned.]

[Submissions for the record follow:]
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF THE
AtRICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION (APWA) IS SUBMITTING THE FOLLOWING
WRITTEN STATEMENT FOR INCLUSION IN THE PRINTED RECORD OF THE MARCH 28. 1988
JOINT FIELO HEARING OF THE SENATE FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY
AND FAMILY POLICY AND THE HOUSE WAYS ANO MEANS SuBCOMMITTEE ON PuyBLIC
ASSISTANCE ANO UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ON "THE USE oF AFOC Funos ror
HOMELESS FAMILIES,” APWA IS A BIPARTISAN NONPROFIT ASSOCIATION REPRESENTING
THE 50 STATE HUMAN SERVICE OEPARTMENTS. 800 LOCAL WELFARE AGENCIES. AND
6,000 INDIVIOUALS. MANY OF WHOM WORK IN THE PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICES.

APWA AN THE STATE AND LOCAL HUMAN SERVICE AOMINISTRATORS ARE PLEASED THAT
THE SUBCOMHITTEES ARE CONOUCTING THIS IMPORTANT HEARING ON THE USE OF AFDC
FUNDOS FOR HOMELESS FAMILIFS. THE HEARING IS A OIRECT AND TIMELY RESPONSE T
THE GROWING PROBLEM OF HOMELESSNESS ACROSS AMERICA. AND THE RECENTLY
PROPOSED REGULATIONS THAT WOULO RESTRICT THE USE OF AFOC FUNOS TO MEET
EMERGENCY AND SPECIAL NEEOS OF POOR HOMELESS FAMILIES. THIS STATEMENT
FOCUSES ON THE IMPACT THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS WOULO HAVE ON THE STATES'
ABILITY TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS 0° *4ILIES WITH EMERGENCY AND SPECIAL
NEEOS. ANO THE APPROPRIATE ROLE FOR THE AFOC PRUGRAM IN RESPONDING TO THESE
NeEODS.

UNDER  CURRENT LAW AND REGULATIONS. STATES MAY OPERATE AN EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR NEEOY FAMILIES WITH CHILOREN (WHETHER OR NOT THEY ARE
ELIGIBLE FOR AFDC) IF THE ASSISTANCE PROVIOED IS NECESSARY TO PREVENT THE
OESTITUTION OF THE CHILO OA TO PROVIOE LIVING ARRANGEMENTS IN A HCME FOR THE
CHILO. THE LAW PROVIOES S50 PERCENT FEOERAL MATCAING FUNDS FOR EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE FURNISHED FOR A PERIOD NOT IN EXCESS OF 30 OAYS IN ANY 12-MONTH
PERIO0. REGULATIONS STATE THAT FEOERAL MATCKING FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE FOR
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED AND PAIO BY TdE STATE OURING ONE PERIOD GF
30 CONSECUTIVE DAYS IN ANY 12 CONSECUTIVE MONTHS. INCLUOING AMOUNTS TO COVER
NEEOS THAT AROSE BEFORE THE 30-0AY PERICO AND NEEDS THAT EXTEND BEYOND THE
30-0AY PERI00. STATES HAVE FLEXIBILITY TO OETERMINE BOTH THE LEVEL AND TIME
PERIOO COVERIO 3Y EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE, CURRENTLY 28 STATES HAVE AN
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. STATES OFTEN USE THESE FUNOS AS PREVENTIVE
MEASURES TO ASSIST FAMILIES WITH SHORT-TERM CRISIS SITUATIONS SUCH AS
EVICTIONS, UTILITY SHUT-OFFS, AND TO AVOIO HOMELESSNESS. MEETING THESE
EMERGENCY NEEDS OF TEN PREVENTS LONGER-TERM DEPENDENCY.

IRE AFOC PROGRAM ALLOWS STATES I INCLUOE IN THEIR STANDARD OF NEED
PRCVISIONS FOR MEETING "SPECIAL NE.OS" OF AFDC RECIPIENTS, STATES MUST
SPECIFY IN THEIR STATE PLANS THE TYPES OF SPECIAL NEEOS THAT CAN BE MET AND
THE CIRCUMSTANCES UNDER WHICH PAYMENTS CAN BE MAOE. CURRENTLY 36 STATES
INCLUOE SPECIAL NEED ALLOWANCES IN THEIR STANDARD OF NEEO INCLUDING SHEL TER
ALLOWANCES. TRAINING EXPENSES. SPECIAL DIETS. AND CHILO CARE.

AS YOU ARE AWARE, THE FAMILY SUPPORT AOMINISTRATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTR AND HUMAN SERVICES On UtCEMSER 14, 1987. ISSUEO PROPOSED REGULATIONS
THAT WOULO SEVERELY LIMIT FEOERAL FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION TO STATES UNOER
THE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE (EA) PROGRAM AND SPECIAL NEED ALLOWANCES IN THE
AFOC PROGRAM. APWA BELIEVES THAT IF THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS ARE
IMPLEMENTED. MANY STATES WOULO NO LONGER BE ASLE TO MEET SPECIAL NEEDS OR
PROVIOE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE FOR POOR FAMILIES BECAUSE THE REGULATIONS
WOULO:

1) PROHIBIT STATES FROM PROVIOING MULTIPLE SHELTER ALLOWANCESANO
SPECIAL NEED ALLOWANCES TO RECIPIENTS;

2) LIHIT EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM PAYMENTS TO MEET EMERGENCY
NEEDS TO ONE PERIOD OF ND MORE THAN TRIRTY (30) DAYS. IN TWELVE
CONSECUTIVE MONTHS; ‘“i0

Y REQUIRE  ATES *) SPECIFY. SUBJECT TO FEDERAL APPROVAL, THE
MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ASCTSTANCE TO BE PROVIOED FOR EACH TYPE OF
EMERGENCY .,

CLEARLY. CONGRESS IS ALSO CONCERNED ABOUT THE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED
REGULATIONS. THE OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT oF 1987 (P.L. 100-203)
INCLUOES A PROVISION THAT ESSENTIALLY PLACES A MORATORIUM ON  THE
PRONULGATION OF THE REGULATIONS 10 ALLOW CONGRESS AN OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW
THE USE OF THE AFDC PROGRAM FUNDS TO MEET EMERGENCY AND SPECIAL NEEOS OF
POOR PECPLE. WE COMMEND CONGRESS FOR IMPOSING THE MORATORIUM ON THE
ISSUANCE OF THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS. ANO THE SUBCOMMITTEES FOR CONVENING
THIS HEARING EARLY IN THE SECONO SESSION OF THE 100TH CONG2ESS IN OROER 10
ADORESS THE ISSUE.
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NEWS OF THE PROPOSED RIGULATIONS FIRST SURFACED IN AUGUST 1987. A ORAFT
COPY OF THE REGULATIONS. AND THE PROPUSED REGULATIONS AS PUBL ISHED DeC. 14.
1937, WERE (LEARLY OIRECTED AT NEW YORK STATE aND OTHER STATES THAT PROVIOE
MULTIPLE SHELTER ALLOMANCES BASED ON THE TYPE OF HOUSING OBTAINED BY WELFARE
RECIPIENTS, OR PROVIDE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS FOR NEEDS THAT EXTENO
BEYOND 30 OAYS. IT IS ALSO CLEAR THAT THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS WOULD HAVE A
SEVERE ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE ABILITY OF OTHER STATES TO MEET THE EMERGENCY
AND SPECTAL NEEDS OF POOR PEOPLE THROUGH THE USE OF THESE FUNDS.

THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS WERE A MAJOR [TEM OF DISCUSSION AT A MEETING OF
THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HuMAN SERVICE AOMINISTRATORS (NCSHSA) OF APWA,
SepT. 15-16, 1987, AT THAT MEETING THE NCSHSA UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED A
RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE PAOPOSED RESTRICTIONS. URGING THE FAMILY SUPPORT
ADMINISTRATION TO IMMEOIATELY WITHORAW THE REGULATIONS, AND PLEOGING TO WORK
WITH CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRATION TO EXPLORE OTHER OPTIONS TO RESOLVE THE
PRUBLEM., THE FULL TEXT OF THAT RESOLUTION FOLLOWS.

RESOLUTION ON PROPOSED REGULATIONS ON
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE AND SPECIAL NEE(S

WHEREAS, THE NaTIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICES AOMINISTRATORS
(NCSHSA)  RECOGNIZES THE GROWING PROBLEM OF HOMELESS FAMILIES AND
INOIVIOUALS, AND THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF LOW-INCOME PEOPLE IN THT UNITED
STATES; AND

WHERFAS. Te¢ NCSHSA RECOGNIZES THAT IT TS A RESPONSIBILITY OF GOVERNMENT AT
ALL LEVELS AS WELL AS THE PRIVATE-SECTOR TO HELP ADORESS THE NSEDS OF
HOMELESS FAMILIES AND INOIVIOUALS. AND THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF LOW-INCOME
PECPLE: AND

WHEREAS, THERE IS A GROWING SHORTAGE OF ADEQUATE HOUSING. ESPECIALLY IN
URBAN AREAS, FOR LOW-INCOME PEOPLE: ANC

WHEREAS, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS CONTRIBUTED TO THE GROWING PROBLEM OF
HOMELESSNESS OUE TO OIMINISHING FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR LOW-INCOME PECPLE:
AND

WHEREAS, THE FAMILY SUPPORT AOMINISTRATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AKQ
HUMAN SERVICES HAS SCNT PROPOSED REGULATIONS TO THE OFFICE OF
MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET THAT WOULD WITHORAW FEDERAL FINANCIAL SUPPCRT FOR

THE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND SPECIAL NEEOS BY:

1)

NOT ALLOWING STATES TO PRCVIDE SIMULTANEOUS MULTIPLE SHELTE?
ALLOWANCES OR SPECIAL NEED ALLOWANCES TO RECIPIENTS UNDER TITLE
I, IV-A, X, XIV. N0 XVI (AABD) OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT BASED
ON THE TYPE OF HOUSING IN WHICH THEY RESIDE:

CHANGING EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM REGULATIONS TO PROWIBIT
FEDERAL CIMBURSEMENTS  FOR  ASSISTAMCE BEYOND TWIRTY (30
CONSECUTIVE D2YS T+ ANY TWELVE (12) MONTH PERIOD: AND

3) RE\UIRING STATF. TO SPECIFY THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE
PROY TDED FOR FaCh TYPE OF EMERGENCY.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. AT THE HCSHSA 0PPOSES THE FAMILY SUPPORT ADMIN-
ISTRATION'S RESTRICTIONS ON THE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND 'O
MEET THE SPECIAL NESOS OF LOW=INCOME INOIVIOUALS AND FAMILIES AND URGES

THe FAMILY SUPPORT AOMINISTRATION TO IMMEOIATELY WITHORAW THE PROPOSED

REGULATIONS.

THE NCSHSA BELIEVES THAT OTHER OPTIONS MUST BE E€XPLORED TO BEST MEET
THE NEEDS OF HOMELESS FAMILIES AND INDIVIOUALS AND OTWERS WITH SPECIAL
NEEDS. THE NCSHSA PLEDGES TO WORK WITH CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRATION
TO RESOLVE THIS GROWING PROBLEM IN A MANNER THAT IS BOTH FISCALLY
RESPONSIBLE AND EQUITABLE TO LOW-INCOME PEOPLE. AND GOVERNMENT AT ALL
LEVFLS.

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED BY NCSHSA
SEPTEMBER 16, 1987
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IN ORDER TO ODETERMINE MORE PRECISELY THE POTENTIAL IMPACT (= THE PROPOSED
REGULATIONS ON STATE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND THE USE OF SPECIAL
NEED ALLOWANCES, APWA CONDUCTFO A SURVEY OF THE STATES IN SEPCHBER, {987,
FORTY-THREE STATES RESPONDED 10 THE SURVEY. MOST OF THESE STATES InDICATED
THAT THE REGULATIONS WOULO ADVERSELY ATFECT THEIR EMERGENCY ASSISIaNCE
AND/OR SPECTAL NEED ALLOWANCES PROGRAMS.

AN ANALYST, OF THE SURVEY RESPONSES REVEALS THAT 23 STATES BELIEVE THAT THE
ORAFT REGULATIUNS WOULD HAVE AN AOVERSE FISCAL IMPACT ON THEIR PROGRAMS AND
THEREFORE  THEIR ABILITY TO MEET EMERGENCY AND SPEC AL NEEDS OF POOR
FAMILIES, ThE TOTAL FEOERAL FINANCIAL LOSS TO THESE STATES IS ESTIMATED TO
BE AT LEAST $166 MILLION FOR THE CURRENT FISCAL YEAR. OTHER STATES HAVE
INDICATED THAT THEY BLLIEVE THAT THEY WoULD BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED BUT CANNOT
OEYERMINE THE PRECISE IMPACT,

SUMMARY OF SuRVEY RESULTS

1) STATE REPORTING SPECIFIC AOVERSE FISCAL IMPACT OF ORAFT REGULATIONS ON
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

STATES AMOUNT
DELAWARE...cvuuess [, Ceereas $200.000
DISIRICT OF CoLuMBIA.. - S5 MILLION
KANSAS............ $194,
MaINE.,.. .. . $223.000
MARYLAND. ..... . $1.5 MILLTON
MASSACHUSETTS,, . $12 MILL ION
MONTANA. ....... $100,
NEW JERSEY.. $7.1 MILLION
NEW YORK $13 MILLION
oM10.... $1.08 HILL TON
VERMONT... .. . Creeees $60.000
WYOMING. .o iivivnna erereraeaaana. $865,440
TovtaL # 0f STATES JOTAL ADVERSE FISCAL IMPACT
12 $41.332 MILL ION

2} STATES REPORTING NEGATIVE IMPACT OF ORAFT REGULATIONS ON EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BUT UNCERTAIN OF PRECISE FISCAL IMPACT.

STAre IapacT
CALIFORNIA. ..vuue.e... YES. COULD JEOPARDIZE NEW PROGRAM FOR KOMELESS.
HawAIL.......... . COULD EFFECT PROGRAM EXPANSION,

.. YES. COULD EFFECT EMFRGENCY SHELTER.

TLumors... .
. YES. COULD BE MILLIONS.

MINNESOTA. .

NEBRASKA. .. <+ YES. COULD LEAD TO INCREASE IN HOMELESSNESS.
OKL AHOMA., .. . YES, 'NKNOWN,
OREGON,...... . YES. UNKNOWN.
PENNSYLVANIA. ., .. . YES. MINIMAL,
VIRGINIA. s vnnranvnnas YES. UNKNOWN.
B 0F STatES InPACT
10 CoulD EFFECT PROGRAM  EXPANSION.  INCREASE

HOMELESS.

3} STATES REPORTING ADVERSE FISCAL IMPACT OF DRAFT REGULATIONS ON SPECIAL
NEEDS ALLOWANCES

STATE AMOUNT

CALIFORNIA............. S38 HILLION

CONNECTICUT.. . $5.5 MILLION

MASSACHUSETTS. ..., ..... $13.75 MILLION

NEW YORK......... . $68 MILL ION

TOTAL ¥ OfF STATES TOTAL_ADVERSE FISCAL IMPACT
4 §125.25 MILLION

.
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4) TOTAL NUMBER OF STATES REPORTING AOVERSE IMPACT OF DRAFT REGULATIONS OM
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND/OR SPECIAL NEEDS ALLOWANCES--23.

5% TOTAL ADVERSE FISCAL MPACT--AT_LEAST $1%),582,000 IN CJRRENT FISCAL
YEAR.

