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HOMELESS IN AMERICA: EXAMINING
THE CRISIS AND SOLUTIONS TO
END HOMELESSNESS

Wednesday, February 13, 2019

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:02 a.m., in room
2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Maxine Waters [chair-
woman of the committee] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Waters, Maloney, Velazquez,
Sherman, Clay, Scott, Green, Cleaver, Himes, Foster, Beatty, Heck,
Vargas, Gottheimer, Gonzalez of Texas, Lawson, San Nicolas,
Tlaib, Porter, Axne, Casten, Pressley, McAdams, Ocasio-Cortez,
Wexton, Lynch, Gabbard, Adams, Dean, Garcia of Illinois, Garcia
of Texas, Phillips; McHenry, Wagner, Posey, Luetkemeyer,
Huizenga, Duffy, Stivers, Barr, Tipton, Williams, Hill, Emmer,
Zeldin, Davidson, Budd, Kustoff, Gonzalez of Ohio, Rose, Steil,
Gooden, and Riggleman.

Chairwoman WATERS. The Committee on Financial Services will
come to order.

Without objection, the Chair is authorized to declare a recess of
the committee at any time.

Today’s hearing is entitled, “Homeless in America: Examining
the Crisis and Solutions to End Homelessness.”

I now recognize myself for 3 minutes to give an opening state-
ment.

Today, this committee convenes for its first hearing of the 116th
Congress. This hearing is on an extremely important subject: the
national homelessness crisis. Today, there are over a half million
people experiencing homelessness nationwide, and nearly 160,000
of them are children, and nearly 38,000 are veterans whom we
have failed to support after their service to our Nation.

The number of people experiencing chronic homelessness nation-
wide increased between 2017 and 2018. In Los Angeles County,
there are over 50,000 people experiencing homelessness, nearly
5,000 of whom are children and over 3,800 of whom are veterans.
In the richest country in the world, it is simply unacceptable that
we have people living in the streets. This is a crisis that requires
action.

I had my staff look at this committee’s hearing records, and it
appears that this is the very first time that the Full Committee has
convened a hearing focused entirely on homelessness. So it is long
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overdue for this committee to turn its attention to this crisis and
consider proactive solutions to ensure that every American has a
safe, affordable place to call home. This is a top priority for me as
chairwoman.

We need Congress to have the political courage to step up and
provide the resources and funding necessary to end homelessness.
And the first step is to put forth proposals to address the problem
and have a discussion.

My bill, the Ending Homelessness Act, provides $13.27 billion in
new funding over 5 years to Federal programs and initiatives to
prevent homelessness. It includes funding for new units of afford-
able housing, new vouchers, case management, and technical as-
sistance.

Today at this hearing, we will hear directly from experts and ad-
vocates regarding the continuing challenges in tackling homeless-
ness in America and their recommendations on solutions.

Before I yield to the ranking member, I would like to just take
a moment to note the presence of Representative Katie Hill, the
former executive director of the largest nonprofit in California that
advocates for people experiencing homelessness. She also served on
the governing and oversight body for the Los Angeles Continuum
of Care, overseeing the use of Federal homeless assistance funding,
and she was instrumental in recent initiatives that will provide
substantial new State and local funding to address homelessness in
Los Angeles.

The Chair now recognizes the ranking member of the committee,
the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. McHenry, for 4 minutes
for an opening statement.

Mr. McHENRY. I want to thank Chairwoman Waters for hosting
and bringing us together to talk about a really important issue for
our country, for my home State of North Carolina, and for, I think,
everyone’s districts represented here on this committee. And so I
do think it is important that we highlight the need for a more con-
certed effort to combat homelessness.

According to the most recent data in 2018 that Chairwoman
Waters highlighted from HUD, 552,830 of our fellow Americans are
homeless. Of that, nearly 10,000 are from my home State. Every
State is touched, every community is touched by this.

And while this represents a significant decrease since the first
homelessness count in 2005—that count was 754,000—there is a
dramatic reduction in homelessness from the initial count. But,
still, until we solve this problem, one is too many.

I also want to highlight another subset of that large group:
194,487. That number represents the total number of people who
are also unsheltered, meaning they are living in vehicles, tents,
other makeshift dwellings, and in a variety of different places.

And so, I am very interested to hear the testimony, not just on
the problem, but on the solutions, what we can do as Federal pol-
icymakers, in concert with State and local officials, to make sure
that we have a proper response in dealing with this challenge.

There are also other demographic groups in that: the chronically
homeless because of alcohol or drug addiction or mental illness; the
victims of domestic violence who need a safe haven; the veterans
who are down on their luck after serving our country; working fam-
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ilies who cannot afford to live in the communities where they work;
and the youth, whether those not living with families or those who
have recently graduated and are trying to find shelter.

And so today, I hope that this will be the first of a number of
robust discussion on this issue where we can review all the pro-
grams under the Department of Housing and Urban Development
and across our government as much as we can to determine if they
are effective in addressing the homelessness challenge that we face
across our Nation.

Additionally, we should explore new initiatives to engage the
Federal, State, local, nonprofit, and private market shareholders to
develop holistic approaches that understand the humanity that is
at risk here, the people and the challenges they face, including
eliminating State and local barriers to affordable housing and in-
creasing the supply of affordable housing. And where appropriate,
we should explore how to allow localities the flexibility to tailor
specific solutions to address concerns that may not fit a Federal
one-size-fits-all approach.

I look forward to the testimony and the questions today. And
with that, I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

I will now recognize the subcommittee ranking member, Mr.
Dufty, for 1 minute.

Mr. Durry. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. It is good to see
you.

Welcome, panel. I think this is a great hearing. As the chair-
woman knows, and Mr. Cleaver knows, we have spent a lot of time
working on homelessness, specifically rural homelessness. And I
think we have to have a broader conversation about what programs
work and what programs don’t work as well and where do we
streamline resources into the programs that help the most people.
How much money do we spend to eradicate homelessness?

And I am proud that this committee has worked well together.
Maybe not on everything, but on homelessness, we actually did
work well together. We passed the Family Self-Sufficiency Act. We
did the Housing Choice Voucher Program. We did a lot of work try-
ing to help those young people who are foster children, who have
a high propensity of becoming homeless. How do we direct them
into housing so they don’t start their adult lives off homeless?

I want to thank Ms. Roman for coming to my district for a home-
less and hunger summit. I am grateful for that. The Secretary of
HUD came to my district as well, and I have an open invitation
to the chairwoman to also come to my district and discuss rural
homelessness.

I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

I now recognize the gentlewoman from New York, Mrs. Maloney,
for 1 minute.

Mrs. MALONEY. I want to thank Chairlady Waters so much for
holding this hearing. We have not had a Full Committee hearing
on homelessness in many, many years. So I am thrilled that this
committee is having its very first hearing on this important issue.

Homelessness is an enormous problem in this country. Nearly
one in seven people experiencing homelessness live in New York
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City, which I am privileged to represent. And it is a problem that
demands immediate solutions. Roughly 78,000 people in New York
City are homeless, yet New York City has one of the lowest rates
of people who are homeless but are not sheltere; only 5 percent of
the 78,000 do not have a sheltered home.

But we need to do far, far more. I am very pleased to be an origi-
nal cosponsor of the chairlady’s Ending Homelessness Act, which
would provide over $13 billion in programs, the same as an aircraft
carrier. Let’s get our priorities straight.

Chairwoman WATERS. I will now recognize Mr. Cleaver from Mis-
souri.

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. I would like to
thank you for having this hearing. And I think Mrs. Maloney men-
tioned the uniqueness of dealing with this issue. But at the same
time, I appreciate Mr. Duffy’s work with me on the Housing Choice
Voucher Mobility Demonstration Act.

Tragically, I think we are precipitously moving toward the notion
that we can do nothing about homelessness. And if we are going
to have any discussion about homelessness, it will inevitably lead
us to the discussion necessarily about affordable housing.

We are in a crisis on affordable housing. And what I hope every-
body understands is that as we remove affordable housing, it leads
to homelessness. And so we have to deal with that issue if we are
going to deal with homelessness. And this is a good start.

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for this hearing.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

We will now move to our witnesses for today. We welcome the
testimony of Ms. Carolyn Darley, speaker advocate with the Na-
tional Coalition for the Homeless; Dr. David Lucas, postdoctoral re-
search fellow with the Institute for an Entrepreneurial Society,
Whitman School of Management at Syracuse University; Ms. Nan
Roman, president and CEO of the National Alliance to End Home-
lessness; Ms. Ann Marie Oliva, senior policy advisor with the Cor-
poration for Supportive Housing; Mr. Justin Rush, public policy di-
rector for the True Colors Fund; and Mr. Joshua Stewart, director
of policy with the National Coalition for Homeless Veterans.

Without objection, your written statements will be made a part
of the record.

Ms. Darley, you are now recognized for 5 minutes to give an oral
presentation of your testimony.

STATEMENT OF CAROLYN DARLEY, SPEAKER ADVOCATE,
NATIONAL COALITION FOR THE HOMELESS

Ms. DARLEY. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. It is my pleas-
ure to be here. I am from the National Coalition for the Homeless.
My name is Candi Darley. And what we do at the National Coali-
tion for the Homeless, through our speakers bureau, which I am a
part of, is to tell our stories far and wide, because we break the
myths and the stereotypes as to what causes homelessness.

As the gentleman before me said—and I almost nodded my head
off—affordable housing or the lack of it is the number one cause
of homelessness. And the stereotype is that the lower classes or the
uneducated or the mentally ill, we like to call it the “lazy crazy,”
and drug-addicted, but I beg to ask any one of you all if you might
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know someone who lives in a home and still experiences those
three things. It is not a problem that only the individuals who are
{wmeless experience. And I would like to make that a point quick-
y.

My personal story is such that I never saw homelessness in my
future, and I had preconceived notions as to who and what the
homeless were, until it happened to me. I happened to become ill
and then suffer a divorce in almost the blink of an eye. And before
I knew it, I was at a shelter. I didn’t even know shelters existed.
And the individuals that I thought that I would meet there, let’s
just say my expectations were shattered.

There was a doctor there who had fallen on hard times, and she
went to work every day at Georgetown Hospital. There was a jour-
nalist there from The Washington Post and a few other individuals
that you would not have expected. Because, see, homelessness does
not discriminate against anyone.

I would like to say that the Housing First program is the thing
that saved me. In Housing First, it is designed for individuals who
are homeless to get a place that is then subsidized until they can
do better. Or if they have diagnoses as illnesses or dual diagnoses,
f%Ch as mental illnesses, they get an opportunity to stay there for
ife.

Now, the thing that I noticed being a recipient of that program
is that we are viable members of society. Many people go on to help
work towards advocating for homelessness and poverty in general.
And it surprised even me.

I remember speaking to a group of individuals at Villanova Uni-
versity, and a gentleman hearing my story could not contain him-
self. He said, “She is just like us.” And I don’t know what he ex-
pected, but, yes.

We also shouldn’t forget that with the disasters that are befalling
our country, these disasters also bear people towards homelessness.
I believe the statistic is that 10 percent of the individuals who be-
come homeless from fire, flood, or whatever natural disaster, stay
that way. And we have to do something about that. Because when
the individuals who make up this country, the middle class, falter,
t}ﬁis country falters. And we can’t afford that. We really can’t afford
that.

So I would like to say something that I have always whenever
I speak to people: I always believed that the opposite of wealth was
poverty. It was not until I experienced this myself, that I under-
stand that the opposite of poverty is justice.

I urge the robust conversation on this topic. I urge it. It is hap-
pening to more and more individuals as time goes on. And you
would be surprised at the individuals that I speak to all over the
world and all over the country who say the same thing. So if we
could get a handle on that by starting this conversation, it would
be great.

Again, it is my pleasure to be here. I thank you, and I am happy
to answer any questions during this hearing or afterwards. Thank
you very much.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you.

Dr. Lucas, you are now recognized for 5 minutes to give an oral
presentation of your testimony.
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STATEMENT OF DAVID S. LUCAS, PH.D., POSTDOCTORAL RE-
SEARCH FELLOW, INSTITUTE FOR AN ENTREPRENEURIAL
SOCIETY, WHITMAN SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT, SYRACUSE
UNIVERSITY

Mr. Lucas. Good morning, Chairwoman Waters, Ranking Mem-
ber McHenry, and members of the committee. Thank you for invit-
ing me to testify today.

My research focuses on analyzing efforts to end homelessness in
our Nation, and so I am honored to speak with you on this topic.
My present testimony cannot address all of the intricacies of this
very important issue, but I can speak to three considerations based
on my research and on the available evidence.

The first point is that we do not yet know how to end homeless-
ness. The second point is that the homeless problem varies widely
across communities and individuals, reducing the likelihood of a
universal solution. And the third point is that allowing service pro-
viders more flexibility to experiment, paired with the prioritization
of performance data, will facilitate a more compassionate, more ef-
fective, and a truly evidence-based response.

It is often said that we know what works to end homelessness,
and the premise of this claim is that we have a sufficient evidence
base to solve homelessness, specifically via Housing First. It is true
that there are at least three acceptably rigorous studies that found
that clients entering Housing First programs had higher rates of
housing retention; they stayed housed, relative to other shelter pro-
grams.

Importantly, however, these studies have only dealt with indi-
vidual level outcomes. They tell us what happened to individuals
or families who enter these programs relative to existing alter-
natives. But by construction, these studies do not demonstrate
whether further implementation of the Housing First approach or
related subsidies would end or even reduce homelessness in the ag-
gregate. That is the important policy question. And actually the an-
swers to this question are somewhat less promising.

From 2009 to 2018, the Federal Government significantly in-
creased annual homelessness funding to over $6 billion a year in
2018. This funding helped double the availability of housing sub-
sidy-based programs for the homeless, adding 142,000 permanent
supportive housing beds and 100,000 rapid rehousing beds nation-
wide. But over this period, unsheltered homelessness only declined
by 32,000 people.

Of course, these numbers don’t tell us what, if any, causal role
these targeted efforts had in reducing homelessness. Economists,
including myself, have estimated the effects of Federal homeless-
ness funding and of permanent supportive housing beds on commu-
nities nationwide to determine whether they reduce the amount of
homelessness, and controlling for other factors like housing market
conditions, unemployment, or climate.

Kevin Corinth found that communities required at least 10 addi-
tional permanent supportive housing beds to reduce homelessness
by just one person. In my research, I found that Federal homeless-
ness funding over this period had no effect on the prevalence of
unsheltered homelessness across communities in recent years, de-
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spite evidence-based practices mostly and increasingly being fund-
ed.

Columbia University’s Brendan O’Flaherty recently summarized
the state of the literature as follows: “We don’t know how to end
homelessness. Not in the aggregate, anyway.”

So why would large increases in housing subsidy-based programs
like Housing First yield small reductions in homelessness? One an-
swer is that supplying permanent housing subsidies to the shelter
system tends to increase shelter entries. But another important
factor is that local conditions influence the nature of homelessness
in the community and, in turn, the effectiveness of different ap-
proaches.

Unsheltered homelessness, for example, is largely concentrated
in warmer climates, while sheltered homelessness is more preva-
lent in colder places. These populations are very different, on aver-
age.

The prevalence of homelessness also varies considerably in com-
munities with similar climates, suggesting the importance of State
and local policies. For instance, land use regulations reduce the
availability of affordable housing, and they positively predict home-
lessness at the local level. Local tenant rules affect the incidence
of eviction, which is a common precursor to shelter entry.

On the other hand, strong communities may foster the preven-
tion of homelessness. A recent study found that people with strong
social ties to family, friends, and religious groups were 60 percent
less likely to experience homelessness in the first place. Formal
prevention programs have also been highly successful in New York
City and Chicago. These examples suggest further solutions that go
untried and untested in a system that focuses solely on long-term
housing subsidies like Housing First.

If it were a settled fact that the Housing First approach were the
solution to end homelessness, the principal obstacle would be secur-
ing enough funding. However, it is unlikely that increasing funding
for this or any one-size-fits-all approach will achieve that desired
goal. Since many of the barriers to housing stability are local or in-
dividual in nature, this suggests the effectiveness of different pro-
grams across communities and across homeless subpopulations.

I suggest that rather than mandating the proliferation of a single
topdown approach, we increase organizations’ flexibility to use ex-
isting scarce resources toward innovative efforts to alleviate home-
lessness in their specific communities. We should continue to invest
in the collection of data on organization and community perform-
ance at addressing homelessness and allow these data to inform fu-
ture funding decisions. Together, this would encourage the dis-
covery of innovative solutions to homelessness that are tailored to
local conditions and client needs and lead us to a more compas-
sionate and evidence-based response.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Lucas can be found on page 66
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you, Dr. Lucas.

Ms. Roman, you are now recognized for 5 minutes to give an oral
presentation of your testimony.
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STATEMENT OF NAN ROMAN, PRESIDENT AND CEO, NATIONAL
ALLIANCE TO END HOMELESSNESS

Ms. RoMAN. Thank you so much. And thank you, Chairwoman
Waters, for convening this hearing. The National Alliance to End
Homelessness is honored to appear before the committee today.