6)  OTHER STATES EXPRESSINC CGNCESN ABGHT DRAFT REGULATIONS:

STATE CoMMENT
ARIZONA....... weeenenss DETRIMENTAL TC PLANNEQ PROGRAM
KENTUCKY v s v vnnnnnnnns . OPPOSE0  TO  REGULATIONS:;  REDUCES  STATE

FLEXIBILITY
NEW HAMPSHIRE...vu.ow.. WOULD RESTRICT PROGRAM FLEXIBILITY
NORTH DarOTA.. . POSSIBLE HARM IF EXTENDED BEYOND HOUSING

TENNESSEE e vnnnnn TIUUSETS PRECEOENT  FOR  "REGULATION BY  WHIN™
OICTATING NATIONAL STANDARDS
UTAH. e, rereeens LEADS T0 INCREASED RESTRICTIONS

IT IS CLEAR FROM THE SURVEY RESULTS THAT THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS WOULD
ADVERSELY [MPACT THE ABILITY OF MANY STATES 1O MEET THE EMERGENCY AND
SPECIAL NEEDS OF POOR FAMILIES.

THE PRCPOSED REGULATIONS INGICATEQ THAT THE ANNUAL FEDERAL SAVINGS FROM THE
REGULATORY CHANGES ARE ESTIMATED T0 BE UP Tu ONLY $40 MILLION PER YER. THE
SURVEY RESULTS. WOWEVER. INDICATE THAT THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS WOULD HAVE
AN OFFSETTING AOVERSE IMPACT FAR EXCEEDING THESE "SAVINGS." CLIWALY, MaANY
STATES WOULD BE FORCED 70 SEVEREL' RESTRICT THEIR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM AND SPECIAL NEED ALLOWANCES IF THE REGULATIONS GO INIY EFFECT.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE STRESSED THAT THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS WOULD NOT ONLY
SEVERELY RESTRICT SOME STATES' ABILITY TO ASSIST IN MEETING THE NEEOS OF
HOMELESS FAMILIES. BUT WOJLC ALSO INWIBIT STATES FROM USING EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE AND SPECIAL NEEO Al' OWANCE FUNOS FOR PREVENTIVE MEASURES. THCRESY
RESULTING IN AN INCREASE IN THE MUMBER OF HOMELESS FAMILIES.

APWA ALSO REVIEWED COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSEQ REGULATIONS SUBMITTEQ 7O THE
FAMILY SUPPORT ADMINISTRATION. A TOTAL OF 30 STATE HUMAN  SERVICE
DEPARTMENTS SUBMITTED WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS. AL _30Q
STATES OPPOSED  THE REGULATIONS IN WHOLE OR IN PART, AND URGED THEIR
RECONSTOERATION OR WITHDRAWAL, A SUMMARY Or THE COMMENTS FOLLOWS:

0 THE RFGULATIONS STATE THAT OTHER FEDERAL RESOURCES ARE AVAILABLE
TO MEET THE NEEDS OF HOMELESS FAMILIES ANO OTHERS WITH
EMERGENCIES OR SPECIAL NEEOS. YET CUTS IN FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TO
LOW-INCOME FAMILIES IS A MAJOR CAUSES OF HOMELESSNESS. OTHER
RESOURCES SUCH AS HOUSING ASSISTANCE, THE LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. THE COMMUSITY SERVICES BLOCK OWANT ANO OTHER
PROGRAMS HAVE SUFFERED SEVERE BUDGET CUTS IN RECENT YEARS. AND
ARE NOT AVAILABLE TO MEET THE INCREASE IN OEMANO FOR ASSISTANCE.

0 LIMITING THE USE OF EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE AND SPECIAL NEED
A LOWANCES WOULO END THE PREVENTIVE USES OF THESE FUNOS LEADING
TO EVICTIONS AND INCREASES IN HOMELESSNESS.

0 THE  REGULATIONS WOULO LIMIT STATE FLEXIBILITY IN MEETING
EMERGENCY AND SPECIAL NEEOS. ANO VIOLATE THE CONGRESSTONAL INTFNT
Of THE PROGRAM,

0 STATES DO NOT AAVE THE RESOURCES TO MEET THE EMERGENCY AND
SPECIAL NEEDS OF HOMELT™T FAMILIES WITHOUT FEDERAL SUPPORT. THE
REGULATIONS WOULO IMPOSE GREATER HARQSHIP ON THDSE FAMILIES IM
THE GREATEST NEEO Of ASSISTANCE.

0 CONTRARY TO THE SUMMARY STATEMINT OF THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS.
STATES HAVE NOT MADE INAPPROPRIATE USE OF SPECIAL NEEO ALLOWANCES
OR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FUNDS. THE INCREASEQ USE OF
THESE PROGRAM FUNDS IN RECENT YEARS INOICATES INCREASED NEEOS.
AND THE FAILURE OF OTHER PROGRAMS TO ADDRESS THE GROWING PROBLEM
OF HOMELESSNESS. NOT AN ABUSE OF THESE FUNDS.

1G5
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APWA IS CONCERNEQ AB0UT THE MANNER IN WHICH THE PROPOSEQ REGUL ATIONS WERE
OEVELOPEO AND ISSUEO. THERE WAS NO CONSULTATION WITH STATES OR CONGRESS
ANO, IN FACT. NO REAL UNOERSTANOING OF THE QIFFICUL TIES THESE CHANGES wouLO
CAUCE. IF IMPLEMENTEO, STATES WOULO HAVE HAD NO TIME TO PROJECT THE
POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE CHANGES ANO NO TIME TO PLAN FOR IMPLEMENTATIOM  THE
REGULATIONS .JULO RESTRICT. ANO IN SOME CASE TERMINATE, FEQERAL FL..NCIAL
ASSISTANCE TO STATES TO MEET THE EMERGENCY AN SPECIAL NEEOS OF PGOR PEOPLE.
MANY STATES HAVE UTILIZEO THESE FUNOS FOR MANY YEARS AS PREVENTIVE MEASURES
AND 1O HELP MEET THE EVER-INCREASING NEEOS OF HOMELESS fAMILIES. ANO THEY
00 NOT WAV ANY ALTERMATIVE FEOERAL, STATE. LOCAL. OR PRIVATE RESOURCES
AVAILASLE TO REPLACE THESE FUNDS. TMPLEMENTATION OF THE REGULATIONS WOULO.
THEREFORE, CAUSE EXTREME WAROSHIP TO THE VERY INDIVIOUALS HOST IN NEEO OF
ASSISTANCE.

THE PROPOSEO REGULATIONS WOULO ALSO SET A OANGEROUS PRECEOENT BY IMPOSING
FEQERAL RESTRICTIONS ON STATE AFOC STANDAROS OF NEEQ ANO PAYMENT LEVELS
WITHOUT A CONGRESSIONAL MANOATE. WE BELIEVE THAT THE PROPOSEQ RESTRICTION
0F  EMERGENCY kssxsuTcs' PROGRAM PAYMENTS TO THOSE COSTS INCURREO WITHIN A
30-0AY PERIO0 IS AN EXTRAOROINARILY NARROM INTERPRETATION OF THE STATUTE aMD
CERTAINLY AN ERRORNEQUS INTERPRETATION OF CONGRESSIONAL INTENT. W& QUESTICN
THE DEPARTMENT'S AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT SUCH CHANGES.

APWA BELIEV.S THAT THE PROPOSEQ REGULATIONS SHOULO BE WITHORAWN. CONGRESS
SHOULO TAKE STEPS TO ASSURE THE CONTINUATION OF CURRENT pOLICY aNO PRACTICE
IN THE USE OF EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE AND SPECIAL NEEO ALLOWANCES.  TWIS WILL,
HE BELIEVE. REQUIRE AN AMENOMENT TO THE STATUTE TO CLARIFY THAT EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS CaN BE USEO TO MEET NEEOS EXTENOING BEYOND A 30-0aY
LIMIT. ANO THAT STATES SHOULO MAVE FLEXIBILITY TO TAILOR THE EMERGENCY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND SPECIAL NEEQ ALLOWANCES TO HEET THE NEEOS OF POOR
FAHILIES ANO THE ECONOMIC CONOITIONS OF TiE STATE. LIMITING THESE PROGRAMS,
AS THE PROPOSEQ REGULATIONS WOULO 00, WOULO ONLY FURTHER RESTRICT THE
ABILITY OF STATES TO ASSIST IN MEETING THE NEEQ OF HOMELESS FAMILIES AND
OTHERS FACING tMERGENCIES.

IGNORING THE TRAGIC PLIGHT OF THE GROWING NUMBERS OF HOMELESS FAMILIES BY
OENYING THEM EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE AND RESOURCES TO MEET THEIR SPECIAL NEEQS
IS A SHORT-SIGHTEQ POLICY THAT WILL INCREASE THE NUMBERS WHO ARE HOMELESS.
LIMITING THIS IMPORTANT PREVENTATIVE PROGRAM IS PENNY-WISE AND OOLLAR-
FOOLISH. THE COST. BOTH FISCAL ANO HUMAN, FAR QUTWEIGH THE GAINS. WE LOOK
FOPWARO TO CONTINUING TO WORK WITH YOU., OTHER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS. AND THE
AOMINISTRATION TO EXPLORE ALTERNATIVES FOR PROVIOING ASSISTANCE TO POOR
FAMILIES. AND TO QEVELOP LONG-TERM SOLUTIONS TO THE PROBLEMS OF HOMELESS
FAMILIES.

CONTACT:  AMERICAN Pyl IC WELFARE ASSOCIATION .
BARO SHOLLENBERGER. POLICY ASSOCIATE
1125 15TH STREET, N.W.
WASHING TON, D.C.
202/293-7550
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CATHOLIC
SOCIAL MINISTRIES

ARCHDIOCESE OF OKLAHOMA CITY

MEMO
TO: Senate Finance Cosmittee on Social Security and Family Policy
and House Ways and Means Subconmittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation for March 28 Field Hearing in N.V.C.
FROM: Archdiocese of Oklahoma City e <. réﬂ LS

RE: Statement Re Rolc of AFIC in Responding to Needs of Homeless
Families

DATE: March 15, 1988

Homelessness 1s the most degrading fact for human persons in our society.
The loss of dignity to persons who have families and cannot provide a
home for them 1s beyond comprehension. The AFDC program can respond to
the needs of these familics and statutes must be changed to allow it to
do so.

The single must important change needed in the AFIX statute 1s to include
benefits to unemployed parents. Many states, including to our disgrace,
Oklahoma, do not allow benefits to unemployed parents. This discrimina-
tion inevitably leads to tragedy including homelessness.

The second needed change 1s an increase in benefits to make 1t possible
for families to pay rent and utilities. If the federal goverrment

is going to continue withdrawing from low cost housing programs,
scarcity of housing will make rent even higher and out of reach of
AFDC families.

A third change is one which would aliow recipients to earn higher i1ncomes
before AFDC benefits are cut. This change would atso allow persons to
pay the even higher rent and utility rates in scarce housing.

Fourth, meaningful job training programs for those who wish to partici-
pate would lead persons eventually off the welfare rolls. Presently
proposed legislation, especially in the Senate, include punitive and
underfunded proposals which will defeat the goal which might be
accomplished through training.

Thenk you for your consideration.

PO Box 1516 « 425 N W 7th Street » Oklahoma City. OK 73101 « (405) 232 8514 « State WATS 800 522 4003
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CITIZENS’ COMMITTEE FOR CHILDREN OF NEW YORK INC.

105 EAST 22nd STREET o NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10010 * 212673 1800

(E:

MRS Pald EVIN
$EVOS
HomE

§§§§’?§§’E,.
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FRANCES LEVENSON 2

MRS C REYNOLOS #RATT
CUTIVE DIMCTOR

March 30, 1988

Mr. Robert Leonard

Chief Counsel

Committee on Ways and Moans
U.S. House of Representatives
1102 Longworth Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Loonard;

The Citfzens! Committee for Childron of New York (CCC)

LXE
MEANARD C FiSHER

is a menber

organization of the Emorgency Allfance for Homeless Familfes and
Children and lends 1ts fy11 support to that coalition's test {mony,

CCC+ too.

vhich ¥yould curtall tunding for homeless familfes,

cy.

Sfncerely,

a..y lL

Bernard C., Fisher
Executive Director

56d please find a copy of the testimony submittoed by the
1 sincerely hope that tho position of both CCC
the EmergoncyfAtifance 1s strongly considered by the Committee,

1s opposed to the proposed changos {n the AFDC prograam

**SEE TESTIMONY SUBMITTED BY EMERGENCY ALLIANCE FOR HOMELESS FAMILIES AND
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STATEMENT OF DEHON HOUSE
JOINT FIELD HEARING ON THE USE OF AFDC FUNDS FOR HOMELESS FAMILIES

This statement is submitted on behalf of the Co-Directors of
Dehon House, we are a transitional shdlter for homeless families
and individuals located on the north side of Chicago Our
facility is called trans:itional’ because we accept people only
after a phone and face-to-face intake Procedure and because our
residents may stay as long as two to three months as they prepare
to find permanent housing and re-establish themselves in the
community Although our residents may have received temporary
emergency assistance from othor agencies, they usually arrive on
our doorstep at ground zero, requiring not only housing but also
food, clothing, and other basic necessities of life

In Chicago, only one emergency shelter is designated as the
recipient of AFDC emergency funds. Families do not receive any
cmergency funds themsclves, the per diem is given directly to the
emorgency shalter anc families have to separately apply for
ongoing AFDC assistance. The length of time a family can stay in
the emorgency shelter 1s normally limited to two weeks, even
though the family’s first AFDC check may be weeks away. These
“emergency grants of AFDC funds are used to keep poople in a
holding Ppattern, unt:l they can be moved on to programs such as
ours, or until the family disappears back into street life.
During a resident’s stay in an emerfency shelter, she or he
receives little assistance other than food and shelter
Counseling, budget munagement, and other assistance that would
hely a resident re-establish herself 3and her family 18 normally
deferred until a person is 1i1n a transitional program.
Unfortunately, all transitional Programs turn away thousands of
people per year, and some families are never able to get
bayond this imitial stage of emergency assistance

In our experience, homelessness is only one of the
presenting problems of cur residents Usually their lives are in
emotional, economic, and physical turmoil In addition to
requiring shelter, our residents often neod to completely
restructure their lives. Their homoleossness may be the
culmination of a long downward spiral of personal tragedies and
difficulties They are penniless, in emotional turmo:l and
confusion and often have serions or chronic medical problems that
have been long-noglected. Parents and children have lacked a
normal home 1:ife and need to re-establish their “amily
interactions 1in an environment free of the panic and chaos that
have characterized their lives on the street.

Bocause of the Ppre~ont pattern of emergency s£ssistance
funding, many families never recover We are now seeing sono
young families whose children are the qird generation to be in
shelter Families who have the potential to recover a
stable life outside the sheltor system never have a chance They
go from shelter to mission to shelter, occasicmally living with
relatives until they wear out their welcomes, and then returning
to emergency housing

The emotional cost of such a life style is high: Parents
caught i this system seldom feel that they are truly authority
figures to their children,since they can make so few decisions in
rogard to the family’s future It is the sheltor operator, the
caseworker, and other outsiders who ultimately determine where
the family will live and how the family will live. Parents
may respond with physical or emotional abuse to their children,
which is symptomatic of the frustratior and anger the parents
feel. Or, the parents may sink into a passive despair that is
not helpful or reassuring to a frightened child. A youngster
raised in such an atmosphere will inevitably have problems in
school and with their peers They change schools frequently,
have a high rate of truancy (both voluntary and involuntary), and
are not motivated to ongo.ng educational achievement. -

-
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Inevitably, however, chronic homelessness is not only costly
to individual families, but also to American SoCirety as a whole
All of us pay the cost for emergency shelter, casework services,
high risk pregnancies, truant officers, and other social and
governmental services that the homeless roly on or require. We
are funding a system that keeps millions of peoPle in despair and
in chack, but does not pull them out of poverty and improve their
chaotic lifestyles,

At Dehon House our program 1s designed to give our residents
maximum opportunities to re-establish themselves, During their
stay at Dehon House, residents take cooperitive resprnsibility
fcr the running of the house, cooking, clearing, and maintaining
a pusitive atmosphere for each other. We have striven to create
an  environment that allows residents to take pPositive action to
find ewployment, housing, and pursue educational opportunities
for themselves and for their children.