Homelessness, as has been stated, is a very serious problem in
communities all across the country and of all types, urban and
rural. It is a complicated problem, but it is driven by the gap be-
tween rental housing costs and what low-income people earn. It is
also exacerbated by racism, including in feeder systems such as the
criminal justice, child welfare, and health systems.

People often become homeless after a crisis that has economic
implications, such as a health emergency, eviction, and divorce.
Support networks, including family and friends, are a buffer
against homelessness. People often become homeless when they
lose their support networks because they move or because those
support networks are simply too underresourced to help them.

Given the increasing cost of rental housing and the widening gap
between those costs and what lower-income people earn, we might
reasonably expect that homelessness would be growing in the Na-
tion. It is the feeder systems into homelessness and people coming
into homelessness is the reason the number is going up. And, in-
deed, there is evidence that more people are becoming homeless,
yet the number of homeless people, people who are homeless at a
point in time, is not growing, as has been pointed out. It has de-
creased since 2007 in over half of jurisdictions, including many of
the jurisdictions of the members of this committee.

The reason is that we do know what to do to end homelessness,
which is basically to get people back into housing as quickly as pos-
sible and connected to supports in their communities. And commu-
nities are getting better and better at doing that by learning from
each other’s innovations. There is not a one-size-fits-all approach
like Housing First, which is not a single approach, and low barrier
shelter and using Federal resources to support those innovative so-
lutions that communities come up with. A good example is the suc-
cess in cutting veteran homelessness by more than half.

Good things have happened definitely, but so much remains to
be done. I want to bring up a few of the issues we see coming.

As was mentioned, 35 percent of people who are homeless are
unsheltered, a much higher percentage of adults, single adults.
This is completely unacceptable in a Nation such as ours. Recent
data show that unsheltered people are much more likely to be dis-
abled and to stay homeless for long periods of time. While shelter
is not a solution to homelessness, no one should sleep outside. This
is a crisis that we do need to address.

African Americans, Native Americans, and increasingly Hispanic
and Latinx people are disproportionately homeless. The homeless
system by itself cannot solve that problem of disproportionality, but
it shouldn’t add to it by treating people differently on the basis of
race.

HUD has incentivized communities to examine their homeless
systems for disparities and to plan to remediate any disparities
they find. Many groups, including our own, are helping with that.
This is critical work that needs to continue.
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People who are housed are not homeless. The faster people get
into housing, the better they do. And that is basically the simple
premise of Housing First. It does, however, often take people quite
a while in housing to solve their problems. Every homeless pro-
gram in the country does not have to take a Housing First ap-
proach, and HUD does not require that they do so. But not to
house people who are still struggling with mental illness, with sub-
stance abuse disorders, and with extremely low wages just means
returning the most vulnerable people to the streets.

People who receive assistance do have responsibilities, as do the
programs that assist them. But Housing First is working to reduce
homelessness, and we should continue to support it.

The homeless population is aging fast, and this will generate sig-
nificant healthcare costs, especially to nursing homes. The com-
mittee is urged to consider whether housing support focused on the
?ging homeless population would not only be right but be cost-ef-
ective.

The U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH) has
done a wonderful job coordinating the 19 Federal agencies that
help homeless people across the various dimensions of housing, be-
havioral healthcare, employment, and more. It leverages far more
impact than its budget of less than $4 million a year. USICH
should be permanently authorized and adequately funded.

Finally, several pieces of legislation to address homelessness and/
or housing are under consideration by the Congress. The Alliance
is generally supportive of all the legislation that we have seen and
particularly points out that the Ending Homelessness Act of 2019
introduced by Chairwoman Waters proposes a two-scale level of
funding and addresses the problem across-the-board and seeks to
end it.

It would be very important for the committee to advance bills
that both make fixes and create a vehicle that could make a dent
iI% homelessness. We do know what to do. We just need to do more
of it.

Thank you so much to the committee for inviting the Alliance to
testify.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Roman can be found on page 75
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman WATERS. Ms. Oliva, you are now recognized for 5
minutes to give an oral presentation of your testimony.

STATEMENT OF ANN MARIE OLIVA, SENIOR POLICY ADVISOR,
CORPORATION FOR SUPPORTIVE HOUSING (CSH)

Ms. OLIVA. Thank you so much.

My name is Ann Oliva, and I am the senior policy advisor at the
Corporation for Supportive Housing, or CSH. And I want to thank
the committee for inviting me to testify today on this incredibly im-
portant topic.

We all know that solving homelessness isn’t easy. Communities
across the country are struggling to make decisions about how to
best use their scarce resources and to build the right mix of inter-
ventions, from prevention to supportive housing and everything in
between, so that they can address the specific needs of their com-
munities. Knowing which types and how much to invest in each
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intervention when most communities don’t have enough of any sin-
gle resource can be incredibly challenging.

What we know about people experiencing homelessness today
points to both challenges and solutions. In 2018, we saw increases
in both unsheltered homelessness and chronic homelessness. And
a recent study released by the University of Pennsylvania indicates
that the homeless population, as Nan mentioned, is aging. And
with an older population comes higher costs.

People experiencing chronic homelessness are particularly vul-
nerable due to the length of time that they have lived on the
streets and the disabling conditions that they face. Research shows
that supportive housing, which is permanent housing with services
designed to meet the specific needs of tenants, cost-effectively ends
chronic homelessness. Costs on average are reduced by 49% per-
cent when people move from the streets and into supportive hous-

ing.

And although as a Nation we have invested in over 300,000 units
of supportive housing since 2009, we are not nearly where we need
to be to address this growing homeless population that is getting
older and struggles with multiple challenges. Decreased Federal in-
vestments in supportive housing have made the situation even
more difficult for our communities. We must invest more so that
we can get back to making the progress we know how to make.
And we need to continue to innovate and create avenues for indi-
viduals who are ready to move on from these programs.

But implementing these move-on strategies is difficult when af-
fordable housing is scarce. Tight housing markets are impacting
both the number of people experiencing homelessness and the abil-
ity for homeless systems to exit people successfully.

A recent report by the Zillow Group showed that communities
where people spend more than 32 percent of their income on rent
can expect a more rapid increase in homelessness. Homelessness is
also impacting families across our country. In 2018, there were
more than 180,000 persons in families experiencing homelessness
on a given night. And for these families, we also know how to end
their homelessness.

The Family Options Study concluded that housing subsidies for
families experiencing homelessness resulted in increased housing
stability and had other significant benefits in family and child well-
being. For high need or child welfare-involved families, resources
like the family unification vouchers can provide the right level of
subsidy and support to help families become stable.

For young people experiencing homelessness, we have to con-
tinue to support efforts like the Youth Homelessness Demonstra-
tion Program so that we can build systems responsive to youth
needs and that provide equal access for young people who are
disproportionally compromised of youth of color and LGBTQ youth.

It is clear that homelessness cannot be solved by the homeless
system alone. CHS works in communities and across systems be-
cause life doesn’t happen in silos. People don’t interact with just
one system. The challenge that local public agencies face requires
coordinated and smart approaches. This type of cross-system col-
laboration is also important at the Federal level. The 47 percent
decrease we saw during my tenure at HUD, in homelessness
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among veterans was not a coincidence. It was the result of hard
work across agencies and in communities to make sure that we
were aligned in every way.

The U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness was a critical
partner in this work, and CHS supports the Working Together to
End Homelessness Act of 2019 which permanently authorizes
USICH. As a country, we can’t afford to simply implement short-
term fixes or require people experiencing homelessness to be hous-
ing ready to qualify for housing. This is why it is so important that
we continue to support programs that use a Housing First ap-
proach.

Housing First is not housing only. Once the basic need of housing
is addressed, then services can work with program participants to
help them achieve their health, sobriety, employment, and personal
goals. In a Housing First approach, people are treated with dignity
and respect and are offered the services that they need and want
to become stable.

We know that we must both stem the inflow into homelessness
and increase the outflow out of homelessness by making strategic
choices like partnering with child welfare and developing solutions
for justice-involved individuals. We must also recognize that people
of color are disproportionately impacted by homelessness and work
to dismantle the structures that lead to these inequities.

Because the Ending Homelessness Act of 2019 recognizes all of
this, empowers solutions to homelessness, and commits the Federal
Government to many of the smart investments I have discussed,
CHS supports it.

Thank you so much for the opportunity to be here today.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Oliva can be found on page 71
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

Mr. Rush, you are now recognized for 5 minutes to give an oral
presentation of your testimony.

STATEMENT OF JUSTIN T. RUSH, PUBLIC POLICY DIRECTOR,
TRUE COLORS FUND

Mr. RusH. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today regard-
ing homelessness in America.

My name is Justin Rush, and I currently serve as the director
of public policy at the True Colors Fund, cofounded in 2008 by
Cyndi Lauper, which works to prevent and end homelessness
among lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning
LGBTQ youth, seeking to create a world where all young people
can be their true selves.

To put our mission into action, the True Colors Fund provides
training and education opportunities for our communities and serv-
ice providers, engages Members of Congress, State houses, Federal
and State agencies, and authentically collaborates with youth who
have experienced homelessness to provide innovative solutions to
addressing the youth homelessness crisis.

Consideration of the issue of homelessness in the United States
cannot be more timely, particularly as it pertains to our Nation’s
most impacted. An estimated 4.2 million youth and young adults
up to age 24 experience homelessness each year in the United
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States. Annually, 1 in 30 youth ages 13 to 17, and 1 in 10 young
adults ages 18 to 25, endure some form of homelessness. LGBTQ
youth have a 120 percent increased risk of experiencing homeless-
ness compared to youth who identify as heterosexual and
cisgender.

African-American youth are also overrepresented with an 83 per-
cent increased risk of experiencing homelessness over youth of
other races and ethnicities. Additionally, Latino and Latina youth
make up 33 percent of 18- to 25-year-olds reporting homelessness,
with African-American youth, especially young men aged 18 to 25
who identify as LGBTQ, reporting the highest rates of homeless-
ness. Nearly 1 in 4 African-American young men ages 18 to 25 also
identified as LGBTQ reported homelessness in the last 12 months.

According to our service provider report, LGBTQ youth made up
33 percent of young people accessing homeless services. LGBTQ
youth of color, particularly transgender youth of color, are more
likely to experience violent crime, including sexual assault, police
violence, robbery, and murder. Homelessness makes them even
more prone to experiencing these traumatic events.

Additionally, LGBTQ youth of color are more vulnerable to dis-
crimination in education, employment, housing, and are more likely
to be involved in the criminal justice system. Institutional racism,
homophobia, and transphobia contributes to pathways into home-
lessness for these young people, and it stymies their ability to exit
homelessness. Furthermore, transgender people report high rates
of discrimination that contribute to their housing instability, which
also deters them from accessing services with, according to one
study, nearly a quarter of transgender adults surveyed reporting
experiencing housing discrimination related to their gender iden-
tity.

We are thankful to the committee for undertaking legislation
that seeks to address the homelessness crisis within our country.
Specifically, we support the Ending Homelessness Act of 2019,
which would amend the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
to make significant additional appropriations available for emer-
gency relief grants, rental assistance for households and individ-
uals who are experiencing homelessness, and homelessness out-
reach and coordination services. The bill also permanently author-
izes the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness, which has been
integral in coordinating our Nation’s response to the crisis.

To be certain, preventing and ending homelessness means that
Congress should ensure equal access to HUD-funded programs by
providing legal protections based on one’s sexual orientation and
gender identity and ensuring all Continuum of Care providers re-
ceive training for LGBTQ cultural competency and linguistically
appropriate services for those most impacted by the homelessness
crisis.

Preventing and ending youth homelessness means providing tar-
geted programs with few to no programmatic prerequisites for per-
manent housing with low barrier emissions policies, rapid and
streamline entry into housing, supportive services that are persist-
ently used to engage tenants to ensure housing stability with all
tenants having full rights and legal protections, especially
transgender and gender nonconforming people. Most importantly, it
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means elevating the voices, experiences, and expertise of youth who
have experienced homelessness and including them in all aspects
of the planning and implementation process of programs and initia-
tives designed to prevent and end youth homelessness.

Congress has laid the groundwork on this issue and should con-
tinue its support of these homelessness demonstration programs
which bring together continuums of care and youth who have for-
merly experienced homelessness to provide technical assistance and
capacity building towards implementing local plans to prevent and
end youth homelessness.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and I look for-
ward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rush can be found on page 81
of the appendix,]

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

And Mr. Stewart, you are now recognized for 5 minutes to give
an oral presentation of your testimony.

STATEMENT OF JOSHUA STEWART, DIRECTOR OF POLICY,
NATIONAL COALITION FOR HOMELESS VETERANS (NCHYV)

Mr. STEWART. Thank you.

Chairwoman Waters, Ranking Member McHenry, and distin-
guished members of the House Committee on Financial Services,
my name is Joshua Stewart. I am the director of policy for the Na-
tional Coalition for Homeless Veterans, or NCHYV.

The good news is that since June of 2014, 66 communities and
3 States have achieved the Federal benchmarks and criteria for
ending veteran homelessness. This is an achievable goal. We have
seen the annual point-in-time count across the country of veterans
experiencing homelessness decrease by 48 percent since 2009. That
said, with 37,878 veterans experiencing homelessness on a given
night, we still have much work to do across the Nation. We need
to maintain our efforts to ensure that homelessness is rare, brief,
and nonrecurring for veterans and for all Americans.

We have been making dramatic strides in the last 10 years, and
there is every indication that we will continue to make progress if
we don’t lose focus. For Congress, this means ensuring that key
programs that serve veterans experiencing homelessness are suffi-
ciently funded and receiving sufficient oversight. The latter task is
being accomplished here today at this hearing, and we thank you
for examining the wider issue as well as including the veteran pop-
ulation in that examination.

For the former, we at NCHV do not advocate for the unqualified
growth of resources for the sake of expanding programs. Rather, we
base our recommendations on evidence from the field and on na-
tional level data. For the Administration, this means keeping the
issue of veteran homelessness a top priority among the leadership
of VA so that they may continue to be a strong partner to HUD.
Furthermore, the Administration should strongly support the
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, or the
USICH.

From President Reagan to Secretary Jack Kemp on to the leader-
ship of current Director Matthew Doherty, USICH has been at the
forefront of strategic planning, effective and efficient resourcing,
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and the sheer hard work of interagency cooperation. It has had a
long history, but it has never been as effective as it has been over
the last decade and as it is now. We must not lose the USICH.
NCHYV asks that Congress pass legislation in the 116th Congress
to make USICH a permanent part of our system.

Another critical aspect of our work to end veteran homelessness
is the HUD-VASH program, which pairs a HUD-funded affordable
housing voucher with VA case management services. Congress has
been very generous with the creation of new HUD-VASH vouchers
since 2008 to great effect.

The simple fact remains, however, that there is still much unmet
need across the country. A recent survey of NCHV members indi-
cated that 86 percent of our respondent communities still had an
unmet need for permanent support of housing and a wait list for
HUD-VASH. As such, NCHYV is calling for more investment in the
HUD-VASH program both on the tenant-based and project-based
sides, coupled with improvements to case management and a smart
measured approach to recapture and disbursement of underutilized
vouchers.

I would also like to say a few words about an often overlooked
portion of the veteran population. Veterans who received an other
than honorable, or OTH, type of discharge from military service are
in practice, though not in law, usually ruled ineligible for VA
healthcare or other benefits. This is true even though many studies
in recent years have shown that a large portion of OTH discharges
are the result of servicemembers’ behavioral changes due to repeat
deployments or unaddressed post-traumatic stress. Despite a single
digit percentage of America’s veterans receiving an OTH discharge,
they make up 15 percent of the homeless veteran population.
NCHYV strongly supports the Veteran House Act of 2019 before you
today.

In communities where the most progress has been made, several
common themes exist. All of those communities made the mission
central, prioritized services based on acuity, increased investments
aligned with Housing First principles, remade their systems, and
created or leveraged affordable housing. The Ending Homelessness
Act of 2019 takes those commonalities as the core of the bill’s ap-
proach to ending homelessness. NCHV can vouch for their success-
fulness.

Perhaps the two most important things that we have learned
from our work to end veteran homelessness is that it is possible to
end homelessness in a community, and that it cannot be done with-
out adequate stocks of affordable housing. This bill acknowledges
both of those realities and, as such, NCHV is proud to support it.

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony at today’s
hearing. We look forward to working with the House Committee on
Financial Services to ensure that any veteran facing a housing cri-
sis has access to safe, decent, and affordable housing and the sup-
portive services required to maintain it.

Thank you once again, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stewart can be found on page 85
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.
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I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for questions. And I am
going to direct my first question to Ms. Oliva of the Corporation for
Supportive Housing.