While people reside in our house, we provide food, shelter,
and other necessities. We require that residents save almost all
of their wages or assistance checks so that whon they move on
they will have sufficient funds to re-establish themselves, We
spend a great deal of our time and energy collecting donations of
household furniture and other items that residents can have
when they leave. Weo believe that it is useless to house people
dor a limited time if we do not allow them a way out of the
homeless cycle.

This “way out" is what we believe 1 lacking in the present
emergency assistance system. Although >t may be choaper in the
short run to fund a ~*stem of emergency shelters, in the ‘ong
run the federal government is maintaini.g a vast underclass that
will remain homeless and helpless as long as programs to re-
establish families are given a low priority &nd underfunded

We hope this joint committee will look LeYond the quick fix
to long-term solutions Emergency housing means little to
families whose emergencies never stoP. The present federal
funding patterns for eémergency assistance are Preserving, not
solving the problem of long-term homelessness. Our families need
4 way out, 1ot 3 stopgaP in their present predicament.

Submitted by: Delion House
6451 N Greenview
Chicago, IL 60626
(312) 465-1526
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EMERGENCY ALLIANCE FORHOMELESS FAMILIES AND CHILDREN
QOGT!ZBQSOOMWTTEEFORQ#LDHENOFNEWYGRK 105E 22STREET NEW YORK NEW YORK 10010 PHONE (212)673 1800
CO-CHAIRMEN:
JAMESR DUMPSON
MITCHELL | GNSBERG
COORDINATOR.
Rose Anelo

Testinony of the
Eneigency Alliance for Hcmeless Familfes and Children

Before the House Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation, Committee on lays and Heans
and
The Senate Subconmittee on Social Security anc
Family Policy, Comnittee on Finance

Mtarch 28, 1988

The Emergency Alliance for Honeless Families and Children represents
a consortium of over one hundred citywide organizations in New York
City that have since 1985 advocated on behalf of homeless families.
Our membersh’p includes service providers to the homeless, other
advocates and sponsors of housing. The leaders of the Alliance are
two former New York City Administrators of the Human Resources
Administration, Because homelessness has recached epidemic
proportions not only in New York City but throughout the nation, we
take this opportunity to provide testimony of our opposition to the 4
proposed changes in the AFDC program which would curtafl funds to
homeless fanilies.

The escalation of the homeless crisis in recent years is primarily a
consequence of the federal government's abdication from subsidizing

housing for low income households. In 1981, the fede al government
funded housing programs at a level of $30.8 billton. In 1987
President Reagan proposed a $2.3 bfllion funding level; $7.8 billion
was approved by Congress.

States have helped homeless people survive by utilizing the AFDC
program which currently provides funds to shelter homeless families.
Housing the homeless in welfare hotels and barrack-style shelters is
not the best alternatfve to decent, subsidized hcusing. However, in
the absence of federal aid to house the poor: states and localities
have tried to address the neced to shelter the homeless, and New York
City has recently published a plai to provide decent and cost
effective temporary housing as one way of combating the low-income
housing shortage,
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The federal AFDC statute establishes poverty as a national problem
and directs government to responsibly meet the neceds of the poor.
This statute should remain untouched. To curta:l AFDC payments which
have thus far allowed localities to shelter their homneless will cause
further hardship to this country's disadvantaged, a population that
has surfered tremendously under our current federal administration.

Perhaps a more appropriate response to concerns of spending federal
funds on welfare hotels is for Congress to reguire that states
monitor the shelter systens of their localities. Congrees can
require that states set standards for sholters and enforce conplfance
with tiese regulations, in order to receive funding from the federal
government for sheltering homeless families.

Alleviating some of the hardship that acconpanies one's homelessness
can and should be addressed by the AFDC program. However, the
federal government can do much to prevert such deprivation from
touching the lives of thousands more funocent men, women and
children. The HUD budget must be fincreased so that states and
localities can again produce housing which is affordable to their
low-income population.

The AFDC statute should also be amended to require the provision for
rent which correlates to the HUD fair market rent levels. The buying
pover of most welfare families is severely limited in a tight housing
market. Increasing the shelter allowance would enable public
assistance households to rent housing in the private sector. Current
public assistance levels provide only enough payment for the most
substandard housing *the market has to offer, or none at all.,

Surely tne needs of our nation's poor go beyond the availability of
decent and affordable housing. An amendmernt to the AFDC statute
should require AFDC benefits to meet the federal poverty level i{n
order to maintain a decent standard of living with regard to all of
life!s basic necessities, especifally housing. Government must no
longer compromise the essentials; a home, a good education, job
training, day care, employment, nutrition and health programs. And
certainly these essentifals must not be compromised for the purposes
of balancing the budget or giving tax breaks to society's affluent.
Spending on constructive and preventive sociai programs s
conparatively little when compared to the alternative of spending on
fncreased corrections programs and hospital care.

In closings we welcome the Committees! fnquiry into the ways in which
the hcneless are sheltered. e cautfon, however, that no locality
should be punished for what might appear to be an fnappropriate uyse
of AFDC funds to shelter the homeless. The wrong lies with the
federal government's neglect in providing subsidized housing for the
poor. As stated earlier, Hew York City has agreed to develop a
temporary housing system that provides families with decent
accommodations. These same shelters wil) provide communities with
permanent housing resonrces when temporary housing is no longer
needed. New York City's Five Year Plan reflects coordinated efforts
of both the private and pudblic sector. Majther entity can be
expected to address the needs of this population alone, as the
problem is too great Plans to finprove the lives of the homeless
should be encouraged, not thwarted by callous recommendations to
curtail funding for wor*hwhile projects.
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GEORGIA HOMELESS RESOURCE NETWOh
P.0O. BOX 1925
DECATUR, GEORGIA 37031

March 30, 1988

Mr. Robert J. Leonard, Chief Counsel
Committee on Ways and Means

U.S. House of Representatives

1102 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

RE: Joint Hearing on the Use of AFDC Funds for Homeless Families

Dear Mr. Leonard:

The following comments are submitted by the Georgia Homeless
Resource Network, a statewide organization of providers of
services to the homeless, advocates for the homeless, and other
persons interested in the issue of homelessness in Georgia and in
the nation.

We wish to comment on two aspects of the AFDC program in
Georgia which especially bear upon the problem of homelessness in
our state. These are che inadequacy of the grant amounts and the
inadequate coverage of the program as a whole.

1. Inadeguate grant amounts
In Georgia, families receive approximately 70% of the
state's Standard of Need. This means that a family of three

receives a maximum of $236 per month, if AFDC 18 their only
income. Families who have earned income or child support income
may receive slightly more The Standard of Need itself was last
raised in 1969; increases in the cost of living since then have
not been acknowledged by the state. The inadequacy of AFDC
benefits was recognized by Georgia's Special Study Committee on
the Problems of the Homeless in Georgia, which was commissioned
in the spring of 1987 by the Governor and General Assembly. In
its December 1987 report, the Study Committee observed:

Inadequate public assistance is yet another cause of
homelessness. A 1987 survey found that approximately 64
percent of the homeless women and children in Atlanta
shelters were receiving {AFDC) at the time they became
homeless, but the grants were not enough to meet the
basic needs of those families.
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Many AFDC families which have not yet ended up in shelters
or on the streets are forced to double up with friends and
families in overcrowded homes, or to mcve from "pillar to post*",
or even to find shelter in cars, hecause of the inadequacy of
their grants. Paying benefits at the level set 'in Georgia leads
not only to homelessness, but to disrespect for the law and to
other evils, since in order to meet the other 30% of the
recognized need, families are often forced to resort to illegal
or immoral meaais. Surely this was not, and is not, the intent
of the AFDC program.

One solution would be to establish a nationwide standard of
need, with allowances to be added for shelter, food and other
necessities, depending on the family's individual needs and the
local situation. fThat is, if a family is able to find shelter in
public housing, a smaller allowance would be needed. But if no
public housing were available, a greater housing aliowance would
be required,

Another approach would be to mandate that states sget
standards of need according to the poverty level figures for
their areas. Under any scenario, states should not be allowed to
continue to pay less than the acknowledged standard of need.

2. Inadeguacy of coverage of the program

Georgia does not have a statewide Emergency Assistance
program. Nor does it have a statewide general assistance
program, In the few Georgia counties which do have general
assistance, it often carries eligibility criteria which are so
stringent as to make the program beyond the reach of most needy
persons. Corgress should mandate an emergency assistance program
and share the costs at a level comparable to the general AFDC
program.

Georgia also does not fund the AFDC-UP program. Thus, many
families continue to break up in order that some memrers may
survive. The working parent - usually the father - must abandon
his family, and in many cases this results in both the ‘amily and
the father on the street. Congress should mandate state
inclusion of AFDC-UP in the AFDC program,

Overall, Congress should minimize the number of state
options or waivers which, in Georgia, have in general allowed the
state to exclude persons from the program.

Although we dc not have a "long~range” solution to the
problem of homeless, an additional comment in this regard may be
helpful. The AFDC program does not do much to assist the
"working poor" family. Even a single parent household, if the

O 2 f;_\
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adult works full time at minimum wage, is not eligible for AFDC
in Georgia. It is well known, >f course, that Zfull-time work at
minimum wage does not even approach *he poverty line. This will
continue to be the case unrtil the minimum wage is raised.
Congress should raise the minimum wage, and further provide some
assistance to "working poor" families who may not have full-time
iobs even at minimum wage.

Leaving the AFNC program to take a Jjob is a scary
proposition for a single parent. She risks the insecurity of a
low-wage job knowing that if the job ends, she faces up to 45
days before she may receive anothew public assistaice check. She
faces the problems of inadequate or unavailable child care, and,
particularly in rural areas, transportation to and from her job.
Medical benefits for herself and her family are at risk without
mandatory AFDC-related Medicaid. Particularly for a parent with
small children, or children with medical problems, this risk may
be too great. Congress has wade improvements in recent years in
the availability of medical assistance for families making the
transition from AFDC to work, but more needs to be done. We urge
you to give even greater attention to the problems of getting
families back into the workforce without forcing them to risk the
security of their families.

Thank you for the opportunity to present those comments, and
we look forward to a favorable result from your deliberations.

Very truly yours,

TP
/élt.{X¢2r AAEZ’/LII(I

Paddy Kennington

yo

7
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Jimmy Safhels
Co-chairs, Georgia Homeless
Resource Network
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March 30, 1988

STATEMENT BY:

Daniel Kronenfeld
Executive Duniector
HENRY STREET SETTLEMENT

Phone: 212/766-9200

I am writing as the Executive Director of the Henry Street
Settlement and also as someone who has personally darected the
operations of & shelter for homeless families for 13 years in
New York fiom 1972 to 1985. ‘In 1elation to the lecently pub.
lished draft regulations by Health and Human Services re the
lomeless, I very strongly urge that tae agency not move forward
in the darection that the regulatioas lay out. |

Most people who have worked with the homeless agree that the
welfare hotels should not be the place where the homeless are
housed. The decision to cut off aid after 30 days because the
City of New York is using hotels, does not take i1nto account
the fact that the City is moving towards elimination of the
need to us. these facilities. If, in fact, there is a commit-
ment to house all homeless families, one must use what is
available while moving towaids a more humane and cffectave
solution. The enforcement of a 30-day limit on EAF funds would
also increase homelessness by making it more difficult to pay
for rent and electricity arrears. This would lead to more
evictions and increased homelessness.

Many non-profit agencies who want to set up alternative housing
arrangements for the homeless, have been frightened off by these
proposed changes in the regulations. The proposed regulations,
whether intended or not, have created an atmosphere which will
discourage non-profit agencies and financial institutions from
undertaking projects which would alleviate problems of homeless-
ness. HHS comments about existing housing programs as the solu-
tion for homelessness 13 fine in theory, except that they are
unrealistic for New York City, which currently has huge waiting
lasts for public and other subsidized housing.

The regulations insistence that there be one standard of rent for
both transjtion2l and permanent housing would only work if rent
levels were set at iae current hich cost of sheltering homeless
families. These costs include th. necessary social services
which many of these families need. More importantly, of course,
is the housing market place in a City which does not have ade-
quate permanent housing for the poor at this time in its history.
Unt1l this occurs, it would be impossible to‘ operate under one
standard for "rent', whether it be for permanent or transitional
heusang.

This 1s a time for the Federal government to take more responsibil-
1ty for housing the poor and the hcmeless. The proposed regula-
tions seem to do neither. Instead they make things more dafficult
for both the City of New York and the many non-profits that are
attempting to work on some new solutions for the homeless.

DANIEL KRONENFELD
Executive Darector
HENRY STREET SETTLEMENT
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Written Testimony of Philip W. Johnston,
Massachusetts Secretary of ‘luman Services,
Submitted to the House Subcommittee on Public Assistance
and Unemployment Compensation and the
Serate Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
March 28, 1988

Fifty years ago, the passage of the Wagner-Steagall Housing Act
committed us to the proposition that all Americans are entitlea
to decent and «ffordable housing. Yet today, thousands of
individuals and families are sleeping on the streets and in the
doorways of cities and towns all across America.

Fifty-five years after Franklin Rodsevelt told us that one-third
of the nation was ill-housed, there are still thousands of our
fellow citizens who have no place to go at night -- through no
fault of their own. What’s most shocking is that the homeless
of today all too often are women and children ~-- and entire
families.

Helping these families to find housing and preventing others
from becoming homeless is vital to us in Massachusetts and to us
as a nation.

There is no simple cause to homelessness. And there is no
simple solution.

But we know that affordable housing needs to be a key ingredient
in any homeless prevention plan.

M .ssachusetts’ booming economy has put enormous pressure on the
real estate market and rents have soared beyond the reach of
many low and moderate income families. Areas that once were
full of multi-family dwellings and single room occupants now are
primarily condominiums. The previous tenants were, one way or
another, pushed out of their homes.

But the problem of homelessness goes deeper than that. For a
growing number of families in Massachusetts, a host of other
social causes -- mental illness, substance abuse, family
violence, teen pregnancy -- lead them to beccme homeless. And
we know that it is the families with multiple social problems
who are most likely to become the long-term homeless.

For others, the causes of homelessness are economic -- loss of a
job, excessive medical expenses, an exorbitant rent increase or
the sale of ohe’s apartment building.

When Governor Dukakis took office in 1983, he vowed to make
homelessness his top social welfare priority. As he stated in
his inaugural address:
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Thousands of homeless wander our stre
shelter. And we must provide it.
black and white, men and women...ar
without hope, without a future.
not with a handout,
decent housing.

ets without permanent
Too many of our people -
e living at the margin
And we must help them --
but with a job and a good education and

In 1983, people in Massachusetts were s
Campgrounds. There were *wo state-
support services,

leeping in cars andg
funded shelters and few

We had a punitive welfare program ang a crisis in housing.

And far too few people were aware of the problem of
homelessness.

In response, we puiled people together -~ legislators,
advocates, providers, local government,

One of Governor Dukakis’ first acts in office was to convene the
Governor’s Advisory Board on Homelessness, which has become the

guiding force of all policy planning on homelessness in
Massachusetts since then.

' Massachusetts has created an approach to homelessness that is
compassionate in its vision and comprehensive in its scope. We
have stressed prevention, emergency services, support services
and permanent housing. fThe availability of AFDC and Emergency
Assistance funding is crucial to those efforts.

PREVENTION

Five years ago, there were two state~funded shelters in
Massachusetts. Today there are over 89, But our efforts for
the homeless do not end with shelter. They begin there.