Ms. Oliva, the most recent HUD data on homelessness shows
that we saw an increase in people experiencing chronic homeless-
ness between 2017 and 2018. These are people who have a mental
illness or disability that has contributed to their inability to remain
stably housed for an extended period of time. People experiencing
chronic homelessness make up about a quarter of all people experi-
encing homelessness in the Los Angeles metro area, including over
600 children and youth. I am concerned that these families and in-
dividuals cannot effectively get access to the support they need
without intensive case management.

What do we know about the best strategies for addressing chron-
ic homelessness and the role of social workers?

The U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH) plays a
critical role in our Federal strategy to end homelessness. But if
Congress does not extend its sunset, the authorization for USICH
will expire at the end of funding year 2020. Last year, I was an
original cosponsor for a bipartisan bill that would permanently au-
thorize the USICH.

Can you talk about why the role of USICH is so important and
how the termination of USICH would affect our efforts to end
homelessness?

Ms. OLIVA. Thank you so much for that question. I will start
with the second part of that question about USICH. This is a point
that is very close to my heart. I spent 10 years as a career public
servant at the Department of Housing and Urban Development,
most recently as the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Special Needs,
before going to the Corporation for Supportive Housing. And I will
tell you, from my own experience and from the experience of many
of my colleagues across the Federal Government, that the kind of
progress that we made between 2010 and when I left in 2017 really
was contingent on having USICH in the place where they sat.

I mentioned in my testimony that the 47 percent decrease in
homelessness among veterans was not a coincidence, because it
wasn’t. It was the result of hard work and it was the result of—
and that kind of progress was made in different areas as well. That
is the one that most people know. But it was the result of align-
ment. And when we are talking about alignment, we are talking
about funding alignment, policy alignment, making sure that ev-
erybody is sort of marching in the same direction, because if you
don’t have that within the Federal Government, then you won’t
have it at the local level as well.

USICH was incredibly, incredibly important in all of those ef-
forts, and remains incredibly important to make sure, again, that
folks really understand how to move forward together.

On the issue of chronic homelessness, I have had the oppor-
tunity, since I left HUD, to do some work in Los Angeles for the
City of Los Angeles. And I agree, chronic homelessness, especially
unsheltered homelessness within the City of Los Angeles is tough
to see.

We know that supportive housing is the solution for ending
chronic homelessness. Back in 2015, I was briefing the U.S. Inter-
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agency Council staff and members on the point-in-time count. And
we saw for the first time that chronic homelessness, that what
progress we had been making was starting to flatten out. And it
was really pretty directly tied to the kinds of decreases in Federal
funding for supportive housing. You could see—like after seques-
tration, you could see that the decreases in Federal funding were
really having an impact on chronic homelessness.

So we know that supportive housing is the answer for that popu-
lation, that there is a lot of evidence behind that. And we need to
invest more funding in supportive housing for that reason.

Thank you.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

The Chair now recognizes the distinguished ranking member,
Mr. McHenry, for 5 minutes for questions.

Mr. McHENRY. Thank you so much, Chairwoman Waters.

Dr. Lucas, thank you for your testimony. Athough homelessness
is down over the last decade, according to our government statis-
tics, we know that it still affects every community in this country.
So let’s start with the hardest question to answer, which is what
do you see as the root causes of homelessness?

Mr. Lucas. Well, one of the big challenges and the reasons that
homelessness is a very complex issue is that there are many dif-
ferent root causes. Housing is a very significant explanation, hous-
ing affordability. And the factors that affect that can be local in na-
ture.

At the individual level, there are many different causes of home-
lessness, even if, as I mentioned, if you compare people who are ex-
periencing unsheltered homelessness who are physically living in
cars, parks, or places not meant for human habitation, compared
to those in shelters. If you compare individuals who are on their
own to families, even men and women, and across race as well,
there are many different circumstances that are precursors to
homelessness.

Mr. McHENRY. So can homelessness be solved?

Mr. Lucas. I think that there is likely not a yes-or-no answer to
that. I do believe that we have learned a lot about things that work
better than previous efforts. We have seen evidence that studies
that compare Housing First approaches for individuals with mental
illness or disabling conditions do work better at housing retention.
However, there is limited evidence that those are: one, cost-effec-
tive; or two, actually reduce the incidence of substance abuse, at
least in the studies that we have that actually compare outcomes
of what would have happened otherwise.

Mr. MCHENRY. So, the question of cost-effectiveness is not just
a question of money; it is how you utilize those moneys.

Mr. Lucas. Certainly. And while there are some claims that per-
manent supportive housing solutions save significant costs, actually
a 2018 report by the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering,
and Medicine revealed that actually there is insufficient evidence
to demonstrate that permanent supportive housing saves
healthcare costs or is cost-effective relative to existing alternatives.
And that is likely because the costs vary considerably from commu-
nity to community.
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Mr. McHENRY. You mention innovation is a key part of the solu-
tion set for homelessness. But you talk about the one-size-fits-all
approach at the Federal level and how that should fit into this con-
tinuum of care, as well as where that Federal coordination fits with
with State and local efforts.

So to that point, has the Continuum of Care program been effec-
tive? And what recommendations would you give this committee to
transform this Federal approach?

Mr. Lucas. One of the really admirable and valuable things that
USICH has spearheaded is increasing the collaboration and the
creation of databases. They are called Homeless Management In-
formation Systems (HMIS) at the community level. And those allow
organizations to share information about client shelter entries,
exits, reentry, et cetera, in ways that we didn’t know before in a
systematic way.

With data like that, we now have the opportunity to identify pro-
grams and communities that are much more or less effective in the
actual outcomes that we would like to see. And so further invest-
ment in that sort of approach allows us more flexibility in the solu-
tions that are being implemented.

Mr. MCHENRY. Through data sharing, is it, in essence? And so
you are tracking folks who are perhaps in repeated homelessness
cycles or those that are chronically without shelter?

Mr. Lucas. That is right, which is a much smaller subset of the
homeless population. The average shelter stay in 2017 was some-
where on the order of 40 days. So there is a large subset of the
homeless population for which homelessness is brief and actually
nonrecurring.

Mr. McHENRY. So, in 30 seconds, how do we leverage this Fed-
eral taxpayer dollar to get a better outcome?

Mr. Lucas. Most of the allocation currently is on the basis of
need, and there is also explicit, in the bills being discussed,
prioritization of and earmarking for permanent supportive housing
and Housing First approach for much of that funding. And rather
than requiring that and prioritizing that in the notice of funding
availability through HUD and others, allowing results to drive so-
lutions would be better.

Mr. McHENRY. Thank you for your testimony.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

I now recognize the gentleman from Missouri, Congressman
Clay, the Chair of our Subcommittee on Housing, Community De-
velopment and Insurance, for 5 minutes,

Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. Let me also thank
the witnesses for your testimony today.

Let me start with Mr. Stewart. The number of veterans experi-
encing homelessness in the U.S. has declined by nearly 46 percent
since 2010, with an even greater decline among unsheltered vet-
erans, thanks in large part to increases in funding for veterans ex-
periencing homelessness. More than 600,000 veterans and their
family members have been permanently housed, rapidly rehoused,
or prevented from falling into homelessness through HUD’s and
VA’s homelessness program.



18

Can you speak to this progress? And what have we learned from
fighting veteran homelessness that we should apply to ending all
homelessness?

Mr. STEWART. Absolutely, Congressman. Thank you for that
question. And I promise I am not being flip when I say, “every-
thing.” Everything—every lesson we have learned as we have
worked to end veteran homelessness can almost be directly applied
to ending all homelessness in the United States.

We have learned about funding evidence-based practices. We
have learned about collaboration at the local level being crucial.
There was just a question about continuums of care. And I would
say that the continuums of care—linking CoC programs to VA-
funded grant programs in a community is a precursor and a req-
uisite precursor to success in a community.

So joining forces, sharing the same goal, discussing tactics, hav-
ing a coordinated entry system on the community level, these are
all very real tactical things that we have learned that need to be
replicated across the system to replicate our successes from the vet-
eran space.

Mr. CrAY. And you think that would work with the chronic
homelessness too?

Mr. STEWART. Absolutely, sir. We focused very early on specifi-
cally targeting our HUD-VASH vouchers to chronically homeless
veterans, so it has been proven to work for that population.

Mr. CrAY. Thank you for that response.

Ms. Oliva, some communities use zoning or they pack the home-
less shelters into just one area. Can you share with us some of the
don’ts or the least successful models that you have seen around
this country that we should not try to emulate?

Ms. OLIVA. Thank you for that question. I think that commu-
nities that are struggling the most, obviously there are external
factors that we are all recognizing here. There are affordable hous-
ing shortages. There are local land use policy and zoning policies,
for example, around density or other things that would really im-
pact the ability to increase the supply of affordable housing and
supportive housing in a community.

So in communities that I am working in now, the most success
that we are having is when those things are all sort of packaged
together. We are talking a lot on this panel about the homeless
services system. But I would argue that, obviously, homelessness
cannot be solved by that system alone. So rather than saying what
the “don’ts” are, I think I can say what the “dos” are.

And what the “dos” are is you have to look at this as a package
of policy program data, all of those things together, to really under-
stand how things at the local level interact, how services for people
who have substance use disorders or who have mental health
issues interact with the homeless services system or how youth ac-
cess the homeless services system or can access affordable housing,
and then wrap that together into really robust policy initiatives
that help on a variety of fronts, not just on homelessness.

Mr. CLAY. Sure.

And, Dr. Lucas, can you share with the committee the best prac-
tices that address ending homelessness that have reduced numbers
in communities around this country?
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Mr. Lucas. Thank you for that question. As I have mentioned
and as has been mentioned, one of the dramatic effects of the policy
efforts over the last decade has been the expansion of permanent
supportive housing, much of that adhering to a Housing First ap-
proach.

The estimates of what we have seen at the aggregate level on
that suggest that it takes 10 additional permanent supportive
housing beds to reduce homelessness by one person. And if the esti-
mated costs of that are about $20,000, that is about $200,000 per
person, a total of the current homeless population, $110 billion. So
we don’t know yet.

Mr. CLAY. Thank you for those responses.

I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

I now call on the gentlewoman from Missouri, Mrs. Wagner.

Mrs. WAGNER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for holding this
hearing today on the heartbreaking crisis of homelessness, which
affects every community in America.

Last year, I was honored to visit Loaves and Fishes, the longest
operating homeless shelter in St. Louis County. I witnessed first-
hand their tremendous work to help those who are experiencing
economic hardships. Catholic Charities of St. Louis, St. Patrick
Center, and so many other organizations in the St. Louis area are
coming alongside disadvantaged and marginalized populations to
help people get back on their feet.

I am eager to work with this committee, Madam Chairwoman,
this year to advance accessible and affordable housing for those
who need it most in the St. Louis region and across the country.

I am proud that the Catholic Charities of St. Louis has just been
selected to participate in a 5-year healthy housing initiative to re-
duce chronic homelessness and frequent ER visits. This multi-
million dollar initiative is being led in collaboration with the St.
Patrick Center, the Archdiocese of St. Louis, Incarnate Word Foun-
dation, Mercy, DJC Healthcare, and SSM Healthcare.

Dr. Lucas, I believe that local collaboration like this between hos-
pitals and shelters can complement the goals of the Federal pro-
grams. What can policymakers learn from these types of collabo-
rative programs?

Mr. Lucas. Thank you for your question. We certainly have
learned that being able to collaborate not just in the efforts but in
the sharing of data on what is being done frankly will take a step
toward identifying what works. And so there have been some in-
vestments in developing systemic responses where there are many
stakeholders at the local level involved, and those are the kinds of
things that right now only a fraction of resources are being devoted
to relative to the $6 billion that are already being spent each year
on this issue.

Mrs. WAGNER. There are so many of these partners who are, in
fact, on the front lines, and to share the data, to share the informa-
tion I think helps all.

Fighting sex trafficking and providing services for women and
girls who are trying to piece their lives back together is one of my
very, very top priorities here in Congress. I am currently working
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on legislation to increase the availability of housing to human traf-
ficking victims.

Ms. Roman, I know your organization, Ms. Darley, or one or the
others, have been supportive of legislation to provide housing to
runaway and homeless youth. Is there space for local housing au-
thorities to partner with antitrafficking service providers to provide
better assistance to victims of trafficking, and can you discuss how
we can most effectively provide housing to trafficking victims? Ms.
Roman?

Ms. RoMAN. Well, just briefly, and thank you for the question,
again, I think housing really is the solution to so many of these
problems, and there is absolutely space for housing authorities to
be working with organizations that are trying to prevent traf-
ficking, and I think targeting some of the PHA resources more to-
ward the most vulnerable people across-the-board would probably
improve a lot of outcomes. It is a tremendously important issue,
though, as you point out.

Mrs. WAGNER. Thank you. Ms. Darley, do you concur?

Ms. DARLEY. I would have to agree. Women experiencing home-
lessness, living in a shelter or out in the open, unfortunately, are
the most vulnerable individuals, even sometimes more so than chil-
dren, but children are a part of the trafficking also. So, of course,
there is room for that.

Mrs. WAGNER. Thank you, Ms. Darley.

Dr. Lucas, you wrote in your testimony that the Federal Govern-
ment has increased its investments in combatting homelessness in
recent years, but we unfortunately haven’t seen the results we may
have expected. Can you briefly discuss local policy decisions that
are hindering progress and contributing to the homeless crisis
throughout the country?

Mr. Lucas. Thank you for that question. As I mentioned briefly,
there is a fair amount of rigorous evidence that land use regula-
tions that make it more difficult to expand the supply of housing
have a very significant effect and are high predictors, very strong
predictors of rates of homelessness for one.

Mrs. WAGNER. All right. Thank you. Do you believe that there is
a one-size-fits-all Federal approach that is outdated and needs to
be replaced, sir?

Mr. Lucas. In many ways, certain inputs, the types of programs
we do have been prioritized, rather than the outputs that they are
yielding, so in that sense, yes.

Mrs. WAGNER. Thank you. I appreciate it. I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you. I now yield to the gentlelady
from New York, Mrs. Maloney, for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters, and Ranking
Member McHenry, for holding this really important hearing. I
would like to ask Ann Marie Oliva a question. In New York City,
which I have the privilege of representing, we have one of the high-
est homeless populations in the Nation, but most of our homeless
population lives in sheltered areas, they have shelter. Only 5 per-
cent is unsheltered. Could you give us specific policies that would
particularly work in helping the homeless who are in sheltered fa-
cilities?



21

Ms. OLIvA. Thank you for that question. I do have quite a bit of
experience looking at New York, looking at their data and their
policies over the last, I don’t know, 20 years of work that I have
been doing in this area, and New York City has a high sheltered
population because they have a very unique local policy or local
laws around a right to shelter. There are only a handful of commu-
nities across the country that have a right to shelter, and New
York City is one of them. So that is one of the reasons that there
is a very high sheltered population in New York City.

But I think that the answers in New York City are similar to the
answers in other places, and that is really the right mix, under-
standing your data, understanding the intersections between popu-
lations that are using other systems, the mental health system, the
substance use system, the youth system and the jails, and really
understanding those intersections and developing the kinds of
interventions that will work for people in those intersections—
sometimes it is supportive housing; sometimes it is something
else—and allowing for innovation in those areas. I think New York
in particular has a really big opportunity and has a history of
working in those intersections to understand the needs of people
who are using all of those different systems.

Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, and I thank you for your testimony.
I would like to ask all of the panelists the same question starting
with Carolyn Darley and just go down the line. Please answer yes
or no and/or pass. I want to know, do you think that Congress
should prioritize addressing the homeless crisis by passing the
Ending Homelessness Act, which would provide $13 billion to com-
bat homelessness in various programs, and this would be paid for
by shifting $13 billion that has been allocated for an aircraft car-
rier or some other similar weapon? Just yes or no or pass. Ms.
Darley?

Ms. DARLEY. Yes.

Mr. Lucas. Pass.

Ms. ROMAN. Yes.

Ms. OLIVA. Yes.

Mr. RUsH. Yes.

. Mr. STEWART. Yes, with the caveat that I don’t care how we pay
or it.

Mrs. MALONEY. I was making a point on literature and informa-
tion that was in our research that showed that some of these weap-
ons cost as much as projected that would end homelessness in our
country.

I would like to ask Ms. Oliva again, we see in the research that
there are many populations that are more affected than others. We
heard testimony that there has been progress made with veterans.
Could you comment on what populations are the most in need and
any ideas of how we could be more helpful to those populations?

Ms. OrLivA. Thank you for that question. So certainly we need to
be able to walk and chew gum at the same time and address the
populations that are really high need across all, so families and in-
dividuals, people experiencing chronic homelessness, veterans, and
youth. I would say right now we are making incredible progress on
trying to understand and be able to develop innovation around end-
ing youth homelessness.



22

You heard from my colleague, Mr. Rush, today about some of the
work that the True Colors Fund is doing, as well as some of the
work that the Federal Government is doing on ending youth home-
lessness for a very vulnerable population of young people who
started to experience homelessness as children and are now sort of
in transition.