In 1983, Governor Dukakis signed into law Chapter 450, An Act to
Prevent Destitution and Homelessness. our current work to
prevent homelessness builds on that early commitment,

our Emergency Assistance

program is one of our keys to
preventing homelessness. The state department of Welfare

provides security deposits, back rent, utility payments and

moving expenses for people receiving AFDC and state-funded
General Reiief.

EA funds allow the Commonwealth to work with 32,000 ArpC
families to prevent homelessness. The Massachusetts EA program
provides payment of up to four months rent and utility
arrearages to help prevent families from losing their housing,
and one month’s advance rent and a seourity denosit so that AFDC

families who are forced to movVe can secure housing rather than
become homeless.,
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Governor Dukakis incorporated a new $22.4 million homeless
prevention program as part of his FY89 budget. This new
initiative focuses on early intervention and prevention of
homelessness. It will provide rent subsidies to families in
danger of becoming homeless, transitional housing for certain
multi-probiem families, landlord-tenant mediation services, and
expanded social services for families in danger of losing their
homes. This program is based upon the premise that it is less
disruptive and more cost-effective to help a family keep its
home than to shelter a family until it finds new, affordable
housing.

EMERGENCY SERVICES

Massachusetts has made a commitment to move families out of
hotels and motels. We have developed small family shelters that
emphasize housing assistance and soctal services. Today, 49
family shelters funded completely by the state provide beds for
over 400 families. Department of Public Welfare staff in family
shelters help homeless families find permanent housing. and the
Commonwealth funds family support service programs at family
shelters that provide counseling to parents and children.

In addition to our family shelters, Massachusetts provides
temporary shelter and services for 4,000 homeless families
tarough the Emergency Assistance program.

SUPPORT SERVICES

Massachusetts’ statewide housing search program helps families
in hotels, motels and shelters. The state offers medical
services, substance abuse treatment, mental health services,
employment and training programs and veterans services to
home® ss people who need them. .

And we have made special efforts to address the particular needs
of homeless mentally ill individuals. Last summer, Governor
Dukakis signed a $370 million capital outlay package that will
totally revamp our mental health hospitals and will provide an
additional -3,500 units of housing for chronically mentally ill
individuails.

Massachusetts has increased its AFDC benefit levels by 47
percent since 1983.

PERMANENT HOUSING

Governor Dukakis signed into law three housing bond
authorizations that provide a total of approximately $1 billion
to produce more than 6,300 units of low-income housing and
renovate or reclaim over 30,000 units of state and federal
public housing.

o 21“:")-
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Massachusetts’ chapter 707 rent program has been expanded 36
percent since 1983 and today provides rental assistance to
12,000 households, which pay a maximum of 25 percent of their
income on rent.

Since 1985, through an aggressive housing search ang voucher
program, we have placed over 5,000 homeless families out of
hotels, motels and shelters into permanent housing.

Massachusetts recently created a housing voucher program that
will provide state funds to pay a portion of the rent of
homeless families once they are placed in permanent housing.

The homeless in Massachusetts today are primarily families with
children. Over the course of this Year we estimate that
approximately 5,000 families will move through our shelters and
hotels. No family who wants shelter is on the street in
Massachusetts today.

Housing programs in isolation will not stem the tide of
homelessness. AFDC has an important role to play in £illing the
gaps where other programs fall short -- to prevent children from
being evicted from their homes because their mothers can’t pay
the utility bills; or to provide shelter for children whose
homes were lost to fires.

THE MAGNITUDE OF THE PROBLEM

The fact we need to remember about homelessness is that we
didn’t have a serious homelessness problem seven years ago ~-
and we have one today. And there is only one difference: the
federal government isn’t building any housing for families with
low and moderate income.

Housing costs have soared in Massachusetts and put housing well
beyond the reach of many low and moderate income families. But
my state isn’t the only one to see that problem develop. 1In
1974, the median rent in the United States was 35 percent of
income. By 1983, that figure had risen to 46 percent of annual
income. And for female-headed households, the picture is

- bleaker: In 1974, 17 percent of households headed by women paid
more than 75 percent of their income for gross rent. In 1983,
that 17 percent had risen to 34 percent. When one-third of our
nations’s single mothers are paying three-quarters of their
income for housing, it is not hard to understand why we are
finding more and more of those families in our shelters.

We need a federal-state partnership that produces good housing
at affordable rents if we’re going to make changes.

)
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Federal funding for housing assistance has decreased by 60
percent since 198l. Under the Ford and Carter administrations,
we were building or rehabilitating over 200,000 units of
federally assisted housing for families of low and moderate
income. Today, we are doing barely 25,000 units a year. And
there has been no federally funded construction of low-income
family housing in Massachusetts since FFY82.

Waiting lists for both federal and state public housing are far
too long. In Boston alone, there are approximately 14,500
families on the public housiig waiting 1ist.

Families often wait years for public housing. For example, in
August 1985, 4,200 AFDC families, or 25 percent of all Boston
AFDC families, were on waiting lists for Boston public housing.
Only 170 AFDC families moved into Boston public housing from
January through August 1985 -- a mere 20 families per month. At
this rate, it would take 17 years for all of the AFDC families
on the Boston public housing waiting 1ist to be served.

Rents in Boston have skyrocketed. Between 1982 and 1984, 80
percent of housing with rents under $300 a month disappeared.
Many of those rents were increased. Other units were converted
into condominiums and still others became uninhabitable. In
Boston alone, approximately 16,000 apartments were Converted to
condominiums between 1980 and 1986, almost all of which were
conversions of multi-family units.

To further complicate the situation, over 30,000 families were
throwr off AFDC in 1981 due to the Reagan administration OBRA
changes.

Last summer, in a bipartisan effort, Congress passed the Stewart
B. McKinney Act, which is an important first step in a
federal-state partnership on homelessness. The McKinney bill
will provide emergency services to the homeless. I think it’s
telling that President Reagan signed the bill at night, after
the evening news-was over. An administration spokesperson saia
he did this to demonstrate his lack of enthusiasm for the bill.

IMPACT OF THE REGULATIONS PROPOSED BY HHS

With the proposed rules issued in December by the Family Support
Administration (FSA) of the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), the Reagan administration is once again turning
its back on the homeless. If these regulations took effect,
much of the work that Massachusetts has done to prevent
homelessness would be undone.

251
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The regulations would force us to discontinue our rent allowance
program, which was created specifically to meet AFDC families’
expenses for private housing. They would severely limit the
federal sccpe of our EA program in which the benefits provided
reflect the needs of low income families in Massachusetts.

These parts of our AFDC and FA programs are crucial to our
approach to homelessness.

States are making appropriate use of AFDC and EA programs as
tiwy grapple with the difficult problems of family homelessness.
That is why Massachusetts joined other states, and the National
Council of State Human Service Administrators in supporting
Congressional efforts to prohibit MHS from implementing the
rules as planned.

I believe the proposed rules should be permanently withdrawn in
their entirety because:

o They represent a retreat from the federal government’s
role as a partner with the states to aid poor and
homeless families through the AFDC and EA programs.

They are based on faulty assumptions about the
availability of housing programs sufficient to meet the
needs ot AFDC families. -

They irproperly limit states’ flexibility to design
their AFDC programs to meet the needs of poor families.

They would seriously disrupt Massachusetts’
comprehensive programs that aid homeless families and
prevent homelessness.

They would end the Massachusetts special need rent
allowance program which provides an additional $40
monthly AFDC supplement to those poor families in the
greatest need.

The AFDC and EA programs have always been a joint feaeral-state
endeavor to assist needy families. These proposed cutbacks come
at a time of growing national awareness of the problem of
homelessness among poor families, a problem which has increased
dramatically over the last several years.

Just last July, with enactment of the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act, Congress asserted that the "nation
faces an immediate and unprecedented crisis due to the lack of
shelter for a growing number of individuals and families"; and
that the Federal government "has a clear responsibility and an
existing capacity to fulfill a more effective and responsible
role to meet the basic human needs...of the homeless." We agree
with Congress that the Federal government should expand its
role, rather than retreating from its responsibility to aid poor
homeless families.
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I take issue with the administration’s justification for the
propoced changes. To suggest “hat federal and state programs by
providing more low and moderate income housing would by
themselves, be a solution to the housing crisis faced by poor
families reflects a poor understanding of the magnitude of the
problem as well as the multi-faceted approach needed to address
it. As I testified earlier, Massachusetts makes excellent use
of the various federal housing programs and we have committed
considerable resources to provide low-income housing to meet the
needs of the homeless where Federal programs have fallen short.
But housing programs alone are not enough. Homeless families
need support services to heip them get back on their feet.

The administration also justified the regulations by saying that
other ongoing federal and state emergency assistance programs
can somehow meet the emergency needs of families which have up
until now been met by the EA program. That is completely
disingenuous. The only federal program mentioned, for example,
the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), has been
used well in Massachusetts but has not eliminated the need for
EA. This year’s federal cuts for LIHEAP, totalling $12 million,
should increase the need for EA even more.

Now let me tell you specifically about how the changes proposed
by HHS would affect our program. .

1. d t ance

The Commonwezalth presently receives federal reimbursement
for EA payments made to shelter homeless families for up to
90 days in a 12 month period. The regulations proposed by
HHS would limit Federal reimbursement to one 30-day period
in 12 months. Our experience shows, however, that the

. emergency needs of homeless families usually extend well
beyond 30 days, even though our average length of stay in a
"hotel is 90 days and in a shelter is 60 days. ~ Virtually no
homeless family can find and move into permanent housing
within 30 days of becoming homeless. The tight housing
market and the requirements of subsidized housing programs

often combine to result in poor families spending weeks
searching for appropriate, affordable housing. Impusing a
30-day restriction on federal matching for EA is unrealistic
and, in effect, places the burden of providing emergency
shelter to homeless families completely on the state.

w~d
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similarly, under these regulations, the state would have to
assume almost the entire cost of assistance to AFDC families
who depend on EA payments to prevent homelessness. This is
because many of the 32,000 AFDC families who used EA to
prevent homelessness in FY87 required assistance for a
period in excess of 30 days. Moreover, the need for
emergency assistance will likely increase in FY89 due to a
$12 million reduction in federal funding for the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). If the 30 day
restriction is imposed, the Commonwealth will lose
approximately $13 million in federal reimbursement for
Emergency Assistance.

If time restrictions are to be imposed they should more ’
accurately reflect local conditions. One approach would be

to allow states to establish limits in their state plans

which they determine are necessary for individuals and

families to avoid destitution or homelessness -~ limits

which more accurately reflect local conditions.

The proposed requirement that states specify the maximum
amounts of assistance for each type of emergency,

This proposal is unrealistic ond unnecessary. The dollar
amount necessary to meet emergency needs for items like
emergenCy shelter vary tremendously by type of shelter
provided, geographic location, etc. The amount needed to
pay for an EA recipient’s rent arrearage would vary widely
depending on community. Requiring the state to set maximum
limits for these items would force us to set artificially
high maximums by choosing the maximum amount paid for each
type of emergency need covered. This serves no real
purpose.

The propeosed requirement tha ;&¢1$_t es_may not vary their
shelter standard based upcn type of housing _occupied.

Finally, the proposal to prohibit states from varying their
shelter standard based upon type of housing would end the
Massachusetts’ special need rent allowance program. That
program is part of Massachusetts’ overall strategy to combat
family homelessness and allows us to provide a $40-per-month
special needs payment to AFDC families in private,
unsubsidized housing.

The largest single expense that AFDC families in
Massachusetts face is housing. About one~-third of all AFDC
families live in public or subsidized housing for which they
pay a maximum of 30 percent of their income for rent. The
remaining 67 percent or AFDC families live in private,
unsubsidized housing for which they pay market rent.
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To address the disparity pbetween the rents AFDC families pay
in public or subsidized housing and rents AFDC families pay
in the private rental market, Massachusetts provides a
monthly AFDC special need payment to those AFDC families who
reside in private, unsubsidized housing. This rent
allowance helps reduce family homelessness by giving those
AFDC families with the highest rental costs a monthly
addition to their AFDC grant so that they have additional
funde with which to pay their housing costs.

For state fiscal year 1988 (July 1, 1987 to June 30, 1988),
we estimate that the Department of Public welfare will
include a $40 special need rent allowance in the AFDC grant
of approximately 57,500 families per month who pay rent in
private, unsubsidized housing. That equals $27.6 million per
year, half of which is reimbursed by FSA under AFDC cost
sharing principles.

I strongly urge HHS to withdraw and reconsider the proposed
requlation to the AFDC Emergency Assistance program. HHS should
work with Congress and the states to find solutions to family
homelessness, and should not limit its financial commitment to
homeless families.

It is no less than our duty to give homeless families the
helping hand they so desperately need to live on their own. I
applaud Congress for imposing a moratorium and urge you to
prevent these requlations from going into effect. The damage
would be immeasurable.
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TESTIMONY OF
C. PATRICK BABCOCK
DIRECTOR OF THE
MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

My name 1s C. Patrick Babcock and [ am the Director of the Michigan Department of
Social £ rvices. As the Director of tha. Department, | am aware that the probiem of
the homeless 1s not new to Michigan. My Departme* examined the issue 1n 1984 with a
report that identified the status of housing and 1ts impact on low-income families. This
report found that Detroit alone lost an annual average of 5,114 housing units between
1970 and 1983 due to decay, abandonment and detertoration. This represents 11% (or
58,696) of the city's low-income housing units -- more than any other AR srican City.
Later, the Task Force on Homeless formed by Governor Blanchard in 19835, stated 1n 1ts
1986 report that estimates of the number of homeless people in Michigan range from
30,000 to 90,000, We do know that from a 1987 survey of emergency shelter providers,
at least 38,000 Michigan citizens needed emergency shelter assistance. Clearly, the
pro -tem of homeless 1s ongoing.

As the task force report stated, "The extent and seriousness of homeless will increase
unless specific public policy initiatives, resource tnvestments, and long-range planning
are undertaken immediately to address the problem." Two years later that assessment
remains unchanged. Therefore, my responses to the following four questions posed by the
subcommittees should be considercd .n this context.

I, What is the appropriate role for the AFDC program to play yn responding to the
needs of homeless famities? To what extent does the AFDC benefit lavel affect
the ber of h less fatnudies?

Before I comment on the role of the AFDC program concerning the needs of
homeless families, I would like to request that Congress, when considering 2ny
proposed AFDC law, carefully evaluate such proposals for potential impact on the
ability of AFDC families to deal with the critical issue of housing and
homelessness. No law or regulation should be estab. shed which would negatively
affect the ability of AFDC families to secure adequete housing. 1present, as an
example, the proposed rules published in the Federal Register on December 14,
1987. Later, I will address these proposed rules in moi ¢ detail. For now, [ will
merely note that we must guard against making the problem worse while working
toward solutions. Iapplaud the action of Congress, 1n P.L. 100-203, prohibiting
HHS from implementing those reguiations prior to October 1, 1988, This will give
Congress an opportunity, tn hearings such as this, to evaluate the impact those
proposed regulattons have cn the problem of homelessness.

Michigan has not had, and does not have, a policy of denying AFDC benefits to
families who are homel HHS, 1n resp to P.L. 99-570, 1ssued guidelines to
states on April 24, 1987 to ensui¢ that AFDC 1s provided to otherwise eligible
dependent children who are homeless. Michigan AFDC pohicy was further clarified
on January |, 1988 to statc that AFDC must not be denied on the basts that a
person has no permanent dwelling or fixed mailing address.

In Michigan, only 36 percent of all AFDC cases have shelter illotments that meet
the full cost of their shelter obligation. It 1s impossible to state with accuracy how
the remairing 64% of AFDC families meet their shelter obligattons; certainly many
of them have not been able to do <o, hence the homeless families on the streets of
Detroit, Grand Rapids, Lansing and elsewhere 1n Michigan. As rental cost increase
and AFDC benefit levels fail year after year to increase propor tionately, 1t 1s no
wonacr that the homelessness problem sn Michigan, and throughout the nation,
increases.

2. Should the AFDC statute and regulations be modified? If $0, how? v
We certatnly should not adopt the proposed rules outlined 1n the Fedeial Register

dated December 14, 1987. Current regulations allow flexibility in meeting the
needs of recipients with probl such as h 1

“eprivation factors limit AFDC to only certain families. Homelessness knows no
such himits. In order to strengthen families to meet problems such as homelessness,
Congress should consider elimination of the deprivation factors.

In 1981, Cangress reduced the amount of non-exempt personal property an AFDC
family may have to $1000. Prior to that time, Michigan AFDC families could have
$2000 in non-exempt personal property. While this change may seem minor, it is
one of many factors which reduce the ability of families to deal with their financial
problems by requiring them to be almost completely destitute prior to receiving
AFDC. Congress should consider increasing the non-exempt personal property
limit.
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Congress should also consider increasing the federal financial participation
matching formula in the AFDC program. This would significantly help the states to
more fully meet the needs of AFDC recipients.

What would the effect be of the regulations proposed by the Department of Health
and Human Services on states, localities, nonprofit organizations and homeless
AFDC families?

The proposed changes affect both the AFDC program itself and the Emergency
Assistance portion of the AFDC program. Michigan objects to the effects of both
changes, as increased homelessness will surely result. Regarding the proposed
changes to the AFDC program itself, Michigan 1s most concerned about the State's
inability to set different shelter allowances, The AFDC program itself would no
longer be allowed to target benefit levels to those families with the highest costs.
Housing costs in urban areas are higher than those in inost rura) areas. We are
concerned that the proposed regulations would require Michigan to provide the
same shelter amount in, for instance, Ishpeming (a small rural community in
Michigan's Upper Peninsula), as in Detroit or Lansing. Essentiatly, the landlords in
the rural areas would be able to raise their rents far beyond a reasonable profit-
margin while famulies in urban areas will be evicted and find themselves in shelters,
if they are Jucky. Prohibiting states from varying shelter allowances based on their
knowledge of prevailing market rates, is, to say the least, failure to understand the
realities of American life.

Regarding, the proposed change in the Emergency Assistance portion of the AFDC
program, Michigan has many concerns. Congress created the Emergency Assistance
Program to protect children. That intent will be impossible to meet if the proposed
changes occur, For over 10 years Michigan has self-imposed a limit on the amount
of emergency assistance we will provide and we have had the flexibility to adjust
the amounts paid and the period of time covered as situations within the State have
dictated. For instance, the amount of rent we will pay to prevent a family from
being evicted is based on three times the shelter maximum allowed in the AFDC
program. Michigan recognizes that legal evictions are seldom resolved by the
payment of one month's rent. Rather, a minimum of 2 or 3 months rent, if not
more, due to court delays, is usually needed to prevent the family from being tossed
into the street, Michigan's policy therefore allows payment of up to three months
rent. Similarly, mortgage foreclosure actions generally require up to six months
payment to prevent eviction. Therefore, Michigan has established a lifetime
maximum of $1200 (or $200 for 6 months) that can be paid through Emergency
Assistance to prevent foreclosures, HHS would, by thelr proposed rule changes,
restrict emergency payments in the above situations to only 1 month worth of rent
or mortgage payments, an amount insufficient to prevent the emergency.

The effects of the propused rule changes can be shown more dramatically through a
comparision of Michigan's current policy and dollar limits with the amounts which
would be allowed should these rules become final.

Emergency Typical Maximum Amount Charged
Service Issuance Paid Federally

Current Proposed

Rent to 3 month's rent $735 $367.50 $122.50
Prevent at $245/month (1 month)
Eviction

Mortgage 6 month's payment 100.00
Payments at $200/month (1 month)
to Prevent

Foreclosure

Property 2 years taxes at 3125
Taxes To $7 50/ year (1 month
Prevent Loss prorated)
Due to Tax

Sale

Emergency 30 days of shelter
Shelter in motel, family
of 4
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The above emergency services are typical of those which are necded 1n Mictugan to
prevent families {from becoming homeless. The irony of the proposed regulation
changes 1s thas, by hmiting payment to coverage of 30 days worth of shelter only,
more and more families will become homeless because the emergency will not be
resolved. We'll still be able to provide emergency shelter for a family but we will
not be able to prevent their need for emergency shelter. While we can now use
$367.50 of federa) money 1o prevent an eviction and provide a permanent hiving
arrangement for a family, we will through the proposed rules be forced to pay $300
tn federal money more frequently for emergency shelter which does not provide a
long-term solution to the problem.

There are numerous other cmergency assistance cervices that Michigan now
provides that would be severely hmited by the proposed regulations. A major one
which could pose a threat to health and safety for residents of our cold weather
state would be a limitation on paying only 30 days worth of an overdue natural gas
or electric bill 1n order to prevent shutoff. Utility companies do not accept
payment of a 30 day bull when the shutoff may be for 60 or 90 days worth of
service. Similarly, a family cannot secure a delivery of fuel oil untit all of the
outstanding past due amounts are paid. To himit payment as proposed wiil place
families in severe danger during Michigan's cold winters.

The restrictions HHS is attempting to place on a program designed to prevent or
stop emergencies for children willy in fact, place these same children i1n extreme
jeopardy. Congress intended the Emergency Assistance component of the AEDC
Program to protect children. Through these regulatory changes, HHS 1s attempting
to negate that purpose. ! urge you to prevent this direct attempt to undermine the
intent of Congress.

4 Wwhat 1s the long-term solution to the problem of homeless famihics?

The obvious solution to the problem of homeless families rests in the availability
and affordability of low-cost housing. We believe that 1t 18 critica! for \he federal
government to lead the way in helping the ration to meet the dem. ~d for safe and
decent housing. Now, more than ever, it 1s nccessary to restore funding for federal
housing programs to previous levels. Since many programs are no longer accessible
to low-1ncome people, remarning programs should be expanded and new programs
created to fill this void. Only then can state and local governments, community
agencies and the private sector work effectively in developing ways of providing
necessary housing for those with little or no means.

It 15 essential that measures such as mortgage revenue bonds, low-interest loans and
tax-credits for low.income kausing be used to simulate builders, investors and
mortgage le ders in meet'ng the supply of low-income housing. Additional subsidies
will be needed to supplement tenant's income so they can afford new or

rehabilitate . homes. Further efforts to encourage builders will need to be found to
replace the incentives that were removed from the 1987 tax law changes.

To accommodate the need for affordable housing, 1t 1s important that the fedcral
government continue with the subsidization of rental housing. Many low-income
people depend on federal rental subsidies in the form of Section 8 certificates and
housing vou.hers, We see that the demand for these subsidies is not being
adequately met, and the need s increasing at alarming rates.

As the federal government reviews 1ts role 1n a national housing policy, 1t 1s
Impcetant to recognize a state's need for participation in the allocation of federal
funde, and the needed flexibulity to tailor funding to regional differences. By doing
0, states can leverage support and commitment from lc “al governments,
community agencies and the private scclor to participate in the solution to the
shortage of low-cost housing.

We see toe nat many citizens struggle to maintain thewr homes while subsisting on
low-income or public assistance benefits. In order to stem the tide of those who
are 1n jeopardy of losing their homes because they can no longer afford to make
payments or meet housing Costs, it will be necessary for the federal government to
restore cutbacks to welfare and other entitiement programs. There 15 no Guestion
that current publiC assistance benefit Tevels have a long way to go in mceting the
need of finding and affording adequate she.:er. If benefit levels were to more
realistically reflect today's housing market, a larger number of people would have
flexibibity 1n locating safe, decent, and affordable shelter.

Q 1
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In additon to higher shelter allowances in AFDC grants, funding for the Emergency
Assistance Program must be protected and increased. It is critical that shelters be
available, and expand when necessary to meet a community's growing need. The
Eme:gency Assistance Program must remain flexible to address different and
unusual clrcumstances that require immediate attention. ‘'t 1s important that this
program be available to prevent situations that cause homelessness from occurring.

Finally, we need intervention, prevention and outreach services that get at some of
the root causes of homelessness. Programs for d tic viol y SUb abuse
treatment, food and nutrition services — all need to be available to accommodate
families and individuals in time of crisis situations. The outreach activities
currently provided by our shelters, crisis centers and ¢ ity org; i -
often hold the key in providing a “safety net" for many who may find themselves
facing homelessness. These providers and agencies cannot atford any reduction in
funding and every effort must be taken to preserve and enhance their operating

costs.

Michigan is resnaping our service delivery with program that target the homeless
population. Recently, the Department of Social Services (DSS) entered into a
"co-location™ agreement with two or our most heavily used shelters. Having
Department staff on site in the shelter facility will allow the homeless population
direct access to DSS resources. The Department has also committed greater
resources In providing transportation between shelters and its service delivery
offices, and for the purpose of finding per t housing. Recognizing th> need
for child care secvices within shelters, the Department is providing the financial
support for a child care program to be launched in the largest of the Detoit area
shelters in mid-year.

Other efforts taking place In our major urban areas include providing health care
services away from the clinic in the form of mobile units tnat visit shelters of
places that homeless individuals are more apt to congregate. The Detroit/Wayne
County area has also developed a coaliticn composed of providers, businesses,
government, advocates, religious and ¢ ity organizations to better coordinate
focal activities and approaches to the h tess probt A statewide steering
committee, co-chaired by myself, meets regularly and serves to coordinate state
policy and programs.

However, it is now recognized that we should concentrate our efforts on early
intecvention. If services can be provided at a stage in a person's life before a crisis
develops, then there s a greater likelihood that stability and permanency wil! be
maintained. Success in this area has already been demonstrated with education and
job traiming. Other services such as that provided to former residents of hospitals
and institutions cannot be emphasized enough if they are to stabilize an individual
or provide maintenance of care.

In summary then, the long-term selutions that are needed to attack the homeless
problen. are expanded housing, benefits and outreach services. Crucial programs
that need more support at the federal level are: housing, employment, medical
services, education and supportive services for families such as day care and
transitional housing. We need to address day care for mothers in shelters, and pre-
release plans for mentally il patients going back to the commumity. We must
commit ourselves to job training, replenishing the housing supply for low-i,come
wndividuals and tieatment for substance abusers. All long-range solutions call for
immediate action in the present. While Michigan can develop demonstration
projects in these areas, the federal government needs to take the lead.




E

214

STATEMENT OF SANDRA S. GARDEBRING, COMM1iSSIONER
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

Somcents Regarding Procosed Ragulstions Governing
o $12tes
2

I submit the following comments in order to inform you of the effect that
proposed federal regulation changes would heve on th: AFDC Emergency
Assistance Program in Minnesots.

Largely due to the Emergency Ansiatance Program and payment of the full AFDC
need standard, Minnesot- does not have a large number of homeless families.
Hovever, many femilies will be without shelter or utilities in Minnesota if
federal financial participation for the EA program 1s limited to only ove
tharty (30)-day period. It is unrealistic to expect that a family“s emergency
vill be resolved by paying for only ona month’s utility or shelter costs,
Utilities are not shut-off when the.e is only one month of nonpayment.
Mortgages are not foraclosed whan they are only in arrears one month. For
vill utilities be reatored or mortgage delinquancies cleared unless the entire
amount due ia paid. Our experience with familiea requesting EA is that they
do not have money availabla to pay for part of an arrearage.

We feel it is impropar to use the Emargency Assiatance (EA) Program to meet
families” continuing needs which ghould be deslt with through other ongoing
asesistinca programs. OQur State rule requires that all other resources must be
used (including the federal HUD progrsms and Low Incomwe Home Energy Assistance
Program) bafore Fmergency Asaistance funds ®way be expended. However, these
programs are not currently aet up to resolve crisis situations that threaten
tha life or health of children. In Minnesota, the EA program haa filled in
vhere these other progreams have fallen short.

As ve undarstand the proposed changes, our current EA program would no longer
ba able to serve the msjority of the recipients who nov use the program. And
there would be no other federal program (HUD, LIBEAP, etc.) equipped to
allaviate the destitution of needy children.

Our currant EA rule requirea that familiea requeating EA have made a
substantial effort to pay utilitiaa and shelter paymsnts over the past year
before EA funds are iasued. We have been diligent in monitorang our program
o0 that it does not becore a "13th month grant™. We appreciate tho
flexibility the current EA regulations sllov snd feel our program meets the
emergencies of families in nead.

We agree it is useful to set maximum benefit smounts (for the reasons listed
in the "background™ section of the December 14, 1987 Federal Register),
provided gtates are given the seme wide flexibility to set maximum amounts for
their EA program as they are givan to set AFDC need and payment standards. In
Minnesota we have already set maximum amounts for many emergeocy items
authorized under the program.

Finally, ve question why the language of the Social Securaty Act is now being
read differently after the EA program has been in existence almost twenty
years. The currant regulstions allow payments for needs which arise before or
extend beyond the thirty (30)-dsy period. This haa been interpreted to refer
to the period for which payment can be {ssued. Our current rule, which
explicitly states this, has been approved by the federal office, We would
argue that asaistance restricted to being issued within a thirty (30)-day
period will not resolve the two most cormou energencies (utility shut-offe and
lack of shelter). Thus, in most insta s it will be impoasible for states to
prevent destitution of children which 1. the main focus of the federal EA
provisions.

In sunmary, we oppose the changes to the EA program that are being proposed
because they are unnecessarily restrictive. We believe that other programng
vhich are avai. e to meet utility and shelter needs do not currently provade
a viable alternative to mest family emergencies. We support regulation
changea thet would preclude using the EA program to meet ongoing needs,
hovever, ve feel states should be give. the flexibility to determine
alternatives to the solutions proposed in the regiater. Also, we believe
Congress intended that FA paywents ghould resolve emergencies. In most all
circumstances the proposed reguletions will cnd the ability of this State to
help families weet needs arising rrom emergencies,

Q .\
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NATIONAL
ASSO(E)lfATlON
COUNTIES

O FIne SENW Wahgton, D¢ 20007
200249306220

March 28, 1988

The Honorable Thomas J. Downey

United States House of Representatives
2232 Rayburn House Office Building
washington, DC 20515-3202 .

Dear Mr. Downey:

The National Association of Counties (NACo) wishes to
comment for the record on state and county government use Of
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Emergency
Assistance (AFDC-EA) program. As you know, AFDC-EA has been
used increasingly to serve homeless families. Bacause of the
diminished supply of low-income housing, and the increasing
numbers of homeless and near homeless, some counties have found
it necessary to use AFDC-EA as their last alternative in
responding to the homeless crisis.

The regulations proposed in December 1987 by the
Department of Health and Human Services would severely restrict
the already limited options available to serve homeless
families. As proposed, the regulations would prevent a state
from setting differing amounts of shelter assistance depending
on the type of housing. The regulations also would limit
states and counties to making payment for one months needs in a
12 month period with a capped dollar amount for each type of
emergency. Our comments on these two issues follow.

Standard of Need

A proposed federal mandate to place an arbitrary uniform
cap on the amount of assistance available for housing ignores
the substate variations in housing costs and the availability
of units. Such a cap is contrary to the administration of
other prograns which take into account variations in costs of
housing in states. For example, in determining rental
assistance payments, fair market values are adjusted to
correspond with actual costs of housing in counties.

The announcement argues that the Department of Housing and
Urban Development has "existing programs available to address
the lack of sufficient low and moderate cost housing.”

Counties are well aware »f HUD programs but are painfully aware
of the increasingly insufficient supply of HUD housing and

ERIC €24
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resources. Not only has funding been inadequate, but also
inconsistently distributed subject to variation, thus impeding
the ability of counties to develop long term, comprehensive
strategies for homelessness. The increased use of the AFDC-EA
program partly results frcm the drastic cuts in federally
aggisted housing. cCounties are confronting the homeless crisis
and use every available means to serve thenm.