I would also say that, again, people who are experiencing chronic
homelessness and who are living out on the streets are particularly
vulnerable because they have been outside for so long and they
have a lot of disabling conditions. So our focus on young people, our
focus on people who are experiencing chronic homelessness, as well
as on families, we have to be able to do all of those things at the
same time. Thank you.

Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

I now yield to the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Luetkemeyer,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. This is an
interesting panel this morning, and I thank you for that. Mr. Stew-
art, it would seem to me, from the information we have been given
and the statistics we have been shown, that it seemed like it would
be m%king a dent in the veterans homelessness, is that a fair state-
ment?

Mr. STEWART. Yes, absolutely, Congressman.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. And by doing the approach that has been
done in your area, it would seem to me that would be an approach
that across-the-board, we need to be taking, would that not be a
way to start the thought process?

Mr. STEWART. I think that is also a very fair way to think of it.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Why are we not doing that for the rest of the
homeless groups?

Mr. STEWART. I think to a certain extent we are, Congressman,
respectfully.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Okay.

Mr. STEWART. The learning that we have done in the veterans
space, the development of best practices is directly relatable and it
is often times used, is transferred to other sectors of the homeless-
ness population at the community level all the way up to USICH
in disseminating those practices.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. I saw one of the slides we had up a minute
ago with regards to veterans, and I think it was, between 2007 to
2017, there were 31,000 people who became homeless and 30 per-
cent of those were veterans, which is a staggering number. Is that
number correct? Do you concur with that?

Mr. STEWART. I didn’t see the slide, Congressman. I do know
there are 37,878 veterans who are experiencing homelessness on a
given night this year.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Okay. So there are more veterans who are
falling into this situation, but yet we are able to get a handle on
that more or less, is that what you are saying?

Mr. STEWART. That is always the challenge, Congressman, is
every year more people present for care, more people fall into
homelessness. That is true for every population, and I used to say
that if I could wave a magic wand and solve veteran homelessness,
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I would, but then tomorrow morning, there would be new people
to serve.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Lucas, you talked a little bit about some
of the statistics on this, but I serve some of the rural parts of Mis-
souri as well as the suburbs and exurbs of St. Louis, but I have
lots and lots of—a rural area. Can you give me some numbers or
describe the situation for rural homelessness, is that a problem, are
the causes, the situations, the same, different, would you have a
different approach to those folks than you do for urban individuals,
can you elaborate on that just a little bit?

Mr. Lucas. Thank you for that question. Off the top of my head
I don’t have the relative share of homeless who are rural as op-
posed to urban, but there is a sizeable subset of the homeless popu-
lation living in rural areas, and it is an important subset of that
population, and in some ways one of the biggest things that is very
different across those two are the alternative systems that are
available and the costs of use, for example, other systems in urban
areas as opposed to rural areas. And so certainly the cost-effective-
ness of different solutions and the effectiveness in terms of facili-
tating housing retention are really—

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. We did have on this panel a gentleman from
New Mexico, and over 50 percent of his citizens in his district lived
in mobile homes, lived in very, very rural areas of New Mexico, and
so housing in rural areas is significantly different than that of
urban areas, and so I would think you would have to have a little
bit different approach in that respect, but the situation is different.
Let me move on.

Also, Mr. Lucas, in breaking down the statistics of homelessness,
I know Ms. Darley made the comment a while ago with regards to
some of the folks that she experienced in some of the shelters who
were employed, with apparently good jobs, and yet still wound up
in shelters. Can you tell me the percentage of people who are
homeless but have jobs, and those who maybe don’t have a job
right now but, if you gave them the skill set, could go get a job,
because it would seem to me if we are looking at being able to af-
ford to be able to pay rent or afford to be able to buy a house, you
are going to have to have a job, or if you are disabled, you have
to have a check of some kind probably or a subsidy of some sort.
But for those people who are capable of getting a job and the skill
sets, what percentage of those people would make up the homeless
people today?

Mr. Lucas. Well, we know that there is some evidence that that
percentage is increasing in terms of the people entering shelters,
that there are higher rates of people entering.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. I only have 15 seconds left, so one quick
question. If those folks—I realize a lot of different things can hit
somebody in that situation, but would a financial management
course or class or somebody in a social services setting be able to
help them?

Mr. Lucas. Possibly. We don’t know yet.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Okay. Thank you.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you.

I now yield to the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Scott, for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. ScorT. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters. We are running
through a number of very important statistics, but the absolute
most glaring statistic is this, that we really ought to put on the
table, and that is, 40 percent of all the homeless men, women, and
children are African Americans, and they only make up 13 percent
of the population.

Now, we can dance around a lot of things, but if we are serious
about doing something for the homeless and dealing with this, we
have to pull the covers off of this ugly thing called racism. And so
I want to ask Ms. Roman, I think you came closest to touching on
this, and if there are other witnesses who would like to answer,
and here is why: Many of us on this committee are working with
Chairwoman Waters on a bill that will bring $13.27 billion to this
issue. However, if we don’t get under these covers and pull off the
scab of this racism that it is causing—40 percent, just imagine, if
40 percent of all the people in this country were homeless, that is
what I am talking about.

So, Ms. Roman, could you tell us, because you touched upon it,
your thoughts on this, what must we in Congress do to deal with
the racism that is here because it is shameful that 40 percent of
all the homeless men, women, and children are African American?

Ms. RoMAN. Of course I wish, and I am sure you wish, that I had
a simple answer to that question, but if I could just reflect on two
parts of it, one is, how does it come to be that 40 percent of people
who are homeless are African American in the first place? The
homeless system really has very little to do with that. That is the
feeder systems into homelessness. So all of the things that you all
are addressing—the disproportionality in the criminal justice sys-
tem and the disproportionality in the child welfare system are two
of the biggest feeder systems into homelessness. Housing discrimi-
nation. It goes on and on.

So, those things have to be addressed. They are not going—the
homeless system can help to address those, but we don’t control
those things.

Mr. Scortt. Okay.

Ms. RoMAN. What we control is what is essentially a crisis sys-
tem, but we have to look at the homeless system to see, are we en-
tering people into the homeless system at the same rate regardless
of race?

Mr. ScoTT. Okay. Ma’am, I only have 1:20 left. I definitely want
to get to Mr. Stewart because I think there is a direct application
to this. Mr. Stewart, you talked in your—about two things, coordi-
nation and funding, working together and that has been what has
succeeded with the veterans program, is the fact you are able to
coordinate with the Federal agencies and apply the money. Can we
do this with respect to being able to deal with this huge disparity
among African Americans in homeless?

Mr. STEWART. I believe so, Congressman. I believe a lot of the
groundwork has already been laid. A lot of the local-level collabora-
tion that we are talking about that was done in an effort to end
veteran homelessness serves multiple purposes.

Mr. ScorT. How would we be able to apply this big bill that we
are working on? Because I think we can put some muscle behind
what Chairwoman Waters is leading the effort on and applying



25

some of this money to addressing the racism factor. We are going
to get $13.27 billion to work on this.

Mr. STEWART. I think we have to, Congressman. If we are really
going to solve the issue of homelessness, we have to.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much. Let me just take
this moment to say that, despite the fact that you saw the USS
Gerald R. Ford aircraft carrier depicted on the screen, I don’t want
anyone to go out saying that is where we are going to get the
money from, that we have targeted that particular aircraft carrier.
We have not targeted any existing funds. We are looking for the
government to fund this program without having to target existing
programs. Thank you very much.

With that, I will call on the gentleman from Michigan, Mr.
Huizenga, for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUIiZENGA. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, and rep-
resenting part of Gerald Ford’s old congressional district, I do ap-
preciate that, and since it is out floating already, I am not sure we
can put it up for sale anyway. But Mr. Lucas, I am not a big fan
of the yes/no question that was thrown at you earlier. You passed
when you were asked about the $13 billion package that has been
proposed, and I just wanted to give you 30 seconds to elaborate on
that.

Mr. Lucas. Well, thank you. My take is that additional spending
in the ways proposed is unlikely to achieve the stated goals of the
legislation based on the evidence that we have seen at the popu-
lation level. Despite seeing some decreases in homelessness, the ef-
fect of these policy changes on that have been fairly limited to date
based on the evidence that we have.

Mr. HUIZENGA. So it is basically effectiveness, right? You are
questioning how do we effectively use and succinctly use the mon-
eys that are put into the programs?

Mr. Lucas. Yes.

Mr. HUIZENGA. Okay. I also want to explore a little bit about the
influence of local zoning and regulatory structure. Recently, there
was a joint study by the National Multifamily Housing Council and
the National Association of Home Builders, and to be clear, my
family is involved in construction and building, and I have seen
this firsthand as well, but that study said that approximately 30
percent of costs associated with building multifamily developments
was attributed to local zoning and regulatory requirements. And
Ms. Oliva you had said earlier that it is not just—I think this was
your quote, not just the homeless services system, but we need a
package of all these local services, and I just wanted to give you
an opportunity if you looked at that, you mentioned the zoning and
what some of those structural barriers might be to having afford-
able housing being built.

Ms. OLIvA. Well, the first thing I would say is that there has
been a decreased Federal investment in affordable housing over the
last several years. If you look at the Section 202 Program or the
HOME Program, or other types of programs that the Federal Gov-
ernment has historically used to help spur local investment, and
that has been a fairly significant decrease over the last couple of
years.
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Mr. HUiZENGA. Okay. How about the influence of local and State
regulations?

Ms. OLIVA. Sure. So I think from the local and State perspective,
what we are seeing is localities trying to find creative ways to inno-
vate and to merge types of funding like from Medicaid or the—

Mr. HUIZENGA. So do you believe that there are more barriers or
fewer barriers that are being put up by local—I am talking specifi-
cally about zoning; I am not talking about taking different pools of
money to address this.

Ms. OLIVA. I don’t think that is consistent across the entire coun-
try. There are communities that are taking a lot of very positive
steps towards making zoning changes, so that affordable housing
can be developed.

Mr. HUIZENGA. My experience has been the opposite, frankly,
that there have been more barriers put in. Dr. Lucas, do you have
anything you would like to add on that?

Mr. Lucas. No, not at this time.

Mr. HUIZENGA. Okay. Quickly, Ms. Roman, I would like you to
address—this has been an issue that has come to this committee’s
attention previously and we have touched on this—a segment of
homelessness that I am concerned about which is seeing kids, fos-
ter kids who are terming out, and they are not necessarily eligible.
We know that there is this event horizon that is happening when
they come of age, yet they may not be able to access some of those
systems, and I am curious if you could comment on that quickly?

Ms. RoMAN. Well, I think if they are homeless, they can access
those systems. There is nothing stopping anybody who is exiting
foster care from receiving assistance from the homeless systems.
We would hope for better outcomes from the foster care system
than to emancipate young people into homelessness. Mr. Rush may
a}llso—he works on that issue. He may have more thoughts about
that.

Mr. HU1ZENGA. I have 30 seconds, so I want to also ask what co-
ordination should happen? There was a little discussion about try-
ing to look at the totality of who folks are—and my colleague
brought up financial planning, but we also maybe have substance
abuse. We also have mental health services that may be needing
access. It seems to me we might have some HIPAA issues as you
are having some coordination, and, you know, I am looking at what
types of road blocks that we might have structurally that can help
that, and my time is up, but maybe we can communicate by letter
afterwards, and I appreciate your time.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

The gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Cleaver, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

I want to follow up on what Mr. Scott began to talk about, and
to some degree Mr. Huizenga just mentioned it, and Ms. Darley,
Ms. Oliva, and Ms. Roman—and by the way, thank you for your
willingness to come back over these years that I have been here,
thank you—and that is homelessness; there are other issues that
probably can eliminate homelessness. That is somewhat trouble-
some, and to be completely contemporary, I read this article about
a guy from Rio Dell, California, Michael Thalheimer I think is his
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name, who was a Federal employee who was quoted in a Los Ange-
les newspaper saying, “I am about a week away from homeless-
ness.”

This is a guy who gets up and goes to work every day for the
United States Federal Government, and because of the shutdown,
he is moving toward homelessness, and Zillow, which is one of
those online realtors, estimated that 40,000 mortgages were at
stake during the government shutdown, 40,000. And so I think it
makes us feel a lot more comfortable to just think this is some guy
who just doesn’t want a house and he doesn’t want to work and so
forth that that, as Ms. Darley mentioned, that those are the home-
less folks. So can you guys talk about the issue of housing insta-
bility, which I think is one of the primary factors in creating home-
lessness? And Ms. Darley, you mentioned that whole issue of peo-
ple having to live with relatives, sleeping on the sofa—I don’t want
to go there. I would like for you and Ms. Oliva and Ms. Roman to
talk about the housing instability that precipitates, in many cases,
homelessness.

Ms. DARLEY. Thank you for that question. Housing instability
starts with the very first thing that I mentioned, which is lack of
affordable housing. I was surprised to find that so many individ-
uals worked or had some sort of income, i.e., Social Security, when
they were in shelters, and I asked why they could not afford rent.
They had money, but not enough for rent. Also with gentrification
happening in so many of our large cities, there is a saying that if
you see the red bicycles, then you know that your neighborhood is
going to change. And these neighborhoods which were at one time
undesirable all of a sudden become hip and people who have
generationally lived there have to move and find housing else-
where, if they find housing. So that is something that I found. I
don’t know if I have answered your question—

Mr. CLEAVER. Gentrification, clearly—

Ms. DARLEY. Which was not mentioned.

Mr. CLEAVER. I was in San Francisco earlier last year, and I was
with some friends driving, around and we saw a Latino guy walk-
ing down the street, And I said, “You know, this is the first time
I have seen a Latino.”

And my host said, “Well, it is going to be very difficult for you
to see them after 5 or 6 o'clock because the population of African
Americans in San Francisco is below 3 percent and Latinos is lower
than that because they can’t afford to live there, so they cross the
bay.”

Ms. Roman?

Ms. RoMAN. Well, just to say what you know, which is that poor
people generally are paying way too much of their income for rent
because there is not enough affordable housing, so the majority of
people who earn below 30 percent of area median income are
spending more than half that income for rent and that causes hous-
ing instability and puts them at risk of homelessness. And that is
because of the gap, the 7 million unit gap in the number of afford-
able and available units, and that is what you are seeing in San
Francisco. There are no affordable and available units there.

Mr. CLEAVER. Ms. Oliva?
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Ms. OLIVA. Yes, paying 30 percent of your income towards rent,
that number actually plays out in the report that was done by
Zillow recently that you just mentioned. And I said in my testi-
mony as well that when people spend more than 32 percent of their
income in rent, then the community sees a more rapid increase in
homelessness. So there is a very direct correlation as you are say-
ing between housing instability and homelessness.

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much. The gentleman
from Kentucky, Mr. Barr, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARR. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. Thank you for
hosting this hearing, and thank you to our witnesses for your testi-
mony. We all join you in your desire to combat the problem of
homelessness in America. And when it comes to Federal efforts to
combat homelessness, Congress and the Executive Branch have
had a tendency, I believe, to implement a one-size-fits-all policy, be-
cause the causes of homelessness are complex and varied. And
while often carried out with good intentions, this one-size-fits-all
approach has failed to produce the intended results that we are all
seeking, which is, of course, less homelessness.

After working with groups in my district in central and eastern
Kentucky who are working and doing great work to combat home-
lessness and really caring for these people who are struggling and
suffering, I have seen the impact that the Department of Housing
and Urban Development’s overreliance on the Housing First model
has had in terms of diminishing the opportunity of creative solu-
tions outside of the Housing First model. These organizations must
choose to either change their approach and adopt a Housing First
model, or they lose their HUD funding. And while I understand
that Housing First may benefit certain portions of the homeless
fpop(tiﬂation, I am concerned about the lack of flexibility for Federal
unds.

Mr. Lucas, my first question is for you. Through Federal bias and
funding decisions, Housing First has largely displaced other ap-
proaches, such as those including transitional housing. Is there suf-
ficient evidence to abandon programs like transitional housing—is
there sufficient evidence out there to abandon approaches that
don’t include wraparound services targeting the root causes of
homelessness such as addiction and lack of work, lack of skills, lack
of education? Shouldn’t we be looking at programs that target the
root causes of homelessness as opposed to just saying homelessness
is the result of a lack of shelter?

Mr. Lucas. Thank you for your question. In some ways, the short
answer is it depends, but as you mentioned, transitional housing
is a type of shelter in which we have seen massive reductions in
the total supply over the last 10 years. It is cut in half to about
100,000 beds of that type now. And in part that is because organi-
zations that are providing shelter services have now faced strong
pressure to adopt certain types of specifically Housing First-type
models to increase the likelihood that they can retain funding. And
for that reason, there is some evidence that transitional housing is
incredibly costly, but there has only been a small number of studies
that have actually compared those costs. And it may be that cer-
tain transitional housing programs are more effective than others.
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There may be other types that we haven’t thought of yet. There are
prevention programs that cut off homelessness in the first place be-
fore it has occurred that have been very successful: in New York
City, the Home Base Program; and then in Chicago as well.