In some respects, the regulation would shift to states and
counties the full costs of serving the homeless. Counties need
as much flexibility as possible in serving the homeless. &
restriction on the standard of need essentially eliminates what
is often the last option counties use when finding shelter for
homeless families.

Emergency Assistance

A proposed federal regulation to strictly limit *he
interpretation of the gtatute to payment of one month's needs
in a 12 month period will further increase the litelihood of
the destitution of a child, which is contrarv to the intent of
the emergency assistance program. Payment of =_rears in rent
or utilities, a common use of AFDC-EA, would be limited to a
one month payment. Families in financial crisis and on the
verge of being placed on the public assistance rolls are often
in that situation because ¢? arrears over a number of months.
4n emergency payment covering the arrears often allows families
to avoid eviction or placement on public assistance. a
regulation restricting payment to one month's needs will not
ecase the families' crisis, nor their legitimate need for
temporary government assistance. The restriction simply shifts
a large part of the costs of responding to emergencies to
states and counties.

Is using AFDC-EA the best approach to serving families who
have become homeless or are on the verge of being homeless? Of
course not. But for many local governments it is currently the
only viable alternative in which all levels of government share
the burden. In the longer range, the obvious strategy at all
governmental levels is to preserve the existing supply of low-
income housing; increase the housing supply through tax
incentives and federal appropriations; and expand rental
subsidies to bring housing costs in line with a family's
ability to pay.
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In the interim, . : urge that Congress extend the existing
moratorium on the regulations or take similar action to bar
their issuance. Counties recognize that homelessness is a
complex issue requiring a variety of strategies and resources.
In many states, AFDC-EA plays an important role in responding
to families in crisis.

Thank you for considering our views. If you have
questions on our position, please contact Tom Joseph, NACo
Legislative Representative for Human Services.

xecutive Director

5N
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Written Statement of Maria Foscarinis,
Washington Counsel to the
National coalition for the Homeless

April 12, 1988

Before the Subcommittee on
Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation
of the Committee on Ways and Means
U.S. House of Representatives and
the Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
of the Committee on Finance
United States Senate

My name is Maria Foscarinis. T am Washington counsel to the
National Coalition for the Homeless, a federation of
organizations and individuals representing over 4,000 shelters
and soup kitchens around the country. On behalf of the National
Coalition, I submit this written statement concerning the
appropriate role of the Emergency Aid to Families (EAF) program
in meeting the needs of homeless families.

EAF is a critical program providing federal funds for
emergency food, clothing, shelter, counseling, child care,
medical care and legal sgervices to needy families with children
where other forms of public assistance are either unavailable or
require lengthy eligibility reviews. One of the most important
functions of the progral is providing shelter in emergency
situations such as foreclosure, evictions, fires, building
conversions and spouse abuse. The program provides matching
federal funds to states which decide to participate in the
program, and requires participating states to shelter all
homeless AFDC families who seek shelter assistance.

The need for this emergency family shelter program cannot be
overstated. The number of homeless families, which now accounts
for up to 40% of the 2 to 3 million homeless persons nat‘onwide,
is increasing by 25% per year. My comments focus on the family
shelter component of EAF.

The Administration is now seeking to sharply curtail the EAF
shelter program. In the face of an ever-increasing demand for
emergency shelter, the Administration has proposed regulations
which would drastically limit federal shelter funds. The
proposed regulations pot only threaten to push thousands of
homeless families with children onto the streets, but also fail
to address the legitimate concern that states are not adequately
protecting famil.vs from the ravages of homelessness.

Increased federal monitoring of the EAF program is clearly
needed. Too of‘en, 1local governments use EAF funds to provide
shelter in squalid--yet expensive--"welfare hotels." This use of
badly-needed funds is both morally abhorrent and financially
unsound. But rather than address the true need for reform, the

2{;%"
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Administration has simply progosed to c¢ut the program. If,
indeed, the Administratgon i ruly concerned about the proper
use of EAF, it should adopt and enforce habitability standards to
protect homeless families and children. Exhibit &, attached to
these comments, outlines proposed standards.

In addition, consistent with its current efforts to curiall
EAF funding, the Administration has failed to enforce the legal
requirement that states participating in the EAF program actually
provide emergency shelter to all homeless families requesting
assistance. As a result, homeless families seeking shelter are
routinely turned away by local governments across the country.
See "Home.ess Families: A Neglected Crisis,” House Committee on
Government Operations, House Report 99-982, 99th Cong. 2d Sess.
1986 at 13-15, 18. Indeed, a group of homeless families,
together with the National Coalition, have filed suit in federal
court to force HHS to fulfill its legal obligation to ensure that
states receiving federal family shelter funds do not turn away
needy families.

Finally, because the EAF program is now voluntary, thousands
of families with children across the country must go without
adequate shelter. Homeless families 1living in states which
choose not to participate in the EAF program have no assurance of
night-time shelter and must face night after night of uncertainty
as they struggle to keep their children off the streets. States
should be required to participate in the emergency shelter
program to protect these families and children.

We face a crisis situation requiring emergency solutions.
There could be no worse time to curtail the EAF family shelter
program. All indications are to the contrary. The EAF program
should be expanded and fully enforced until homelessness ceases
to exist. .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ATTACHMENT A
EMERGENCY FAMILY SHELTER: MINIMUM STANDARDS
States receiving federal matching funds under the Emergency
Assistance to Families Program shall ensure that emergency
shelter provided under the pProgram meets the following
requirements:

Placements

In placing familaies in enargency shelter, primary
considerat:.on must be given %o the needs of children. Specific
factors considered must include but shall not be 1limited to
educatior.al needs, security, the nature of the facility in which
the children would be placed, and factors which will ensure the
minimum disruption of community ties.

Minimum Standards for Emergency Shelter

1) Ezch family shall be Provided with at least one room
which can be locked.

2) No more than two adults shall be placed in the same
room, except when a family requests otherw.se.

3) Each family member shall be pProvided with a bed except
that siblings of the same gender and consenting adults may
share a double bed; children under the age of three years
shall be provided with a crib.

4) Each room shall have a chair for each resident and a
table.

5) Each bed shall have at least two clean sheets, a clean
blanket, clean pillows and pillowcases. A complete change
of linens shall be provided at least once a week and more
often where individual circumstances warrant or when a new
family occupies the roon. Each family member shall be
supplied with clean towels, soap and toilet tissue.

6) Each family shall have access to a bathroon. At a
minimum, this shall include a toilet, sink and & shower or
bathtub, all of which shall be properly maintained. Not
more than ten people will be required to share a bathroon.

7) Where cooking facilities are not available, or meals are
not provided, a restaurant allowance shall be provided.

8) A reasonable school transportation allowance ghall be
provided to permit each school age child to attend school.

\‘1 - .
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9) The following services must be provided:

removal of garbage;

maintenance and inspection of the electrical
system:

maintenance of plumbing and plumbing fixtures;

a regular vermin control program;

provision to insure that entrances, exits, steps,
and walkways are kept clear of garbage, ice, snow
ond other hazards;

adequate heat. Where windows do not open, proper
ventilation shall ba operational.

2oy




r\\Lit. I 8oston Offce
K:”ﬂki Eleven Beacon St
Boston, MA 02108

(617) 523-8010

mer @
deCenter =

236 Massachusetts Ave , NE
C. Washington, DC 20009 '
(202) 543 6060 April 4, 1988

Robert 2, Leonard

Chief Counsel

Committee on Ways and Means

U.S. House of Representatjves

1102 Longworth House Office Building
Washinqton, DC 20515

Re: Committee's Review of HHS's Proposed Regulations for the
Emergency Assistance Proaram

Dear Mr, Leonard:

I am subnitting for the record the attached comments which
we filed on tehalf of our clients®/ pefore the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS), redarding the proposed
revisions to the Emergency Assistance program requlations which
the Oenartment put in the Federal Register on December 14,
1987. 1 helieve these comments should be germane to the
Committee's inquiry regarding the appropriateness or lenality
of HHS's proposed revisions.

I note that the hearings which the Comnmittee held jointly
at the end of last month with the Senate Finance Committee
focused essentially on the f{mpact of the proposed requlations

*/ The orqanizations Joining Tn these comments are the
Alliance for Sncial Security Disability Recipients (NC); putte
Community Unjon (MT); the Coalition for Consumer Justice (RI);
Comnunity Action for Fair utility Practice (IL); Concerned
Citizens' Coalition (MT); Greater Cleveland Welfare Rights
Orqanization (OH); Low Income Group for Human Treatment (MT);
Low Income people Together (OH); HMaine Association of
Interdependent Neighborhoods; Massachusetts Union of Pudlic
Housing Tenants; Mon-Valley Unemployed Committee (PA); New York
Statewide Senijor Action Council; Northern Kentucky We'fare
Rights Association (KY); Philadelphia Tenants Action Group
(PA); Tennessee Hunger Coalition; POWER (WA); Western Reserve
Alliance (OH); vermont Low Income Rdvncacy Council (VT); and
VOIrE (NH),

ERI
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upon the ability of the states to provide shelter to homele<s
individuals and nouseholds. Our clients have another concern
relating to these regulations, and that is their impact on the
ability of the states to use Emergency Assistance Proaram funds
to aid households with utility crises -- one of the more
prominently mentioned household emergencies in the
congressional dehates when this program was enacted in the
migd-1960s. On behalf of our clients, we urae the Conmittees
also to take a careful lnok at this aspect of the proposed
requlations, and the leaitimacy of the Department's position.

We helieve that such a careful l1ook can only lead to one
conclusinn, that is, that the Department's efforts to read the
statute so as to require (or permit) it to restrict states to
the provision of assistance for costs arising only within a
30-day period, father than restricting the assistance itself to
a 30-day period but allowing states to resolve the total
emergency where that emergency may have its origin in a
situation arising before the 3C-day period, is without merit.
This aspect of the proposal will have a major impact upon our
clients and other low-income househoids in the large number of
states currently using, or planning to use, EAP funds to aid in
dealing with this common type of enmergency. We therefore, urge
your attention to this matter.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions about
our position or ahout the significance of this aspect of the

proposed requlations.
Sincerely,

\%5(2,1 (?' /éZVtBZLéZV
HYelen C, Gonzales

HCC:va
Enc.
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COMMENTS OF ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTING LOW
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS REGAROING PROPOSEOQ AMENOMENT§ TO THE
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM REGULATIONSY/

INTRODUCTION

In its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 52 Fed. Reg. 47420
(December 14, 1987), the Oepartment of Health and Human
Services (MHS) proposes, inter alia, to impose sever:
restrictions on the ability of states to use funding under the

Emargency Assistance Program (EAP) tn resolve tne energy

%/ The corganlzations joining in these comments are the
Alliance for Social Security Disability Recipients (NC); the
Coalition for Consumer Justice (RI); rommunity Action for Fair
Utility Practice (IL); Concerned Citizens' Coalition (MT):
Greater Cleveland Welfare Rignts Organization (OH) ; Low Income
Group for Human Treatment {MT); Low Income People Together
(OH); Maine pssociation of Interdependent Neighborhoods;
Massachusetts Union of public Housing Tenants: Mon-Valley
Unemployed Committee (PA); New York Statewide Senior Action
Council; Northern Kentucky Wwelfare Rignts Association (KY);
Philadelphia Tenants Action Group (PA); Tennessee Hunger
Coalition; POWER (%A); Western Reserve Alliance (OH); Vermont
Low Income Advocacy Council (VT); and VOICE (NH).

A number of these organizations are in states wnicn are
using £AP funding to assist low income nouseholds in dealing
with energy emergencies, and tneir members will tnerefore pe
directly affected by the proposal being made by HHS. Oather
organizations are in states in which such use of FAP funds may
be resorten to in the future, and indeed some nf these
orqganizations have peen advncating for that resuslt, Hence,
their members alsn would be adversely affected by tne proposed
regulation,

o 2&) J
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emergency revolving around tne termination of utility service
or enerqy supplies to an eligiole nousenold, or threat of loss
of such service or supplies. The low income organizations
identified below firmly oppose tnis aspect of tne proposed
rule, both because it represents poor policy, particularly at a
point 1n time when tne Low Income Home E£nergy Assistance
Program (LTHEAP) nas just experienced a deep cut in funding,
and because the interpretation put forth &y HHS appears to be
contrary to tne intent and terms of tne statute ana to a
long-standing and notorious interpretation of tnat statutory
lanquage which was made snortly after tne legislation was
passed by Congress. Tnese organizations leave to otner
commenters the task of expressing the concerns about Otner
troubling provisions in the proposed regulation.
COMMENTS

We address tnese comments to tne application of tne
proposed revision to Section 233.120(b)(3)of 45 CFR, as 1t
applies to a utility or energy crisis commonly reflected in
termination of utilitvy service or energy supplies, or an
imminent tnreat of loss of such service or supplies. But tnese
comments apply equally to the application of tnis proposed
regulation to any nousenold crisis wnich is tne result of
accumulating nered or incremental growtn 1n tne underlying
condition.

The current requlation would clearly autnorize a state, 1n
address1ng the situation of an eligible nousenols wnicn has

just lost utility service, or 1s about to lose utlity service,

O
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to provide assistance which could resolve tnis crisis
situation., 1In otner words, under tne current regulation, a
state could provide EAP funds to pay the housenold's arrearage
or indebteoness, which is giving rise to the termination or
threat of termination, regardless of tne fact tna* the
arrearage i{n question nad puilt up over a series of billing
perions. HHS now apparently proposes to limit the perioa for
wnich assistance can be provided to 30 days of usage. B8ut, of
course, the situaticn giving rise to tne crisis or emergency
involving loss of utility service or energy supplies is
genarally something tnat nas built up Gver a series of montns.
It is a rare nousenold tnat would lose utility service because
it nas failed to pay only one montn's bill. 1In short, HHS
proposes a regulation which virtually assures tnat states will
be unable to provide assistance which can resolve tne household
crisis. We submit tnat that proposal is not subported by the
statute.

In so stating, we want to make one important tnresnold
point. The regulation 1n question was promulgatad 1n final
form in January of 1969. Hence, it was issued shortly after
Congress passed the statute, and when tne proposal leading to
legislative action and tne Congressional intent were firmly 1n
the mind of the administering agency. Mcreover, 1t has been an
ooen and notorious interpretation, under which all oarties nave
acted, for almost twenty years. Under the circumstances, we
submit tnat HWHS bears a special burden 1n supporting tne

current, ragical change 1t 13 proposing. Tnis 1s especially so
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when Congress has continually refunded EAP during this period
and in fact has amended the statute on at least one occasion,
leaving tnis interpretation untouched. Under these
circumstances, we believe that HHS snould be able to point to a
clear inconsistency between 1ts prior, long-standing
interpretation and the statute, as a prerequisite for change at
this time. Tnis, HWHS cannot do. Indeed, it seems apparent
from a review of the legislative history tnat Congress
contempi..zd the 1nterpretation reflected in the current
regulation and that tnat interpretation 1s quite consistent
with the law.