Mr. BARR. Let me jump in and ask another question about Sec-
tion 8. The Congressional Research Service has looked at the Sec-
tion 8 housing choice voucher program. They have looked at public
housing, and what we can identify from the data is that about half
of the recipients of public housing or housing subsidies, Section 8
subsidies are disabled or they are elderly, not capable of working,
and then another half of the recipients of public housing are able-
bodied work-capable adults. And if you look at the data further,
you see that about 20 percent, maybe a little bit more than 20 per-
cent of those are prime age work-capable, able-bodied adults with
no wage income.

We have more job openings in America today than there are un-
employed Americans. People who are struggling in homelessness or
who don’t have housing are talented people who could contribute
their talents in the workforce. What are we doing in terms of com-
batting homelessness with our HUD programs to require that able-
bodied work-capable adults work as a condition of receiving hous-
ing benefits? And wouldn’t that be the practical route to escaping
poverty for those 20 percent of the population that receive housing
benefits, to require work as a condition of receiving those Section
8 benefits? Any of you, but, Dr. Lucas, go ahead.

Mr. Lucas. I will be quick just in case anyone else wants to say
anything. The Housing First approach specifically does not require
anything like that, and there are certain people who face signifi-
cant barriers to obtaining employment for which that might not be
the solution, but there are many others where that might be an an-
swer.

Mr. BARR. My time is expiring, but I would just say that, before
vifle spend $13 billion, we should look at more creative solutions like
that.

And I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Lawson,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LAWSON. Thank you, and welcome to the committee.

Ms. Darley, I want to ask you a question. When I was a boy
growing up in the country, lightning struck, houses would burn to
the ground, and I can recall moving with the family 5 times. Was
I homeless, or was I in transition?

Ms. DARLEY. Thank you for asking. As far as I know, the defini-
tion for homelessness is if you are not on the lease, so maybe you
were. You have to consider individuals who couch surf and stay
with friends and family. They are still homeless because they don’t
have a shelter of their own. So maybe you were, but maybe you
were also in a community that was able to assist you and help you
out whereas this happens mostly in cities and the individuals in
cities, I am sorry, are not as either willing or able to help out oth-
ers in the same way.

Mr. LAWSON. Okay. My other question can be to the whole panel.
With the decrease in HUD funding over the past several years, how
has the Federal Government, the ability for you all to implement
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housing programs that provide safe and affordable housing options
for people? Anyone on the panel can answer that.

Ms. ROMAN. I can start. While there have been some small in-
creases for homeless assistance, the Federal housing budget is obvi-
ously insufficient to meet the need, and three out of four people
who are eligible for assistance are not getting it.

Mr. LAWSON. Would anyone else care to respond?

Ms. OLIVA. And in the homeless programs in particular, the focus
really has been on trying to ensure that the funding that is made
available from year to year is used as effectively as possible. So I
think that is something that is incredibly important for folks to rec-
ognize for the homeless programs in particular, that using the
money that they have as effectively as possible is a priority.

Mr. RUSH. And just to add to that, I would say that the lack of
resources in funding has led to, I would say, a lack of innovation
specifically in focusing on particular populations that are dis-
proportionately impacted by experiences of homelessness, and an
investment moving forward would allow for some of that innovation
to be able to able to specifically, and thinking about something like
the Youth Homelessness Demonstration Project to be able to focus
and target strategies towards preventing and ending youth home-
lessness where they can be applied and most necessary.

Mr. LAWSON. And, Dr. Lucas, quickly, how do you describe the
differences between rural homelessness and inner city?

Mr. Lucas. So, in cities, there is typically much more—the shel-
ter systems are definitely more interconnected historically, and the
density of the population certainly has a factor in the nature of
homelessness in those places. There are also other opportunities in
terms of employment and the rules for expanding housing supply
that are maybe much more stringent historically in urban places
where the costs of expanding the housing supply, especially for
more affordable housing, can be prohibitive in some ways.

Mr. LAWSON. Okay. And this is another quick question, and any-
one can respond. I run into a lot of people who really don’t have
to be in a homeless-type situation, but they want to be in it. How
do you distinguish between those groups?

Ms. DARLEY. I am going to try to answer that. If you could clar-
ify, are you saying that people are homeless but they don’t have to
be?

Mr. LAWSON. Yes.

Ms. DARLEY. I am going to have to beg to differ as far as that
is concerned. People do not want to be homeless. As a former RN
working in an emergency room in George Washington University
Hospital, I had the opportunity to see individuals come in who
were homeless and ill and feigning an excuse in the emergency
room for somewhere to stay, and the answer to that clearly is “no.”

Mr. LAwWsON. Okay. Well, I have seen people who have family re-
sources where they didn’t have to be in there, but they say they
are homeless because they did not want to be in the situation they
were in.

Ms. DARLEY. I have seen that also.

Mr. LaAwsoN. Okay.

Ms. DARLEY. But I would say that would have to do more with
a mental illness, where a lack in judgment is—they are not think-
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ing clearly because, who would turn down a place to stay? But I
have seen it many, many times.

Mr. LAWSON. Okay. I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you.

I now yield to the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Tipton, for 5
minutes.

Mr. TipToN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Last year, a report from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development reported that Colorado is one of the States with the
highest levels of homelessness in America. The findings did high-
light that homelessness slightly decreased in the last year, but that
Colorado’s rural areas are experiencing nationally significant levels
of homelessness.

Dr. Lucas, I would like you to speak to a couple of issues here.
I represent many of the small towns in rural Colorado where af-
fordable housing advocates have suggested the policies that might
be relatively simple to implement in larger cities like Denver may
not be practical or even accessible for smaller towns with limited
resources. At the small-town level, could the lack of resources to be
able to parse through the applications, proposals for the Federal
and State resources, be a contributing factor to the nationally sig-
nificant levels of homelessness in the rural areas?

Mr. LucaAs. Thank you for that question. If I may restate, are
you asking if it is because of the difficulty of applying for those
funds, that that is a barrier?

Mr. TIPTON. Yes.

Mr. Lucas. I actually don’t know that I can speak maybe even
the best on this panel relative to others who are actively involved
in that grant application process. It certainly is my understanding
that there are collaborative efforts to try to help make this applica-
tion process a little bit easier so that there is a joint application
at the CoC community level for most of the targeted homelessness
assistance.

Mr. TipTON. Yes, it is interesting, you know, going through our
district, we have homeless in very rural areas, but one of those big
challenges is simply applying for the grants, the applications. You
simply don’t have the resources, the people to be able to fill them
out and address really what is a really common concern.

Dr. Lucas, in your testimony, you did advocate for increasing or-
ganizations’ flexibility to use existing scarce resources toward inno-
vative efforts to alleviate homelessness in the communities. Could
you maybe expand a little bit on some of those innovative solutions
that you would see to be able to address the homelessness?

Mr. LucaAs. Thank you. So there are two example of programs
that I might mention that are sort of in some ways inconsistent
with a Housing First-prioritized approach and in that sense haven’t
received funding in that way. One is the Doe Fund in New York
City. This is a program that has employment as an integral part
of the rehabilitation process for people who either are leaving in-
carceration or who have been homeless or who are otherwise strug-
gling. The other is in near Austin, Texas, Community First, which
is a program that involves basically tiny houses, if you have heard
of sort of these very small units, in a more community setting actu-
ally requires the clients who are becoming or trying to create hous-
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ing stability and achieve that to interact with one another in more
substantive ways where community engagement is a more effective
sort of rehabilitation tool that again is not required and not essen-
tial in the existing Housing First approach where that is the only
requirement.

Mr. TipTON. And I appreciate that. I had the opportunity to be
able to go through the Doe Project, and I think it speaks to my col-
league Mr. Barr’s point in terms of trying to actually address the
root problem of being able to get the employment so that people
can actually afford the housing.

But when we start talking about the affordable end of housing,
I come from a unique State with some of the richest communities
in the country in my district and some of the poorest communities
in the country that are in my district.

Under the chairwoman’s proposal to be able to limit tenant rent
contribution for the Housing Trust Fund to 30 percent of the ad-
justed income, we have heard some concerns about that. Ms.
Roman, would this proposal challenge the flexibility of local areas
to be able to respond to the specific needs of the community and
potentially challenge the ability of the communities to be able to
lock in financing for affordable housing projects?

Ms. RoMAN. I don’t know about the financing side. Obviously,
there has to be revenue coming in, but I think the 30 percent
standard of affordability is pretty important to keep families and
individuals from becoming homeless once they are in housing. If
they are spending much more on housing, it is very difficult to pay
for other things like food, healthcare, transportation, and so forth.

I will just add quickly too that the homeless programs really, ex-
cept for permanent supportive housing, don’t subsidize people for
a long time. There are employment programs. People have to work
to pay the rent. They are not getting long-term rent subsidies from
homeless programs, so they are work programs. People have to get
to work to pay their rent.

Mr. TIPTON. Great. Thank you. I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

The gentleman from Guam, Mr. San Nicolas, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. SAN NicoLAs. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

I come from a very unique district that has a much smaller popu-
lation than a lot of my colleagues. One of the things that we find
is program ineligibility actually is a huge factor in the homeless
situation that we are dealing with in my district. Does anybody
have any input on how much of the homelessness we are dealing
with in this country is as a result of actual program ineligibility,
and what are some of the recommendations for turning those fig-
ures around?

Ms. OLIvA. Hi, thank you. I actually lived in Inarajan, Guam, for
a period of time in my life, so I have a little bit of insight into how
the system works there. And when you say “program ineligibility,”
are you talking about the homeless programs, or are you talking
about access to affordable housing?

Mr. SAN NicoLAs. Just in general, for example, I will encounter
homeless individuals in my district, and I will say, “Hey, you have
a couple of kids here; you qualify for these programs.”
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And they will say, “Oh, I'm sorry; we are no longer eligible for
those programs.”

And so we are finding that oftentimes when it comes to the child
homelessness, that is the case where they would have qualified for
the program, but unfortunately, due to circumstances that hap-
pened previously, they are no longer eligible, and that creates the
homeless circumstances that they are in.

Ms. OLIvA. I think that there is a variety of things, the local con-
tinuum of care can partner with the housing providers in Guam to
identify again those families or individuals who are sort of crossing
systems to try and figure out the right intervention for them and
where they are eligible. I also remember, and it might still be true,
that there really weren’t enough resources to go around across the
island, so people who might have been eligible weren’t actually able
to access some of those resources, as well, just because there wasn’t
enough funding.

The other thing that I might suggest is to request some technical
assistance for the island to make sure that everybody understands
the current rules and protocols around eligibility because I think
what I have seen across the country is that sometimes folks are
saying that people are not eligible, and Dan mentioned this, when
they, in fact, are eligible.

Mr. SAN Nicoras. Does anybody else have anything they want
to contribute to the ineligibility component of the homeless figures?

Ms. DARLEY. I wanted to say something from a personal experi-
ence with a friend of mine who was also waiting for housing, and
this young lady found, that, and I found the same thing, that most
of the services were geared towards people who were suffering with
addictions. And everyone who is homeless is not an addict, though
there is a tendency to go that way once the pressure of homeless-
ness comes down upon an individual. But I have seen individuals
lie or say that they will take a drug in order to qualify for a pro-
gram that would help them because they weren’t addicted to any
drug. So I thought that was really unfair and that more programs
need to look at families and individuals who don’t have that prob-
lem along with those who do. Thank you.

Mr. SAN NicoLas. Okay. Thank you.

Another question I had was, Dr. Lucas, you mentioned in your
remarks creativity as an option for getting more solutions on the
table, and, Mr. Rush, you also mentioned innovation. I want to
kind of open it up to the panel, does anybody have any specific reg-
ulation or specific rule or specific limitation that could be ad-
dressed legislatively that would actually unlock this creativity or
this innovation that we want to be able to encourage with our serv-
ice providers? I am sure everybody gets together and sits at the
table and says, “Man, if I only I could get to do this, then I would
be able to solve that.” What is holding back some of this creativity
and innovation?

Mr. RusH. I think that to an earlier point and the question of
what we can do to address the disparities that exist as it pertains
to homeless, I and my organization are very much advocates of,
there needs to be additional training for service providers. And this
is a notion that you see across public health, this idea that when
someone is coming in to receive service provisions, we need to
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make sure that if they are most impacted, that the service pro-
viders are able to provide culturally responsive and linguistically
appropriate care. And that pertains to LGBTQ individuals. That
pertains to people of color. So I think that if we could enact any-
thing from a legislative standpoint, it would be some type of re-
quirement that service providers receive additional training around
cultural competency and linguistically appropriate care.

Also, when thinking about—I am not sure there is a legislative
approach to this, but a gender—the equal access and gender iden-
tity rule was—I think I am running out of time—was implemented
in 2016, but I think the actual enforcement of that will get to some
of the issues around violence as it pertains to transgender individ-
uals.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Williams,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, and thank you
to the witnesses for being here. In full disclosure, I am a small
business owner in Texas. I am a capitalist. And Fort Hood, the
largest military base in America, is in my district.

Now, a question I have, has anyone here on the committee hired
a homeless person before? I have. In my 45 years of Main Street
experience, I have found that homeless individuals have always
had a positive return on investment, and the people who accepted
my job offers didn’t want government help. They didn’t want gov-
ernment guarantees. They simply wanted an opportunity and a
paycheck.

Dr. Lucas, what is the most effective way to provide employment
and housing resources to individuals in order to get them back on
their feet and providing for themselves?

Mr. Lucas. Thank you for that question. Certainly, as you men-
tioned, there are many individuals who are able to make a positive
contribution from an employment perspective, absolutely, and that
is something that creates value both for communities and also for
those individuals, of course, and to facilitate housing stability. And
so the easier it is for organizations and small businesses, for exam-
ple, to hire individuals potentially, for example, for a wage that
is—where that is a profitable thing to do, that aligns the incentives
of those in need and those looking to hire, as well.

Mr. WiLLiaMS. Things like tax cuts, things like training pro-
grams and skill training all help, don’t they?

Mr. Lucas. It is possible. I haven’t seen the evidence on this.

Mr. WILLIAMS. When it comes down to it, the best way to solve
homelessness is to give people a job—we have talked about that—
and the skills to succeed. We need our Federal housing policy to
work together with our booming economy to unlock human poten-
tial. If we continue to build a strong Main Street America, support
small businesses, and build wealth through taking risks and reap-
ing rewards it will help immensely, I believe, in solving this prob-
lem. The Department of Labor released a report this week that
said there were 7.3 million job openings in December. So, again,
Dr. Lucas, what are the major hurdles in connecting the homeless
population with some of the 7.3 million job openings in this boom-
ing economy that we have?
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Mr. Lucas. One of the challenges for labor markets, just like
housing markets, is the physical location of those relative to the
people in need. It certainly is true that, for the homeless popu-
lation, this is a very localized situation. For example, California
has 47 percent of the unsheltered homeless population in that
State alone, and in warmer States there are about two-thirds and
the 10 warmest States of the unsheltered population. And so sort
of allowing the market system to be flexible in responding to where
those needs are greatest and where the opportunities are greatest
to provide affordable housing, to provide employment, seems like
something that is not as directly a policy outcome in some ways as
a functioning society.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Okay. Well, another question, in your testimony
you state that the Housing First plan is often cited as the way to
solve homelessness. It sounds as if the Federal Government is try-
ing to centralize this function at the top of the Federal Government
and stifle innovation. Now, from my experience of 45 years in being
in business, the government’s one-size-fits-all solutions rarely work
for complicated problems. So quickly, can you give us an example
of an alternative solution that you believe should be explored in
greater detail?

Mr. Lucas. Thank you for that question, and as was mentioned,
there are a range of programs that are funded through this tar-
geted homelessness assistance, so it is not only the Housing First
programs that have been funded, however, as was also mentioned,
there is increasingly prioritized funding for organizations that are
adhering to the Housing First approach that are delivering long-
term permanent supportive housing programs.

And so the opportunity that comes with the availability of data
at the community level on housing retention and whether programs
are working is to actually reward that performance rather than re-
ward compliance with the types of shelter that have been shown
to work in certain particular areas.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Okay. One final question, there are legitimate
reasons for people who need housing assistance, and there are peo-
ple with physical and mental health problems. We all know people
in between jobs who fell on hard times and for many other reasons.
With that being said, Ms. Oliva, is there a point where we should
detelgnine that people simply want benefits without having to
work?

Ms. OLIVA. There is obviously, as you mentioned, a wide range
of people who are experiencing homelessness in any given year,
and the implementation of strategies like coordinated entry help
communities to determine who can go into what programs or who
should go into what programs based on their needs. And the most
expensive types of interventions are really for the folks who are
most vulnerable.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Thank you. I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlewoman from Michigan, Ms.
Tlaib, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. TLAIB. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters.