The statut. provides, at 42 U.S.C. 606(e)(l), tnat
"emergency assistance" means assistance vfurnisned for a period
of not in excess of 30 dJays 1n a 12 month period..." The aim
of tni1s language 1s quite apparent: 1t 1s to ensure tnat tne
assistance provided deals with an actual e -zgency and not be
an ongoing form of assistance. But the emergency 1n the case
of utility shut-off or the threat of shut-off 1s just that --
the time-specific loss of neat or otner sse of nome energy,
flowing from the actual or impending termination of energy
service or supply. Congress' i1ntent i, fully reflected in
state action designed entirelv tr~ resolve the crisis,
regardless of the fact tnat tne underlying cause may have built
up over 3 series of months. HHS now rejects this common sense
teading of the terms and would reauir: siates to embark upon a
course of action under which, 1n perhans the ma’'ority of cases,

they will not be able to resnlve the unuerlylng emergency.
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Tnis treatment of tne utility situation 1s akin to
fdictating that a state cannot totally repair a collapsing floor
in a eligible household's dwelling, because much of the damage,
Oor even the stress leading up to the damage, occurred furing a
period in excess of 30 days. Similarly, a state would be
preventen from providing medical assistance tnat would resolve
a current crisis, wnere the current 1llness or injury 1s the
culmination of a series 0" medical problems which have
fdevelopen over an extended period. The illogical nature of
tnis reading is further appareat from the statute's later
reference to services "necessary to avoid destitution" of the
childg in question. HHS 1s embracing a policy whicn would
effectively preveant the state from accomplisning tnis central
theme of tne statute.

Tne approach taken now by HHS might be more understandable
if it related to some new situation, clearly not in tne
contemplation of Congress when it passed tne statute. 8ut the
legislative nistory of tne g€ap 1s replete with references to
utility emergencies and steps necessary to deal with households
which have lost utility secvice. See, e.4., S. Rep. No. 744,
90tn cong., 1st Sess (1967), as teprintend 1n 1967 U.S. Code
Congressional and Ardministrative News, at p. 3002 and H. Rep.
No. 544, 90tn Cong. 1st Sess. (1967) at p. 109. C(Clearly, 1n
referring tn tnis tvpe of emergency, Conqgress knew tnat util ty
termination or loss nf energy supplies i{s not something that
results from one month's unpaid o1ll or from events that

transpire within a single 30-dav period. Yet, 1t usen loss of
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utility services a prime example of the sort of emergency that
this program was designed to address. Nowhere did it indicate
a limit on the states' ability to deal witn tne entire cause of
the crisis. In short, tnis legislative nistory fully supports
:he current regulation. And that support is further reflected
in the constant Congressional appropriations for this program,
the amendment of the statute on at least one occasion in the
face of tnis interpretation,:/ and tne use of EAP funds for
this purpose by numerous states.

In closing, the commenting organizatinns must express added
concern at the timing of HHS' proposal. The chief federal
program to deal with the low income energy situation is just
absorbed a 16% cut in funding, bringing it to a level whicn is
now roughly 27% below its funding 1n 1985. Hence, EAP has now
pecomg a particularly 1mportant resource to tnose states which
nave used it to helb deal with energy crises facing low-1ncume
nousenholds, and it seems particularly callous for HHS to ask
those states not only to absorb the cuts in federal funding,
-for LIHEAP (which the agency sought), but also to absorb tne
loss of the use of EAP funds as well.

in short, tnis seems to be a particularly inappropriate
time to embark ubon the arbitrary effort to cut-off or limit

federal funrds addressed to a very real crisis sitwation. Tt 1s

*/ See pub. L. 92-512 § 30l (c) (1972).
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' an effort which lacks support in reason or in the statute. And

as such, it should not be reflected in final reqgulations.

Respectfully submitted,

Moite i) 5,

Charles €. Hill

Counsel for the Commenting

Organizations:/

Januery 28, 1988

X/ Prepared with tne assistance of Tnomas Bergin,
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The Partnership for the Homeless, Inc.
6 East 30th Street, New York, N.Y. 10016 ¢ (212) 684-3444

TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE PARTNERSHIP FOR THE BOMELESS

(By Peter P. Smith, President)

Today we offer a program that wWill., in one year, accomplish
nothing less than to effectively end the use of welfare hotels in
the City of New York and all other cities and municipalities
throughout the country where they exist by dramatically changing
the permissible use of the federal AFDC-EA funding stream now
used to support those brutal places. At the same time the
Homeless Accelerated Rehousing Program (HARP) w:.1ll provide those
" homeless families now mired there with decent and permanent
homes, with needed services, while saving huge amounts of tax
dollars.

It is a program whose time has come and we ask this
Subcommittee and Congress to grasp the leadership role 1in
insuring 1ts speedy adoption and implementation.

This Subcommittee's willingness--and presumably that of
Congress and even the Administration--to look at new ways in
which federal AFDC and EA funding can be re-channeled for
positive rather than negative uses to assist homelss families
presents at once both an 1mportant challenge and a
major opportunity to reverse an initially well-~
1ntentioned social policy now gone terribly wrong--the
perpetuation of the use of welfare hotels to house AN

“Vvehave a heart
homeless families.
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The history of the welfare hotels is too well documented and
known to this Subcommittee for us to have to repeat it here.
sufficg it to say, that the welfare hotels probably repreasent the
largest, moat visible pussing sore of social policy failure that
exists today in this country.

Had the fineat and most imaginative minds in our nation sat
down to formulate a program which would hand over huge sums of
taxpayers' money to greedy and insensitive owners of the most
brutal places providing the worst possible lavang conditions for
families with children ang breeding untold human misery and crime,
they probably couldn't have come up with anything more effective
than welfare hotels.

Similarly, we will waste little time on the quite obvious
irrationalaty of the HHS proferred changes in requlations whach
would do no more than eliminate the lattle good that comes
from financing the use of the hotels as an unsatisfactory
alternative to the Streets, while provading nothing to address the
desperate need for permanent housing~-a need largely created by
the federal Administration itself through its disasterous low-
income housing policies of the last 7 years. Suffice it to say,
one doesn't throw out the baby with the bathwater-~and anyone
putting forth such regulations should have their qualification to
hold public office re-examined.

The first of our suggestions 13 one that has beer. joined in
almost universally by every community and non-profit organization
seeking to address the needs of the homeless, as well as by our

City and State officials. Simply stated, we would urge

O
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legislation that will permit the AFDC-EA funding stream to be
used 1n some way for capital expenditures to provide permanent
housing for the homeless. That urgently needed correction:
however, cannot possibly come soon enough to solve the critical
problems which the homeless families now or soon to be in welfare
hotels must continue to suffer during the lengthy regulatory and
housing development process which must be successfully negotiated
before such a permanent housing alternative 1s actually in place.
Experience unfortunately teaches that, even 1f such legislation
were adopted today, 1t would be 2 1/2 to 4 and even 5 years
before the various stages of regulatory approval., development,

design, financing and construction could be completed to actually

_ provade sufficient permanent housing to render the continued use

of welfare hotels unnecessary.

We say to you today--as we have already said to the City
with respect to 1ts Five Year Plan for Assisting Homeless
Families-~-that five years more of the welfare hotels 1s far too
long and should be clearly unacceptable to anyone concerned with
the families who must struggle to survive 1n those places without
hoper as well as anyone really interested 1n using tax dollars
responsibly and effectively.

The real and immediate challenge, therefore, 18 to find «
mechanism for the use of the AFDC-EA funding that will start
immediately to swiftly eliminate the use of welfare hotels and
provide decent permanent housing for these families.

The opportunity, we suggest and urge: 1s to support and
adopt the proposed Homeless Accelerated Rehousing Program (HARP) .

Under HARP: the homeless families now in welfare hotels would be

Q 2’}:}
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relocated to privately-owned apartments now vacant and available
at market level rents not to exceed the fair market rent maximum
under the federal housing voucher program. HRA and other local
social service agencies would provide assistance to the families
in obtaining the private apartments, negotiating the lease, and
making the transition into permanent housing. Initially and for
the first 1-2 year lease term, the rents could be paid by
increasing the shelter allowance portion of the income
maintenance grant and thereafter under the federal housing
voucher program. Only families now in the welfare hotels would
initially be eligible.

HARP 1s to some extent modelled on the pProgram used by

"Massachusetts to relocate their substantial number of homeless
families out of hotels and into private and decent permanent
housing. Even without the use of the AFDC-EA funding stream,
Massachusetts was able to realize substantial savings from this
program merely by el:minating expensive hotel rents. Such will,
of course, be an added penefit in New York and in most
jurisdictions using hotels to house homeless families for more
than relatively short lengths of stay.

Assuming aggressive implementation, there 1s every reason to
believe that relocation under HARP can be completed and the use
of the welfare hotels eliminated in about one year.

In the interests of brevity, we are submitting herewith a
working summary setting forth HARP 1n greater detail for
consideration by this committee.

The role of the federal government in supporting HARP with

ERIC <
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AFDC~EA funding--as it does the present shelter allowance--may be
crucial. For while HARP makes sense from almost every aspect: it
has received little interest from our Caity and State government
until very recently, although we first proposed it as far back as
January 1987 (N.Y. Times, 1/25/87). It 1s certainly in the
federal government's own 1nterest to embrace HARP not only
because it is decent and humane and will help reverse the ravages
caused by its own housing policies but because it will result 1in
huge savings of federal tax dolars.

By taking the lead, moreover: the federal government can
provide several additional incentives for the cities and states
now using welfare hotels to abandon that practice swiftly and
permanently.

Accordingly, we respectfully suggest that the priority task
of this Subcommittee should be to formulate the necessary
legislation to accomplish this goal which should include the
following provisions:

- generally embrace the concept of tne HARP proposal to end
the use of the welfare hotels for homeless families 1n one ylar:

~ define welfare hotels as commercial hotels, motels and
rooming houses that house homeless fam.lies through the use of
the AFDC-EA funding stream and where more than 4@ of the rooms
available for rental are used for homeless families or where
homeless families occupied 20% or more of total rental rooms for
at least 60 days 1n any one of the last three years. (The
regional HHS Administrator would designate each year those
facilities qualifying as welfare hotels under this definition):

-permit the use of the AFDC-EA funding to support (up to a

Q ¢
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50% share basis) the flexible increase in the shelter allowance
portion of the income maintenance grant to pay fair market level
rents (no higher than the federal housing voucher maximum, which
would automatically exclude luxury apartments) for permanent
housing 1in privately-owned accomodat:ions for homeless families
being temporarily housed in such welfare hotels for at least 3
months as of the initiation of the program. (Th:s would double

the saving to the cities and municipalities which start us:ing

HARP and also save substant:al federal tax dollars);

- permit the continued use of the federally- supported
increased shelter allowance for a maximum of two years at whica
time payment of the fair market rent would be assumed under the

_ federal housing voucher program. (It 1s suggested that the
federal government should also provide a city or municipality
adopting the program with a "bonus" or incentive federal housing
voucher allocation, although such would not be necessary in New
York City if cthe family were put in the pipeline for receiving
the federal housing voucher at the time of relocation from the
welfare hotel). No other homeless families could replace those
bexgé relocated under this program from the particular welfare
hotel:

- require cities and municipalities having designated
welfare hotels to adopt this program or AFDC~EA funding could not
be used to pay rents for homeless families staying in any such

- designated welfare hotels for more than 6 months 1n the first year
from the effective date of the program: (and each year

thereafter) or when they first began occupancy. For those cities
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and munjcipalities electing to adopt the program: waiver
extensions could be granted to pay the rent for particular
homeless families i1n designated welfare hotels, on a case-by-case
basis, for sufficient cause shown and in the discretion of the
Regional HHS Administrator for no more than two additional
periods of 3 months each:

- require cities and municipalities adopting the program
to obtain approval from the Regional HHS Administrator
of a relocation plan which would include sufficient staff and
resources to provide assistance to the homeless families 1in
obtaining the available private apartments, negotiating the
leases and making the Eransxtion from the welfare hotels into
permanent homes. The approved relocation plan would also include
provision of support services to the families for at least 9
months after relocation.

- As a further incentive for cities and municipalities
having designated welfare hotels to adopt HARP, 50% of the annual
savings to be realized by the federal government from relocation
of the homeless families from the welfare hotels to private homes
(certified to prospectively by the Regional HHS Administrator)
would be used by the cities and municipalities to provide the
staffing and resources to implement their approved relocation
plans, provided further that at least 50% of the cost of services
to be provided under the approved relocation plan would be
contracted out to local qualified non-profit provider agencies
(a waiver could be granted by the Regional HHS Administrator from
this latter condition where no qualified non-profit agency exists

or can provide the quality or quantity of services required under

Q 24\’
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the approved relocation plan),

HARP, as outlined above, 1s not only reasonable but fairly
simple. The combination of incentives and penalties applicable to
cities and municipalities having welfare hotels that we propose to
Congress today should effectively insure that they will swiftly
embrace and implement the program.

HARP alone, even with the suggested federal participation,
will not end homelessness--that goal must await effective welfare

reform and the return to a rational federal housing policy for

. low-income households. HARP will, however, eliminate the use of

O
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the welfare hotels which can only continue to exist through the
use of the AFDC-EA funding stream.

We can undo this terrible thing we have done--but 1t will
require the leadership of Congress to do 1it.

We urge you to sieze this precious opportunity and intervene
to insure the swift adoption of the HARP program. The future of
tens of thousands of children, not only in New York City but
across the nation may depend upon what course of action you

reconmend,
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The Partnership for the Homeless, Inc.
6 East 30th Street, New York, N.Y. 10016 ¢ (212) 684-3444

“HTA*R*P"

(The Homeless Accelerated Renousing Program)

A Program to End the Use of Welfare Hotels to
House Homeless Families in New York City in One Year

El{lC 24
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What Is Tha Purpose of HARP

Because we believe that the only answer to the welfare
hotels is to eliminate them,; we are proposing a program for New
York City that worked successfully in Massachusetts to relocate
practically all of its 2,200 homeless families out of hotels and
into decent permanent housing--and saved the taxpayers a
substantial amount of money.

The City recently issued a plan to assist homeless families
which would have the effect of perpetuating the use of welfare
hotels for at least another five years--and, almost unbelievaoly:
the City Council has in effect endorsed that concept and included
2 mechznism for the City to continue to use welfare hotels even
after five years. In five years time a teenager now living in a
welfare hotel will nhave grown into adulthood and even become a
mother. Five years 1s much too long to do what should have been
done long ago--the welfare hotels must be eliminated within one

ear. HARP will do that if it 1s swiftly adopted and implemented
With of the full commitment of our elected representatives at all
levels and particularly the officials who have the responsibilaty
for assisting the homeless.

HARP will not solve the entire problem of homelessness but
it will finally abolish these monuments of misery and give most
of our homeless children some chance for a decent future.

Background: The "Welfare Hotel"

The welfare hotel is one of the worst examples of social
blight and human degradation presently affecting our City. In
some sense,1t is even worse than the drug and "crack" epidemic
because we ourselves, through our government representatives,
have created it and are now perpetuating it. The welfare hotels
are in short a classic example of a well-iatentioned sociail
policy gone terribly wrong.

The city (with the State's concurrence) started almost two
decades ago to use the hotels only to temporarily house families
left suddenly homeless for the relatively short time 1t took then
to find affordable replacement housing. As the federal
government withdrew from programs to produce affordable
replacement housing for families with low incomes, however the
number of homeless families began to rapidly increase in the
early 1988's--and of course the number of homeless families
placed by the City in the hotels grew also because the City had
not provided any other places to put them.
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The City now houses over 3,550 families in 59 hotels--almost
7,799 of whom are children! About half of these families have
been 1Iving in tnese hotels for over two Years and many for much
longer.

Although a rcom in any hotel is inappropriate for bringing
up children, only about 14-15 of all the hotels used by the City
for homeless families are what have come to be known as “weslfare
hotels”. 3ut almost two-thirds (2,309) of all of the homeless
families put up in all the hotels are now living in these 14~-15
welfare hotels.

Welfare hotels are usually old, large hotels which have been
substantially or 100% filled witn homeless families. In many
cases, the conditions in these hotels were deteriorating before
the time the owner decided to rent to the City for homeless
families. In almost all cases, conditions and services in these
hotels have rapidly deteriorated further sincs renting to
homeless fu.ilies because the owners are, in :7“ect, guaranteed
full occupancy and have no incentive to mair . .. -hem in order to
attract the general publac.

Nevertheless, the City is paying an aierage monthly rent for
the homeless families in all 59 hotels of $1,800--the monthly
rents in the 14-15 welfare hotels run as high as $2,500 for some
families or $30,000 per year. Most of the families i1n these 14~
15 welfare hotels have been there for over two years.

The human condition which prevails in the welfare hotels 1s
even worse than the abysmal physical conditions and deteriorating
services. The families are usually crowded into one room where
they are forced to sleep almost on top of each other. There are
no kitchens or cooking facilities and, needless to sa. no place
for the children to play or do homework--if in fact t «y are
attending school, which almost 50% are not. The chi.ucen are
subject to drug and sex predators who ccnagregate in or near the
hotels and many of those who do try tc »:itend school regularly
are subject to ridicule and harassnent as "hotel kids". Many of
them suffer from malnutrition and health problems.

In short, these are places of utter despair, almost
completely devoid of any hope or promise of a decent and
fulf£illing life.

How Wi1ll EARP Work?

Under BARP, the 2,300 homeless families presently in these
14-15 welfare hotels will be relocated to private apartments now
vacant and available throughout the City at market lavel reats
under regular leases (1 or 2 years).

o 2"1. T
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The City and State would split the rent equally and save
millions of dollars (even without federal assistance) by
eliminating the huge cost of rents paid to the owners of these
welfare hotels. After the first year or two, the families would
be provided federal housing vouchars which would pay the market
rent in the apartment for at lea:. another five years.

Housing Search Specialists would be employed by the City's
Human Resources Administration (HRA) to find the apartments and
help the families secure the leases, including assisting them 1in
moving out of these welfare hotels. .

These particular 14-15 welfare hotels would never be used
again by the City to house homeless families.

Why We Should Support HARP

Human decency would seem to compel support for HARP: almost
anything short of the streets and subways would seem to be
preferrable to the welfare hotels and there is every indication
that the program can succeed here as it did 1n Massachusetts in
providing these families with safe and decent permanent housing.

Furthermore, based upon the saccessful Massachusetts
experience, 1t 1s clear that HARP will save both the City and
State considerable sums by halting the payments of huge rents to
the welfare hotel owners. The 1njustice of this situation has
only been compounded by permitting these largely negligent and
insensitive owners to profiteer at the expense of both the
taxpayers and the homeless families.

Finally, by eliminating the use of these places quickly, we
will be avoiding the open-ended costs of the future social
dysfunction and crime which are the inevitable fruits of
subjecting thousands of children to being brought up under these
conditions. There should be little surprise when those now being
victimized by the welfare hotels themselves become the
victimizers. 1In short, thece is almost every reason for using
HARP to eliminate the welfare hotels as soon as possible and
little reason not te. The real question 1s whether we can afford
not to.

What Has To De Done By The City and The State

There ate at least three possible mechanisms which could be
used by the City and State as a vehicle for adopting and
1mplenentin, ARP:

1. State Housing Certificates

This mechanism was successfully used in Massachusetts. The
State 'ogislature funded a housing certificate program (707
Ce > f.cates) through i1ts Executive Office of Communities and
Devvlopment (1ts housing department) which in turn contracted

Q 2‘1‘{:3
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with 1ts Puolic Welfare Department which administered and
implemented the program for the homeless families. The program
was 1nitially used for the 2,200 homeless families then housed in
hotels but has since been extended to cover all new eligible
homeless families. Enabling state legislation would probably be
required (hopefully: a Governor's Program Bill). There should be
a real possibility of bai-partisan support as the ultimate budget
impact should be positive.

2. Return To The Use Of A Flexible Shelter Allowance

This is the approach suggested by the City Club and would
permit the payment of shelter allowances in excess of the normal
maximun amount where not doing so would require a homeless family
to cemain in a hotel at a greater cost to the City and the State.
This mechanism was used to prevent homelessness among poor
families prior to 1969.

3. Special Demonstration Program

Last year: HRA initiated a special demonstration program for
the homeless families housed in the Allerton Hotel Annex
(Manhattan) and the Bayview Motel (Sheepshead Bay. Brooklyn).
Under tiat program: the families were enabled to seek private
hovsing for rents up to 25% in excess of the the effective
shelter allowance maximums plus they would receive a §$1,500
relocation payment. That program did not, of course: meet with
any great success because the rent level provided was still far
below market level rents.

It is believed that a Demonstrztion Program applicable to
the families 12 the 14-15 welfare hotels permitting payment of
market level rents could also be implemented through agreement
with the N.Y.S. Department of Social Services, rather than
requiring legaslation.

What Has To Be Done By Us
Both the City and the State have to be convinced that
average, caring New Yorkers--those that vote--feel strongly
enough about this issue so that 1t will become a priority.
Unfortunately the old maxim that "the squeaking wheel gets the
grease” still applies, and particularly in New York City.

This means that we must mount a massive public campaign that
will enlist the support of as many civic and community groups.
private organizations and individual New Yorkers as possible to
send the message loud and clear to our public officials--WE WANT
THE WELFARE HOTELS ELIMINATED NOW!

To achieve this goal: The Partnership For The Homeless
together with other groups and organizations concerned with the
problem will soon be starting a campaign which will include
petitions and letters as well as other public demonstrations to
educate and persuade our elected and appointed officials who

Q 5
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share the responsibility in this area.

Your individual support and the support of any group or
organization you may be associated with can be an important
contribution to this effort. Together We can and must achieve
this cratical goal.

Ironically, had our most brilliant and inventive minds sat
down and tried to figure out a system of housing the homeless
which would cost the most money for the worst and most
dehumanizing accomodations, while at the same time breeding
misery: crime and profiteering, they couldn't have come up with
anything better than the welfare hotels. While this may not have
been the original intention of our officials, this is what our
public policies have left us with and the continued use of
welfare hotels when there 13 a proven:, effective program to
eliminate their use can only be construed as purposeful. It as
now up to us to change this once and for all.

ERIC 235
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TEN IMPORTANT QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT HARP.

1. How do we know HARP will save money?

Simple arithmetic shows how both the City and the State will
save millions under HARP in the very first year. The best
estimate is that the average monthly rent now being paid to house
a homeless family in one of these 14-15 welfare hotels is about
$2,200, one half of which is paid for by the City and State, or
$1,100 per month. If that family of four were relocated to a 3
bedroom privately-owned apartment now available at a market rate
rent in the $700 per month range, the City and State would
realize a net savings of approximately $6,700 per year on this
family alone, after factoring the federal government's
contribution to the rent of about $156 per month. The total net
savings which could be realized when all the families are
relocated could reach $15 million for the first year.

If a back-up source of apartments 1S needed to make sure
these welfare hotels are swiftly cleared out of homeless
families, the City should use some of the 4,002 apartments it is
rehabilitating for the homeless this year which would save even
more.

2. Are There Enough Apartments Available for these 2,300
families?

The latest figures from the City's Department of Housing
Preservation and Development (HPD) show that in 1987 there were
over 19,000 apartments vacant and available (not being
wvarehoused) at rents at $500 and over representing a vacancy rate
in excess of 4%. All indications are, moreover, that the trend is
towards more availabilaity outside of Manhattan below 96th 3Street.
Needless to say we are not talking about relocation to Park
Avenue apartments: most of the apartments would be outside of
Manhattan; where many more family-size apartments are available
for more reasonable market level rents. There would be a maximum
fair market per room rent set for the entire city (to correspond
with federal housing voucher limits), which would have the effect
of excluding luxury apartaments.

3. Would Private Landlords Rent to the Homeless?

When assured a reasonable market level rent, there should be
little to deter a landlord from renting to one of these families
particularly outside of lower Manhattan (luxury rent areas being
excluded from the program because of the maximum rent limits).
Another City-State program (EARP) has already arranged for almost
2,000 private apartments for homeless families in many diverse
neighborhoods sutside of Manhattan. Moreover, landlord
resistance was not a major obstacle to the program's success in
Massachusetts.

Q P
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If necessary, New York could guarantee payment of the rent
(includang a reasonable reimbursement for any apartment damage or
early vacancy), as was done in Massachusetts.

4. Will these apartments be decent?

Yes. The HRA worker who arranges for the placements will
inspect the apartments first for safety and habitability before
approving the lease for payment under the program. In most
caaes, the apartment will be re-painted before occupancy.

5. Which homeless families will be eligible?

In the first year of the program, only those families
residing in the 14-15 welfare hotals at the start of the program
will be eligible. If the program is successful, it could then be
extended to the homeless families in the other hotels and
shelters.

There are some families now in the welfare hotels which may
not be acceptable as tenants to private landlords because of a
combination of social problems, including disruptive behavior
patterns: substance abuse, etc. Rehabilitated City-owned

. apartments linked with speciai support services would be vsed to

[E

relocate these families.

6. Won't the families still need some help after they have moved?

Each family being placed into a private apartment will
receive an assessment within 48 hours of lease signing to
determine what its needs will be for support services. In some
cases,; HRA should assign caseworkers to work with these families
(on no more than a 1-29 basiz) for at least S months. In other
cases, the families would be "adopted” by local churches and
synagogues in their new neighborhoods under the permanent housing
assistance program of The Partnership For The Homeless ("Project
Domicile"). Any additional personnel needed can easily be paad
for by the substantial savings realized.

7. Hon't the City still need these hotels for new homeless
families? —_— e

No. For over the last six months, more homeless families
have been leaving the City's network of hotels and family
shelters than have been entering it. In addition, the City's
recently issued Five Year Plan for Assisting Homeless Families
projects enough alternate facilities to accommodate the
anticipated new homeless families. In short, there should be no
legitimate reason to ever uyse these 14-15 welfare hotels for
homel2ss families again.

Q .
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8. Can thia be accomplished without some action or special help
from the federal government?

Yes. HARP can be fully implemented by the City and State
without any special approval or help from the federal government.

We all know that the federal government has for the past
seven years turned its back on efforts to provide affordable
housing for low-income households: thereby cauaing much of the
growth in homelessness we have been experiencing. But we can't
use the federal government's faults as an excuse not to do this
program because the City and State have it within their means to
do it themselves--as Mzssachusetts did.

9. Why hasn't HARP already been used to eliminate these welfare
hotels?

We don't know and we were really puzzled by the failure of
either the City or the State to give this program serious
consideration when we presented it early last year--particularly
in view of its success in Massachusetts. One can only guess
that, like other new concepts, public officials and the
bureaucracy tend to resist making any change unless forced to do
so by public opinion and pressure. It will be the important task
of all concerned New Yorkers to make sure that HARP is not
ignored this time.

lZ. Why is The Partnership For The Homeless working to make HARP
a praority?

The Partnership for the Homeless operates “"the largest
private permanent housing program for the homeless in the country
"(N.Y. Timss, 3/31/87). Undec that program ("Project Domicile").,
The Partnership has already helped almost 3,000 homeless relocate
from these hotels and Shelters into decent and affordable
apartments. We therefore know first-hand how devastating
conditions in these welfare hotels can be for the children--and
why this must be stopped now.
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The Partnership for the Homeless, Inc.
6 East 30th Street, New York, N.Y. 10016 « (212) 684-3444

PLEDGE OF SUPPORT

(Please fill out and mail to The Partnership For The Homeless at
above address) - T

I (we) would like The Partnership For The Homeless to include me
(and/or the organization listed below) as a supporter of the
Homeless Accelerated Rehousing Program (HARP) to end the City's
use of the welfife hotels to house homeless families in about one
year.

(Please check one or al £ the following where appropriate)

() wWhen you start the petition drive and/or publac
demonstration campaign designed to pursuade the City and/or State
to adopt and implement HARP, please send me (us) your petitions
and other details.

() Please keep me informed of any further developments in
convincing the City and/or State to adopt and implement HARP

() Please include me (us) on your mailing list.

Name: S hinindaded T T T e e e e e e dome=-
Name Of Organ1zatlon == s o oo e o e e e

Ma1ling Address:  ~—=ecm e e e
Street and Number

County State 21p Cude
Telephone Number  —--weccwaa.o —————mm—— e m——————
area code number

“We have a heart”
PLEASE MAIL THIS COMPLETED FORM TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS.
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STATEMENT OF CAROL LAMBERG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SETTLEMENT HOUSING FUND, INC., NEW YORK, N.Y.

STRATEGY REGARDING
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RENT POLICIES
AND
THE FEDERAL THIRTY DAY LIMIT

Background on the Shelter Allowance:

One obvious cause of homelessness is that the Public Assistance
shelter allowances are too low.

The New York Housing Conference has opposed the rent ceilings
since 1970. At one point a law suit was initiated, and HUD (Bill
Greeen was Regional Administrator) filed an Amicus brief. The
complaint was that the ceilings prevented access Ly public
a-sistance recipients to housing subsidies under the federal 236
and 221(d) (3) programs. In 1975, in the atmosphere of fiscal
crisis, ceilings were established at the ninetieth percentile of
the rent that public assistance families were paying in 1972.
There was no attempt to eliminate rent controlled units, city-
owned units or public housing from the statistical sample.
Nassau, Suffolk and Westchester rents were set at considerably
higher levels than New York City rents. The two increases in
1984 and 1987-88 (projected) were based on levels that in New
York City originally were artificially low. The cost of
operations was never a factor; only the 1972 percentile was
considered, with percentage adjustments. Indexang for
inflation and annual rent increases under the City's rent
guidelines procedures were never applied to the ceiling maximums.

Transitional Housing

There have always been emergency cases in which families need
transitional housing for periods ranging from a few days %to over
siX months. The Henry Street Settlement and Amboy Neighborhood
Center are nonprofit agencies which were established to provide
emergency housing with social services. In recent years because
of increased homelessness, barracks-type shelters and squalid
hotels have been used by New York City for families. The average
stay is thirteen months. Nonprofit agencies have been trying to
replicate the Herry Street and Amboy facilities to prevent the
use of hotels. The City has been excruciatingly slow in
processing these projects.

The funding sources for transitional facilities are twofoldi a)
the Federal Emergency Assistance payment and b) the shelter
portion of the Special Needs Grant which is part of the State's
glan submitted annually to the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.

The Federal Government pays for half of the cost of shelter; the
State pays a quarter and the City pays a quarter. This is true
for the basic shelter allowance, the Emergency Assistance shelter
grant, and the Special Needs shelter grant. The same formula
applies to services.

ERI!
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e Thi a imit

The Social Security Act and HuS regulations permit emergency rent
payments for up to thirty days. There is language (or pelicy)
requiring that families be treated uniformly to provide equity in
rent policies.

New York's emergency facilities, including hotels, nonprofit
facilities, etc., do not comply with the federal statute or
regulations. The statute has never been enforced. In late
August, federal officials announced their intent to enforce the
statute through new regulations. Draft regulations limit all
emergency-type payments to 30 days in a 12 month period. The
draft regulations were scheduled to be published in late
September and to become effective 45 days later.

A _Possible Strateqy

The 30 day limit would impose severe fiscal burdens on the city
and State. Nonprofit agencies should join with the City and
legislative leaders to fight the limit.

At the same time, we should try to get federal, state and city
officials into one room where we would present our public
assistance rent policies.

The following points should be covered:

1) Public assistance rent payments should be raised to cover the
costs of operating standard, modest apartments. The KUD
Section 8 existing Fair Market Rents should becone the
ceilings. Direct payments to owners should be paid for
standard units. Owners would self-certify, with spot-checking
and stiff fines for noncompliance.

2) Hotels and tier I shelters should be eliminated within three
years.

3) Emergency-type payments should be used for up to eighteen
months for nonprofit facilities where families live in
apartment-type settings and receive adequate social services.

4) The federal, state, city, the private sector and nonprofit
agencies should fo-m a partnership to increase the supply of
permanent housing ior low and moderate income families. The
City's proposed construction management progran is a good

model.
Carol Lamberg
Executive Director
Settlement Housing Fund, Inc.
9/28/87
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