It is interesting, so my son is home from school, you probably
hear about the weather and snow days, and sometimes I send him
a link and say, “I am in committee.” And he read one of the—you
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will appreciate this, Madam Chairwoman—slides and said, “13 bil-
lion? Why haven’t we done it yet?”

And T just think that sometimes even a 13-year-old kind of gets
it and is coming from, the purest of hearts and understanding the
critical importance of it.

But, one of the things coming from the nonprofit sector, I worked
over 10 years, from wraparound services around affordable hous-
ing, what low-income housing aims—the definition sometimes even
on the State level can differ. But it was very clear from those who
worked for decades on this issue that jobs won’t solve homeless-
ness; housing does. And looking at my district, which is the third
poorest congressional district in the country, we have seen such a
hike in the rise of housing costs. You know, a lot of us, you will
hear many of my colleagues use the words, “middle class.” For us
it is working families, working class. These are individuals that
many of us have contact with almost every single day, not realizing
the person who is at the coffee shop, the person who is at maybe
the parking garage, the person—those are the individuals who real-
ly are at jeopardy of being in the cycle of poverty and leading to
homelessness.

When President Trump signed what I call the millionaire welfare
bill, he weakened the low-income tax credits, which has been the
primary tool in promoting affordable housing. Do you all agree?

Okay. Everybody is nodding yes.

So one of the experts estimates that the millionaire welfare plan
is leading to a reduction of new affordable housing by 235,000
homes over the next decade. They said just the pause button of 2
years did that of saying and reducing, again, the attractiveness of
low-income housing. And they say that 11 million residents, and
this is where I think a lot of my residents come in, is most of our
fellow Americans are rent-burdened right now because they are
spending more than half—11 million of them are spending half of
their income on housing for rent. And currently, even with the
shortage of, I think it is 7.4 million—of affordable homes—7.4 mil-
lion affordable homes is needed right now. Again, there hasn’t been
this attractiveness to it because of this millionaire welfare plan. It
really has shocked kind of the market of the attractiveness. Can
any of you speak about that and talk about what that has done in
the last 2 years?

Ms. ROMAN. It is complicated what the tax bill did to housing.
But I will say that homeowners are very much advantaged in our
tax system in terms of the amount and the percentage of them who
get assistance through the Tax Code versus the amount that we
spend for renters.

And we really are not—even if you have the low-income housing
tax credit, you still have to provide rental assistance for the people
that we are all here talking about who are at 30 percent of area
median income and below.

So anything that affects supply or the cost of capital in address-
ing the supply of affordable housing is going to result in more peo-
ple being at risk of homelessness.

Ms. TraiB. It was actually President Ronald Reagan who
passed—did you all know—the low-income tax housing—it is in-
credible to read that he birthed this approach, this, what I would
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call, win-win in many ways. And, again, it supports what you all
are trying to do on the front lines of making it attractive to devel-
opers, of course, but also creating really safe environments for af-
fordable housing to exist.

And even to some of my colleagues, having one of the most beau-
tiful, Blackest cities in the country, the City of Detroit, where 70
percent of my residents currently are paying over 30 percent of
their income towards rent, there truly is increasingly becoming a
crisis that is leading to a crisis in education, a crisis in so many
other areas because we haven’t been able to deal with this home-
lessness problem in our Nation.

So I just really want to thank all of you for being here. I know
I am—time is very limited.

My brother helps veterans through the Earn and Learn Program.
Homeless vets come through, and they go through the affordable
housing in Detroit. It is amazing. And he will go through this pro-
gram.

And then my sister, and my colleague would appreciate this,
helps victims of sexual assault. I am the eldest of 14, so you kind
of get a lot with my family. But one of the experiences they said
is, “housing, Rashida, housing, housing,” all the time; they are con-
stantly advocating for—

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Ms. TLAIB. Thank you so much.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Davidson,
is now recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

And thank you to our witnesses. I appreciate your expertise and
your passion for helping us deal with this critical issue for our
country and for those affected by homelessness.

Ms. Roman, in your opening remarks, you mentioned some of the
racism that has been a part of that. And I am just curious, if you
look at Federal housing policies going back to the New Deal, cer-
tainly in the era of segregation, to what extent have they contrib-
uted to homelessness?

Ms. RoMAN. Oh, definitely, they have contributed to homeless-
ness. And that is why the housing discrimination and why the Fair
Housing Act is so important today. African Americans are still—
there is plenty of evidence—being discriminated against in housing.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Thank you for that. And I appreciate the ref-
erence.

Do you feel like all the work to reform those programs that needs
to be done has been done?

Ms. RoMAN. No, I don’t feel that all of that has been done.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Do you feel that Congress is likely to solve that
in a collaborative way in the near future?

Ms. RomaN. I have my fingers crossed.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Well, I do. as well.

I have been a little discouraged about our problem-solving, and
so I am working on a bill called The People CARE Act. And it pro-
poses a bipartisan commission, four Republicans, four Democrats.
They get a year to work together, and they have to come up with
a proposal that Congress must vote yes or no on. So not just a
study but really something that would be binding.
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And as I worked with social workers across my county and now
my congressional district, they were frustrated because when they
wanted to help people, they were often in the position where they
were simply administering programs. And they were, frankly, by
statute sometimes, prevented from doing what they wanted to do,
which is person-centered, looking holistically at what are the issues
affecting this.

And so, Mr. Lucas, when you say there is no clear answer on a
solution, I would say that each solution might be a little bit dif-
ferent. You really do have to get to know the person. So I think
it is important that we do this reform, and we enable our local
caseworkers to understand how to use the programs.

The other problem is we have 92 means-tested programs. A fair
number of those are housing programs. I spoke with one of my col-
leagues, Mr. Cleaver, about this, and his experience in Kansas
City. Some of them work a little better than others. Some of them
are easier to get the money spent. And other ones have more rules
and restrictions. So the goal here would be to empower the commis-
sion to recommend, without launching any new programs and also
without cutting any of the spending, to redesign them so that you
could make use of the purpose without as many burdens—92 pro-
grams, a caseworker looking at a bookshelf of 6-inch binders for
each of them.

The other one is some of them come with benefit cliffs, and you
could redesign those. So I am not confident that we are going to
be able to get—even one program at a time would take 92 years
for Congress and a heroic effort. So my hope is that we can find
people who are willing to collaborate on that. We found great sup-
port through Ohio and our job and family services, through all of
Southwest Ohio’s United Way efforts.

And the goal here is to use Brookings’ data and do what, in the
long run, will help people is, yes, a job at a wage above the means-
tested line. But homeless people are having a hard time even ac-
cessing the assistance programs. I believe passionately that no one
should be turned away from these programs simply because they
came in through the wrong door. So it is, I think, vitally important
we empower caseworkers.

Have you seen anything like that work, Ms. Roman?

Ms. RoMAN. Actually, in Columbus, I think historically on the
homeless side, there has been—it has been a very well-organized
system that combined sources.

There is a big challenge—homelessness—the homeless system
can’t solve this problem all by itself. And the mainstream programs
that you have referenced have to be part of preventing it and ad-
dressing it. And it is very difficult, as witnesses have said, to co-
ordinate those.

So I think your help in simplifying them so they can be coordi-
nated but are still powerful and effective would be welcome.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Okay. Thank you.

And as all of our panel have input, certainly with the housing
programs, I think we are on to something.

I do have questions about the idea of simply spending more
money. The reality is we are spending $10 billion more—last year,
we spent about $10 billion more at 3.7 percent unemployment than
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we spent back when we had 10 percent unemployment. I do believe
that there should be some correlation, where as the economy im-
proves, there would be less need.

And my time has expired, so I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you.

I now call on the gentlelady from California, Ms. Porter. She is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. PORTER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Ms. Roman, what research or recommendations do you have on
how best to site both shelters, rapid rehousing programs, and per-
manent supportive housing? And what kinds of services should be
provided in order for these programs to be most effective where Or-
ange County is experiencing—is the second highest homeless rate
in the country for a city of its size, and we are in the—we are try-
ing to expand our services, and any insights you can provide on
how best to locate those in terms of sizes of shelters, numbers of
resources. We are going to put them close to schools, transit, jobs,
healthcare, all of the above; I would really appreciate your rec-
ommendations.

Ms. RoMAN. Thank you for your question.

I don’t have a simple answer for that. There is not, I don’t think,
a lot of, if any, research on siting. I do think that people—that it
is better to site near transportation and not to separate people. I
think that is an important thing.

Bigger shelters. There are some okay bigger shelters, but smaller
shelters seem to function better. I think one of the one principal
thing I would—or two principal things about that, shelters should
be low barrier. We are finding that a lot of the unsheltered home-
lessness is because people won’t come into shelters because of the
rules we need to get them in.

And at the same time, you are planning the shelter entries to
make that more congenial to people and making the shelter more
helpful, you have to, at the same time, be planning the exits. So
a lot of places put too much emphasis on the front door, and none
on the back door. And we don’t get anywhere with reducing the
numbers.

Ms. PORTER. Thank you very much.

Mr. Lucas, in your general knowledge as an American, do we
know how to prevent or stop people from getting breast cancer?

Mr. Lucas. Not to my knowledge.

Ms. PORTER. Me, either. Okay.

In your general knowledge as an American, do we have treat-
ments that can stop the advance of breast cancer and cure indi-
vidual people?

Mr. Lucas. I believe so.

Ms. PORTER. Okay. I fail to see how homelessness is different. So
the research seems clear to me that we know, for any given person
who is experiencing homelessness, that we know that a Housing
First permanent supportive housing approach can aid that person
or that family and put them on a path to more productivity and
better well-being. It is clear to me that just because we do not
know how to cure—how to prevent people from obtaining breast
cancer, we would not say we should not treat those who are suf-
fering. And I fail to see the difference here.
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I take your point to be—and this is not a question, but I take
your point to be that we cannot prevent the occurrence of homeless-
ness merely through supportive housing. We must expand the
number of units of affordable housing. And I think that is entirely
consistent with what the entire panel has been emphasizing today.

So I would just—my view on this, and I appreciate the witnesses
and their thoughtful comments, is we must do both. We must fund,
as we do, research to prevent the incidence of cancer but also treat
those who are dealing with its hurtful effects. And I see no reason
to be different as we think about homelessness.

My question is for Ms. Oliva or Ms. Roman, either one. In Or-
ange County, we are finding that the heaviest service users are
costing us about $450,000 a year. And that is about 10 percent of
our population. But if we put those heaviest users into permanent
supportive housing, the cost goes down to $55,000. So that is a
nearly $400,000 per person savings.

When we go to deploy, as I hope we do, a Housing First perma-
nent supportive approach, how can we make sure that as these
grants and resources go out, that agencies focus on the heaviest
users who will most benefit the system from getting permanent
supportive housing? How could we incentivize that?

Ms. OLIVA. I think there are a few ways to do that. And the first
is to make sure the folks who need to share data are sharing the
data at the local level. I know CHS supports a variety of commu-
nities around the country to identify frequent users of systems like
the healthcare system or the jails along with homelessness so that
they can really identify who those frequent users are and target—
what I—I mentioned this earlier. The most expensive resource with
the highest level of services should go to the folks who are most
vulnerable and have the highest level of needs, so—and you can do
that through a process that is called coordinated entry.

Coordinated entry is something that is being implemented across
the country so that people have a fair and prioritized kind of access
into the homeless service system and that there is a system to
identify the needs of any individuals or families coming forward.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

The gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Rose, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. RoSE. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters. I appreciate you call-
ing this hearing and the insightful testimony that we have heard
today and the responses to the many questions.

I am new to the Congress, and I want to thank the distinguished
panel for taking the time to be here.

My faith is very important to me, and my faith tells me that the
homeless, the poor, will always be among us and that I am called
to lend a helping hand and to take them in. And so that informs
my view of this issue to a great degree.

I also look at the Constitution. And as I ran for this office, I often
quoted to the people in my district that Article I, Section 8, enu-
merates the powers of this Congress. And when I look to Article I,
Section 8, I don’t find housing or the homeless as one of the areas
that the Congress is empowered to deal with. And so then I reach
the view that probably that is a power and a duty that is left to
the States and to local governments.
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So that is where I would start with this issue, that I believe I
am personally called, as I believe we all are, to help the poor and
to help the homeless. But I am not sure that is a duty of the Fed-
eral Government.

However, having reached that point, I do think that there prob-
ably is a role for the Federal Government to play. And so, Dr.
Lucas, I want to address this to you.

It seems to me, as I look at one of the graphics that has been
displayed today, that I see that the rate of homelessness, if the
data are accurate, is higher in some areas of the countries than
others. And if I look, I see that the West Coast and some areas of
the upper East Coast demonstrate higher rates of homelessness.
And I wonder if you could speak for just a moment to the accuracy
of that data and whether it informs us in any way about the root
causes of homelessness.

Mr. Lucas. Thank you for your question.

The data that you are describing are the annual point-in-time
counts that are published by HUD each year and since 2005, as
was mentioned.

So what these counts do is they count one at a point in time in
January each year how many people are homeless enumerated both
in terms of within shelters and then on the street. And that street
count occurs through volunteers and social workers and police and
communities coming together to attempt to count.

So what it tells us is—it does give us a snapshot of at a point
in time with, over time, increasing accuracy—although there are
still challenges with that—how many people are experiencing
homelessness on one night.

It doesn’t tell us anything about the amount of homelessness, the
flow of homelessness, if you will, people who are becoming home-
less over time. And so those are very two different important parts
of the data, and both of them vary considerably across commu-
nities, as you mentioned, both the prevalence and the rate at which
people might come to experience homelessness.

Mr. ROSE. Is there anything in the data or the research that has
been done that would explain the disparities in the rate of home-
lessness across the country?

Mr. LucAs. We certainly have several papers that have linked
housing affordability and housing market conditions to the preva-
lence of homelessness both within California and then nationwide
in the connections to State use—State land regulations as well. So
those conditions are there.

But at the same time, there has also been some recent work try-
ing to understand the uncharacteristic increases in homelessness in
Los Angeles and New York City, which those communities have
seen much more homelessness over the last several years where-
as—even though homelessness has fallen overall.

And the best answers of this based on economist Brendan
O’Flaherty summarized the literature basically saying that we
don’t actually know all the reasons why some of these communities
have seen the trends that they have seen despite massive increases
in expenditure from Federal and local levels in each of those com-
munities to expand the—at least targeted homelessness programs.
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Mr. RosSE. With the time we have remaining—or I have remain-
ing, is there anything in the data collection arena that you might
suggest that we do to help to explain those differences or to gather
better data?

Mr. Lucas. One of the things that Ms. Roman mentioned is who
is being served in each program and what the barriers are to being
served. Certainly, if we have a better understanding of how those
programs are operating with the specific people and the needs that
are faced by the individuals being served, we can have a better
sense of whether or not they are achieving housing retention at
rates that are consistent with what we might expect for the chal-
lenges that those individuals face.

Mr. RoSE. Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlewoman from New York, Ms.
Ocasio-Cortez, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. OcAs10-CORTEZ. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters.

Ms. Darley, I sincerely appreciate how illuminating your testi-
mony was, particularly when you highlighted who was in the shel-
ter system with you.

Did I hear you correctly when you said that there were doctors,
and?journalists from The Washington Post, in these shelters with
you?

Ms. DARLEY. Yes, that is correct. You heard correctly. There were
other professions. I remember them because it was so unexpected,
but, yes, the 3-month stay that I had there, definitely.

Ms. Ocasio-CORTEZ. So there were people who were gainfully
employed, who were in the system with you?

Ms. DARLEY. Actually, 75 percent of the homeless population is
employed, believe it or not. But because shelters are 12-hour sys-
tems where you are allowed in for 12 hours and out, they are not
conducive to work.

Ms. Ocas10-CORTEZ. So 75 percent of the people in these shelter
systems already have a job and they are working?

Ms. DARLEY. Yes. A job or an income, i.e., Social Security or
something of the like, yes.

Ms. Ocasio-CorTEZ. And so, I think we have identified large
causal factors, whether it is the racist legacy of our criminal justice
system, whether it is women who are systematically paid less on
the dollar than men leaving domestic violence situations that can’t
afford their own rent, whether it is the great need to invest and
improve our child welfare system so that we are not emancipating,
as was stated, children into homelessness, and also the great need
to acknowledge our Nation’s mental health and overall health cri-
sis, especially as it pertains to our country’s veterans but really to
citizens overall.

But one thing that I see is that one big factor that we are seeing
that contributes to homelessness is just that the math doesn’t add
up, is that wages are too low and rent is too high, for a very large
amount of reasons.

I represent New York City, which is currently experiencing the
highest rates of homelessness since the Great Depression. And we
have heard a lot about the demand for housing, but we have not
heard enough about the supply of housing overall. And one thing
that I find interesting is that, according to our housing and va-
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cancy survey, there were 250,000 vacant apartments in New York
City as of March of 2018—250,000 vacant apartments. And even at
the highest rates since the Great Depression, 63,000 people experi-
encing homelessness. So that is four empty apartments for every
one person experiencing homelessness in one of the most populous
cities in the world.

So, when we break that down, we see about 80,000 of them are
being renovated; 75,000 of them are not even being occupied full
time. And what we are also seeing is that, due to deregulations in
our housing market, deregulations in taxes is that a very large
amount of high-income foreign buyers are taking up a large
amount of this inventory which is displacing full-time New York
City residents, American citizens, permanent residents and so on,
people who are actually living in our community.

So my question is—and we are seeing also, since 2008, roughly
30 percent of the condo sales in Manhattan developments have
gone to purchasers with overseas addresses. So we have local peo-
ple, our people, who are not housed, and foreign multimillionaires
or billionaires who are buying their third, fourth, or fifth home. So
I think this is really a question about priorities and where do we
prioritize housing people in America as opposed to giving a foreign
multibillionaire or even an American billionaire their fifth pent-
house.

So my question is to Ms. Oliva. Where are some of the issues
t}ﬁat‘)you think we—solutions that we can point to in addressing
that?

Ms. OLivA. It is a really important topic because there are cities
across the country, not just New York, who are—who have a very
mismatched vacancy—number of vacancies and the types of vacan-
cies that they have in their city. In the District, we are experi-
encing that right now. The types of vacancies that are available are
well outside of the affordability range for people who are experi-
encing homelessness in the city.

So communities are doing things like trying to figure out how to
do shared housing so that families or individuals can go in together
on a two-bedroom unit or a three-bedroom unit and share the cost
of that housing.

Other communities are looking at landlord engagement as some-
thing that they really have to step up in order to get the number
of units that they need over time.

Ms. OcAs10-CORTEZ. Thank you very much.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Gonzalez,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ OF OHIO. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

First, I want to say to my colleagues what an honor it is to be
serving with you on this committee this Congress, and I look for-
ward to working with you on some of the most pressing problems
facing our Nation. My commitment to each of you is to be a produc-
tive partner who will always work to find common ground in im-
proving the lives of our constituents whom we are so fortunate to
represent.

I want to thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for holding this hear-
ing today. And thank you to our witnesses for their testimony and
for so diligently answering these hours of questions.
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I believe that every person on this committee, certainly in this
room and watching on TV across our country, sincerely wants to
see homelessness end in America. In nearly every community in
the country, we have people suffering from homelessness while pas-
sionate citizens and taxpayers work tirelessly to solve the issue. It
is not for a lack of empathy or compassion that we have homeless-
ness today.

Just yesterday, I visited with a constituent in my office who
shared the story of her roommate’s family who had been driven
from their home and now have to shack up in the dorm with the
students. So this is a big problem, and I thank the panel for their
work in helping resolve this issue.

As with all big problems, I believe we need to start with a com-
passionate heart and a sound mind that prioritizes evidence and
data while addressing root causes as we consider solutions to our
challenges.

As I review the legislation before us and I look at the publicly
available housing data that we are seeing on the screens around
us, I see some troubling signs. From 2014 to the present day, we
have increased spending by 15 percent to address homelessness.
But homelessness has decreased by only around 4 percent in that
time period. That is, it has actually slightly increased in the last
few years.

Additionally, we see, in cities with the highest concentration of
homelessness, San Francisco, New York, Los Angeles, that home-
lessness has increased to truly crisis levels, despite good-faith ef-
forts from all levels of government and additional spending. I be-
lieve the evidence is clear that simply throwing more money at the
problem is not the cure-all that we would probably like to believe.
The problem is not purely financial. It is structural. It is systemic.
And much of the work we need to do exists outside the purview of
this committee.

My hope is that today’s discussion is the beginning of a much
deeper conversation that does not start with a prebaked solution
but that works to identify root causes and impediments that our
people face as they seek to avoid and alleviate homelessness across
the various communities that we are so fortunate to represent.

So, with that, my first question goes to Dr. Lucas.

Roughly, how much do we spend per year on Federal homeless-
ness programs? And how confident are you that the additional
funding being discussed today would permanently end homeless-
ness in America?

Mr. Lucas. The U.S. targeted homelessness assistance budget
was $6.1 billion in 2018. And that has basically doubled since
about 2008 or so when it was in the, sort of, mid—right around $3
billion a year in spending.

And then the answer to your question, one of the things that is
important to remember is that people continue to face challenges
and may become homeless in the future. And so even ending it for
those who currently experience it will not be sufficient to end
homelessness for the rest of our Nation, of course.

Mr. GONZALEZ OF OHIO. Thank you.

A 2016 President Obama White House housing development tool-
kit highlights the impact that local barriers play in reducing hous-
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ing affordability for working families, specifically in New York, Los
Angeles, and San Francisco. The report goes on to say that HUD’s
existing project-based and housing choice vouchers could serve
more families if the per unit cost wasn’t pushed higher and higher
by rents rising in the face of barriers to new development. That is
a quote.

In addition, the city of San Francisco, despite a homeless epi-
demic, built 17 percent fewer homes last year than the year before.
The California Department of Housing projects California would
need to build roughly 180,000 homes per year to keep prices stable.
They built less than half of that. The LA Times wrote an op-ed in
May 2018 titled, “California’s housing crisis reaches from the
homeless to the middle class—but it is still almost impossible to
fix.” The reason that they cite is because State and local develop-
ment laws make it incredibly difficult to bring new units online.

Dr. Lucas, what sort of impact do local zoning barriers and land
use restrictions have on access to affordable housing? And is it safe
to assume that a significant portion of the funding within the pro-
posals discussed today would go to States and localities that have
these more stringent local barriers?

Mr. Lucas. To my knowledge, the funding allocations have no re-
lationship or are not influenced by the State of local regulations
on—toward housing. The point that you have gotten to is, as was
mentioned earlier, there is a difference between it is worth think-
ing about the demand for housing but also the supply and the bar-
riers to financing that.

Mr. GONZALEZ OF OHIO. Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlewoman from Massachusetts,
Ms. Pressley, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. PRESSLEY. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. And I thank all
of my colleagues for their robust line of questioning. I want to
thank the chairwoman for her leadership for making this the first
issue that we are tackling as a Full Committee. It is an issue of
consequence to all of our districts and certainly to the country. And
then I thank each of you for the work that you do every day and
for your expert testimony provided.

In my faith tradition, we often say, “There but for the grace of
God, go 1.”

And it seems that increasingly so, certainly in the Massachusetts
Seventh, the district I represent, and throughout the country, peo-
ple are an incident, a circumstance away from experiencing home-
lessness, a fire away, a medical bill away, a paycheck away, cer-
Eainly exacerbated by this most recent Federal Government shut-

own.

And so it is so important that we—as you have addressed, these
are not issues that we can tackle with a silo. There is an
intersectionality and a complexity here that does require a holistic
and comprehensive response.

It was mentioned earlier that we are in the midst of a booming
economy. Although there are more people employed than ever be-
fore, most of them are underemployed. So, really, on the precipice
of dire straits economically in experiencing homelessness.

Due to the robust line of questioning, a number of my questions
have already been asked, so I just want to ask a couple of things
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that I didn’t hear, and I hope I didn’t miss when I stepped out of
the room. So, if you have to be repetitive, I do apologize.

I wanted to talk about what we are doing to support those who
aim to successfully reenter into society. In Massachusetts, 30 per-
cent of our chronologically homeless are those who were previously
incarcerated. In fact, many of them are being released from correc-
tional facilities to shelter. While, at the same time, we know that
the number one driver of recidivism is unemployment. And so how
can someone make a positive contribution and pursue employment
if they do not even have a shelter or a home.

I know there are some models throughout the country that are
being explored due to discriminatory housing policies that are often
barring those who have previously been incarcerated from reunit-
ing with their families, especially if they are in public housing.

And so I am just curious as to what your thoughts are about how
to address the needs of this chronically homeless population to en-
sure that they can get on track to making a positive contribution
and not have their hands forced.

I think New York had a model. I am just curious what you think
about housing specifically for those reentering.

Ms. RoMAN. Well, in particular, for people who have mental
health issues or mental health and substance—behavioral health
disorders, I think targeting people reentering for permanent sup-
portive housing has been a very effective thing. Another dimension
of that to recognize is that people are often criminalized for their
homelessness. And then they get a criminal record, and those
records then stop them from being able to get units and also to get
jobs. So some way to address the record’s history and so forth I
think would also be important.

Ms. PRESSLEY. Okay. And then, secondarily, in terms of while
people are in shelter and ensuring that those spaces are safe, I
know that Secretary Carson had withdrawn a rule that would have
required HUD-funded homeless shelters to uphold certain Federal
protections for LGBTQ individuals. So, what can we do to ensure
that HUD is upholding its mission to ensure equal access to safe
and affordable housing? And then my question on training for staff
in terms of linguistics, cultural competency, sexual orientation,
gender identify sensitivity, is that something that could be cost-
neutral?

Mr. RusH. To answer your initial question, yes, the equal access
and gender identity rule, which went into effect in 2016, I think
that there have been some of your colleagues who have made a re-
quest to Secretary Carson over at HUD about the enforcement of
that. There were some resources that were taken down from the
HUD website, and there has been a lack of guidance around what
that looks like for creating inclusive spaces.

We as an organization do a lot of work around making sure that
gender pronouns are recognized, that intake forms are representa-
tive of peoples’ gender identity.

I think that in regards to training, there are free trainings that
currently exist, specifically my organization has a true inclusion
toolkit that addresses how service providers can create more inclu-
sive and safe spaces for LGBTQ individuals. So there are resources
that exist.
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Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Ms. PRESSLEY. Thank you, Mr. Rush.

And thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Duffy,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. Durry. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Welcome again, panel. There are a number of issues that I want
to get to, including zoning. I want you to talk about programs that
work and don’t work. I also want to talk about foster children.

But, first, I know it is not up here right now, but I have to tell
you, that beautiful Gerald R. Ford looks a lot like freedom to me,
what defends liberty and freedom and democracy for this country
and many others in the world. So to say we don’t want to have a
military to protect that is concerning to me.

But that is a conversation about money, right? And if I ask the
panel, would you all say the main theme here is, “We need more
money?” You are asking for money? Yes? Is that what you are—
Ms. Roman is saying yes, and no one else is taking me up on that.

You guys are saying money? I am from Wisconsin. You are talk-
ing about cheddar, right? Yes, you want money.

And so, I looked at Ms. Darley’s story, and I thought it was a
remarkable story of success, of hardship. I can’t imagine the hard-
ship that you went through when you got that kind of world
thrown at you, and you made it out. But you are here to tell the
story of how hard it is, and I appreciate that.

You think we need more money for these programs, right?

Ms. DARLEY. Not necessarily. I am not saying that money
wouldn’t help. But I am a strong advocate for innovation, and that
is because I get a chance to talk to a lot of the young people around
this country, and they give me crazy, awesome ideas—

Mr. DUFFY. I love that.

Ms. DARLEY. —as to how this could have—some have put into
their own plan. One young lady did a coat, which turns—she, a 19-
year-old, designed it for the homeless. It is a coat that turns into
a backpack that turns into a sleeping bag. So I am just saying in-
novative thinking and the opportunity to do so—

Mr. DUFFY. You are speaking my language.

Ms. DARLEY. —would be the key.

Mr. DUFFY. I totally agree.

Mr. Stewart, are you a veteran?

Mr. STEWART. No, sir, I am not.

Mr. DUFFY. But you represent a veterans group?

Mr. STEWART. Absolutely.

Mr. DuUrFrY. And do you think we should prioritize veterans over
other homeless individuals?

Mr. STEWART. I would say that it has been successful where we
have done that across the country.

Mr. DUFFY. So you are saying, yes, we should prioritize veterans?

Mr. STEWART. Yes.

Mr. Durry. Would the panel agree with that?

Yes or no, quickly?

Ms. OLIvA. I don’t think it is a yes-or-no question. I mentioned
earlier I think that we need to be able to walk and chew gum at
the same time.
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Mr. DuUFrFY. But if we have homelessness and we only have so
many slots and so much money, should we prioritize the men and
women who serve this country? Yes?

Ms. OLivA. Highly vulnerable men and women who serve this
country—

Mr. DurFry. Should be taken care of?

Ms. OLIVA. —should be taken care of.

Mr. DUFFY. So, when we look at our veterans, are they all in
homes, or do we have homeless veterans right now?

Mr. STEWART. Our best estimate has that we have 37,878 on a
given night.

Mr. DUFFY. Veterans who are homeless?

Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.

Mr. Durry. So I look at the money side of this. And the point
I am getting at is we are talking about aircraft carriers, right?
Let’s not invest any more in liberty, freedom, and democracy, my
view. But if we were able to take, let’s say, $45 million and plug
it into a State, could that actually do some good for our veterans
in a State if we are able to give $45 million for homelessness?

Mr. STEWART. The history has shown that that has been the
case, yes, Sir.

Mr. DUFFY. How about $1.3 billion? Would that help? $1.3 billion
in one State.

Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.

Mr. DUFFY. So what I am getting at is, do you know how much
we spend on illegal immigration?

So why do we prioritize people who don’t come here lawfully
ahead of our veterans, ahead of people like Ms. Darley who find
themselves on hard times?

California alone spent $45 million on legal services for illegal im-
migrants, and we have homelessness in America. Veterans are
homeless in America. $1.3 billion, a total cost, for 2 years in Cali-
fornia. $1.3 billion, and we said we prioritize homelessness?

I am all about making sure we have resources to help people out.
But when we have veterans on the street, why don’t we take the
Federal, State, and local money and work on homelessness? You
want cheddar. That is where the money is at, isn’t it?

Let’s make sure that we don’t have any Americans who sleep
under bridges. Any veterans who serve this country but sleep on
the streets, before we give money for all these other programs—
does anyone disagree with that? Should we put illegal immigrants
ahead of U.S. citizens or veterans? Does anyone disagree with that?

We should put our people first, right?

Who disagrees with that? Mr. Rush, you disagree with that?

Mr. RusH. Again, I want to reiterate that I don’t think that this
is an either/or, and I think that we need—

Mr. DUFFY. Oh, it is about money, though, Mr. Rush. It is about
money.

Mr. RusH. It is.

Mr. Durry. What happened to resources? And if we are looking
for resources, why don’t we spend it on our homeless first, our peo-
ple first? There’s a lot of money there. Let’s use it for the right pur-
poses.

I yield back.
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Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you.

Since we are talking about money, the Chair takes the oppor-
tunity to say that the Trump tax plan added $1.5 trillion to the
debt. And in the last 11 months, we added $1 trillion to the debt.

Mr. Durry. That is because the—

Chairwoman WATERS. If we are going to talk about money, let’s
talk about the leadership that—

Mr. DUFFY. More money comes in the Federal coffers, Madam
Chairwoman. More money comes in with the tax reform.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlewoman from North Carolina,
Ms. Adams, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ApaMs. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. And thank you for
convening this important conversation on eliminating homeless-
ness. It is a serious problem and a serious problem in my district
in North Carolina, Mecklenburg County, where more than 9,000
people experience homelessness on a single night.

I am concerned about the transitional housing services. In my
district, countless transitional sites that provide necessary sup-
portive services for residents combating addiction, opioid use dis-
order, and other chemical dependencies have seen significant re-
ductions or outright elimination of funding.

And just last week, the CEO of the first licensed transitional
housing facility of its kind in North Carolina, maybe even in the
country, reached out to my office for assistance. They have been in
the Charlotte community for decades serving nearly 300 individ-
uals. And they recently found out that HUD will no longer provide
Federal resources because it is not a permanent housing facility.
And I am troubled by the shift.

I want to ask Ms. Oliva and Dr. Lucas, having said that, should
Congress analyze and reassess HUD’s shift away from providing
resources for transitional housing in the continuum of care?

Ms. OLIVA. Thank you for that question.

And, T would say that a lot of evidence points to, and a lot of
transitional housing programs operate in ways that are high bar-
rier and that are highly expensive. And with the budget the way
that it is, especially with the continuum of care program where a
large percentage of the funding in each year goes to renewal of
projects that are already existing rather than new projects, it is
really up to communities to prioritize which projects are most effec-
tive, which projects are—should be not necessarily eliminated but
put lower on the list. And HUD does fund based on a prioritized
list that is provided by each community.

But the movement away from transitional housing and towards
supportive housing and rapid rehousing is really about the evi-
dence and the costs related to those kinds of interventions to en-
sure that, again, Federal funding is being used in the most effec-
tive way possible nationwide.

Ms. Apams. Thank you.

Briefly, please. I have another question.

Go ahead.

Mr. Lucas. I will just briefly note that—so the closest substitute
to transitional housing in a sense of being a shorter-term solution
is rapid rehousing. And in the available evidence that we have,
there actually isn’t, in terms of housing retention, rapid rehousing.
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There is even less evidence on terms of effectiveness relative to
permanent supportive, so it is an issue.

Ms. Apams. Thank you.

To Mr. Stewart and Ms. Darley, in terms of the importance of
destigmatizing the issue of homelessness particularly as it relates
to our veterans, despite the overall reduction of veteran homeless-
ness nationwide, the lack of housing for veterans continue to be a
major issue in my district in North Carolina which is undergoing
rapid gentrification. Based on the work that your organization has
done to provide technical assistance to local providers, what would
you say are some of the ongoing barriers to achieving an end to
homelessness among veterans?

Mr. Stewart?

Mr. STEWART. Yes. Absolutely, Congresswoman. Thank you for
the question.

Just quickly, my brain is still on your stigma comment, and I
would love to address that.

One of the things that I think sticks out in the public’s mind
about the image of the homeless veteran is sort of an older gen-
tleman, usually a Vietnam veteran, on the street with a sign in the
old BDUs. And while that population exists, that age of population
exist, it is also important to recognize that newly entering vet-
erans, post-9/11 veterans, are finding themselves at risk and home-
less in increasing numbers every year, and a large section of that
population are women veterans. So that is just something I want
to put on the record.

As far as barriers go, there were a number of barriers. Affordable
housing is an obvious one. The coordination of resources proves to
be difficult. We had to do a lot of changing and growing as a field,
even in the VA-funded side of things. We are talking about transi-
tional housing, VA-funded transitional housing called the Grant
Per Diem Program had some growing pains to go through as well.
We found a pretty happy medium there now, and it is part—the
smart limited use, the veteran-centric use of transitional housing
is part of the Federal benchmarks and criteria.

Ms. Apams. Thank you.

I have 15 seconds. Ms. Darley, would you like to add to that?

Ms. DARLEY. —part of a group that helps homeless veterans. We
find that PTSD—I have run out of time, but—

Ms. Apawms. I apologize. I have cut you off.

Madam Chairwoman says I am out of time.

Thank you. I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you.

The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Steil, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. STEIL. Thank you.

I want to start by thanking Chairwoman Waters for calling to-
day’s hearing. Homelessness is a serious problem affecting every
community in our country. In Wisconsin, by a HUD analysis, we
have 5,000 people who are homeless. By the Department of Edu-
cation’s definition, 18,000 youth are homeless.

But despite the Federal Government’s sustained and significant
investment, homelessness persists at unacceptable levels. I have
visited homeless shelters throughout southeast Wisconsin, the
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HALO Center in Racine or the Shalom Center in Kenosha, and I
have seen firsthand the importance of having a local approach to
addressing the homelessness problem.

I had the opportunity to meet a young gentleman at the Shalom
Center in the City of Kenosha. And he had arrived there, fallen on
hard times, and had been given the opportunity for a job at an
Amazon distribution center, a step to get back up on his feet. And
that local involvement was critical. It was a local solution that was
one of the driving forces for this individual to get back up on his
feet, albeit making sure that we have that first step to make sure
he had that private-public partnership at the Shalom Center to get
there, in particular.

Dr. Lucas, some of the proposals that we are discussing here
today involve a significant increase in money that we would spend
to address homelessness. We all agree homelessness is a big prob-
lem. We should do everything we can to ensure that all Americans
have a safe place to live. At the same time, we need to spend tax-
payer funds wisely getting at the best impact we can for every dol-
lar. I believe there should also be a look at whether existing rules,
regulations, and practices may cause or exacerbate the problems.

I heard from my colleague from New York earlier on the par-
ticular high cost of housing in New York City. And it would be
amiss to not look at maybe what some of the local housing policies
are in certain cities that may be driving those higher costs and
having a disparate impact on individuals from those communities
that are subject to their own local control and regulations that may
be having that negative impact.

Could you comment on what policies or reforms or new flexibili-
ties may help communities better address this situation?

Mr. Lucas. Thank you, Congressman, for your question.

Certainly, as you suggested, when we are talking about land use
regulations, they come in many forms, right? It is not one blanket
thing. But a lot of it requires what you are allowed to use property
for. That can include development, but it also could include the
renovation or the repurposing of existing properties.

So it was mentioned, in New York City, there is a high rate of
vacant units. In Syracuse, New York, where I live, there are 1,500
vacant housing units and a comparable number of people in the
homeless shelter system, actually.

And so, questions emerge. What are the opportunities? What are
the barriers that make it more expensive to expand affordable
housing which, in some ways, will price out the development of ad-
ditional units that are of a lower cost? And other regulations about
what you can and can’t use property for certainly affect that re-
sponsiveness of the supply in local communities.

Mr. STEIL. Thank you very much.

Ms. Roman, in your testimony you highlight some of the dif-
ferences between rural and urban homelessness. And my district in
southeast Wisconsin and the Cities of Janesville and Racine and
Kenosha, we have cities, and then there are also rural areas in be-
tween and across a lot of the State of Wisconsin.

Do you think the local leaders have the flexibility they need to
address some of the challenges in particular in rural areas?
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Ms. RoMAN. I would say, actually, while I think the continuum
of care works very well in urban areas, there are some improve-
ments that could be made in rural areas, that the urban areas
have the full infrastructure, the sort of soups-to-nuts programs. It
doesn’t make sense to build something like that in every single
town.

And I think there have been several proposals to fix the con-
tinuum of care to work better in rural areas, but I think rural
areas need some more flexibility in terms of resources to probably
house people a lot faster and kind of skip these long periods in the
homeless system. There also tends to be a little bit more affordable
housing in a lot of rural areas.

Mr. STEIL. Thank you.

I think it highlights the importance of some of the local control
and local decisionmaking that is required to address this problem.

I would like to ask you one more question. You have highlighted
some of the relationship between homelessness and human traf-
ficking. In southeast Wisconsin, there is an Interstate 94 corridor
running between Milwaukee and Chicago. Human trafficking is a
really significant issue in that area.

Could you just comment, in the seconds that we have, on that
relationship?

Ms. ROMAN. Just—

Mr. STEIL. Maybe we will follow up in—

Ms. RoMAN. As Ms. Darley has said, not having housing cer-
tainly makes people vulnerable to being trafficked.

Mr. STEIL. Thank you very much. I yield back.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Casten, is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CASTEN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

My question is for Ms. Oliva.

During the recent shutdown, I met with a number of service pro-
viders who are at risk of not being able to provide their services
if the government didn’t reopen. And one of the women I met with
was the director of a local YMCA that provided both temporary
housing and the domestic violence hotline. And she described, in
rather heartbreaking fashion, how they are at an annualized all-
time high for incoming calls to their domestic violence hotline,
which she attributed to the Supreme Court hearings, that that was
when they saw the last uptick come last July. And she also noted,
in rather clinical fashion, that the lethality of domestic assault is
on the rise.

To put it very bluntly, we don’t get a second chance to help a lot
of people when they have the courage to stand up the first time.
And what I am hoping you could comment on in your role in sup-
portive housing is, what more can we do for these communities
where housing security is inseparable from personal security and
the house they are in is no longer safe? Is there more we can be
doing on a Federal front on that front?

Ms. OLIVA. Right.

So the most important thing that we do is that, in the definition
of homelessness, there is a whole category of folks who are sur-
vivors of domestic violence, and they have different standards to



53

get into programs. For example, they don’t have to provide the
types of documentation, because usually somebody fleeing a domes-
tic violence situation doesn’t have that documentation with them.
So ensuring access to a variety of systems is incredibly important.

We also need to make sure that public housing authorities and
other affordable housing developers understand, when domestic vi-
olence happens within one of their programs or within one of their
buildings, how to address that situation without further harming
the survivor of domestic violence.

And then I would say that the other really important thing to do
is to ensure that all of the different types of interventions that we
talked about, shelter, emergency, safe shelter, rapid rehousing,
supportive housing, are available to survivors of domestic violence
in different ways and that the services are appropriate for that par-
ticular population.

Mr. CASTEN. Thank you.

My next question is for Mr. Rush.

The University of Chicago recently released a report on youth
homelessness, I think it was called,“Missed Opportunities,” that
found that the LGBTQ community, particularly young adults, has
a 120 percent higher risk of reporting homelessness compared with
youth who identify as heterosexual and cisgender.

Can you help us understand some of the unique needs of LGBTQ
youth who are experiencing homelessness, what programs exist,
and what we can do particularly but not exclusively at a Federal
level to make sure that we get that community the protection it
needs?

Mr. RUsH. Sure. And I actually referenced that report in my ini-
tial testimony.

I think that one thing that it does a really good job of is it
doesn’t just talk about people being kicked out of their homes be-
cause of their LGBTQ. I think that is one part and one facet of it.
I think LGBTQ individuals, yes, they have to deal with
transphobia, homophobia, and all of those other things. But when
we talk about intersectionality, a Black LGBTQ individual or
Latino or Latina individual has to deal with the intersections of
race and their being LGBTQ.

And I think that LGBTQ individuals experience housing insta-
bility just like everyone else. They have issues with finding afford-
able housing, just like everyone else.

I can’t think of anything specifically on the Federal level as it
pertains to HUD that implements programs specifically for LGBTQ
individuals. I do know that there—the Youth Homelessness Dem-
onstration Project, which has an approach of leaning on youth who
have formally experienced homelessness, a lot of individuals in that
are LGBTQ. They work with continuums of care to be able to come
up with a strategy to prevent and end youth homelessness in their
locality, and that does have a plan generally to focus on addressing
homelessness among LGBTQ individuals. But I do think that there
needs to be a further investment on the Federal end to target re-
sources just like targeted resources are provided to veterans and
families, that there needs to be the same for LGBTQ individuals.

Mr. CASTEN. Thank you. I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you.
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The gentleman from Arkansas, Mr. Hill, is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters. I appreciate you call-
ing this hearing. I appreciate the opportunity to hear from this ex-
cellent panel. Thanks for your fortitude in sitting still for this long.
We appreciate your expertise.

I would like to start by talking a little bit about the robust ef-
forts in Little Rock to combat homelessness. It is very well-coordi-
nated, and it has a robust engagement with both the City and Fed-
eral resources and our nonprofits. And, really, in the two terms I
have served in Congress, I found it very rewarding to see their
work where they have an active case work in our office. We go and
find veterans where they are. We have solved so many veteran
challenges in our homeless shelters. It has been really rewarding
work in our office. I have four veterans on my constituent team:;
three of them are combat veterans. And they spend time in our
shelters really helping our vets. They deserve that extra touch. And
many of them are really lost in the morass of not only homeless-
ness but also the veteran programs that they might be eligible for.
So I thank my staff for that work.

And we have been a vigorous advocate for funding. Just in the
last 4 years, we have gotten $4 million in grant funding for our
homeless nonprofits in Little Rock. And they are using that money
very wisely. And I have been so impressed by—from just really tak-
ing care of that emergency transient housing, the person who loses
their lease, that family in crisis, that—or troubling chronic alcohol
and drug-addicted population. And then those who are really work-
ing their way back to self-sufficiency. All that group works really
well together, and that is why I invited Ben Carson to Little Rock
to see this work on the ground and see what is happening. And he
was really inspired by that work.

And we have one of our nonprofits, Our House, which Dr. Carson
really encouraged that they would be a terrific person to lead the
EnVision Centers in our public housing that has been an initiative
of HUD. And so I hope to see that move forward.

But in all the aspects of it, whether it is The Dorcas House,
Union Rescue Mission, St. Francis House, Jericho Way, Salvation
Army, Gaines, Lucy’s Place, Women and Children First, all these
I have been impressed, as a former business person, to see how
well they work together looking for that gap and filling it to help
all those suffering from this homelessness.

I have a couple of questions. One, I heard Mr. Lawson mention
it; my friend from Wisconsin mentioned this issue of definitions.
We have all these definitions that are different on homelessness.
And it has allowed, I think, the Federal Government to make
claims to ending homelessness, with which I don’t agree. We had
a celebration with a mayor of Little Rock, went up to an event this
fall ending veterans homelessness, and I am going: Man, I can take
you and introduce to some right now that are homeless.

So how do we get HUD and the VA on the same page about the
d}?ﬁ%ition of who is homeless? Does anybody want to talk about
that?

Ms. Oliva, you worked at HUD, so we have these multiple defini-
tions of homelessness. Is living in a hotel homeless?
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Ms. OLIVA. It depends.

Mr. HiLL. Well, it really doesn’t. If they are in a hotel for longer
than a month, are they homeless?

Ms. OLIVA. So I would say that there is—again, there is a need
because of the resources that are available to prioritize folks that
aﬁ most vulnerable first for the housing resources that are avail-
able.

So I don’t think that HUD and the VA were on the same page
around—and Mr. Stewart might be able to address this based on
something more recent. But our work with the VA, our collabo-
rative work with the VA and USICH around veteran homelessness
in particular was some of the best work that we did inside of the
Federal Government, as far as I am concerned, because we were on
the same page. We ensured that we were prioritizing chronically
homeless veterans for the HUD-VASH program, for example.

And until no veteran was on the street, then we could start
working down the list. And homelessness prevention is a part of
those programs that could work with folks who are in hotels.

Mr. HiLL. Right. And they do great work in that.

Ms. Roman, talk to me about—for the vouchers that we have in
Section 8, how do we make sure that they really are clean and safe
places, that our public housing authorities are really putting those
vouchers out where they should be?

Ms. ROMAN. I am not an expert on Section 8, but my under-
standing is that they do inspections on Section 8 units. And, they
are supposed to be clean and safe.

I think in the homeless arena, we don’t always have those kinds
of inspections, and you do have to be concerned about the quality.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentlewoman from Pennsylvania, Ms. Dean, is recognized for
5 minutes.

Ms. DEAN. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters. And I want to thank
you, like the others, for your commitment to ending homelessness.
It is, I think, something in which government has an extraor-
dinarily important role to play. We can do it if we just put our will
and our resources toward it and if we think in very innovative
ways.

I want to thank you, Ms. Darley, also for telling us right up front
that homelessness doesn’t discriminate, and housing must be first.
And I am going to use your quote, if you don’t mind, that the oppo-
site of wealth is poverty and the opposite of poverty is justice, be-
cause that is what we are here to do. So I am inspired by your
words, and we can use that to end homelessness.

Two areas that I wanted to look at have to do with the barriers
to identifying those who are homeless and actually successfully get-
ting them out of homelessness. I was a State representative in
Pennsylvania before coming here to Congress. We dealt with home-
lessness in my district. I worry about the data. I will just say this
as a statement not as a question, but I do worry about the data.
I am sure all of you do too.

We did point-in-time counts in the middle of the night and we
know that it doesn’t account for everybody. We know there are peo-
ple who are on a cousin’s couch or sleeping in a car in a parking
lot where we are not aware, and so many other things. So I worry
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about the data and are we actually capturing the number of people
who are homeless. And if we can’t fully capture it, how can we ever
fully solve it? So that is more of a statement.

The two areas that I wanted to talk about have to do with bar-
riers to helping those who fall into homelessness and they have a
connection to domestic violence or they have a connection to addic-
tion. In our City of Philadelphia, as I crisscross the City and I am
racing about, I am so struck and so sometimes paralyzed by the
number of people who are homeless standing on the street begging
for a crumb, a dime, a dollar. And that they are in the ravages of
addiction.

So I would like to know, what are some of the clear barriers to
homeless folks who are suffering from the disease of addiction and
how can we break down those barriers, number one? And then the
other one, and so I will open this—I am certain Ms. Oliva would
be one, but others I am certain, Ms. Roman and others, would help
me.

We talked about domestic violence, and in 2017, in Pennsylvania,
117 Pennsylvanians lost their lives to domestic violence: in 2017
alone. The majority of them were women killed with a firearm. In
the past 10 years, more than 1,600 Pennsylvanians lost their lives
as a result of domestic violence. So what are the obstacles for
women in particular fleeing domestic violence situations? How can
we serve those victims of domestic violence?

There is this terrible intersection between domestic violence and
homicide when there is a weapon present, and how does homeless-
ness actually increase the risk of domestic violence? So I apologize
for balling all of that together, but maybe I will start with you, Ms.
Roman.

Ms. RoMaN. I will just talk about the addiction issue. I would
just say two things about that. One, we just looked at a bunch of
data on unsheltered people, people living outside from around the
country, actually 30,000 records. And one of the big barriers to
them going in or getting help is because the high barriers in the
shelter system. So an initial thing is the shelter systems have to
really be welcoming to people and not screen out people because of
their substance use.

And the second thing is that treatment is only available—I think
the national average is half the time, only in 50 percent of cases
in which somebody is ready for treatment can they actually access
treatment. So that is a second piece of that.

Ms. DEAN. Thank you.

Ms. OLIVA. And I would agree with both of those things that Nan
just said, specifically on people with substance use disorders. We
don’t have enough for outreach and we need the right kind of out-
reach to get folks into shelter, and we need more recovery housing
to help folks who have those kinds of substance use disorders.

On the domestic violence side, technology has made it less safe
for programs that have physical shelters. Now you can go on
Google maps and you can identify somebody’s car that is sitting in
front of a shelter. So the domestic violence, you know, sort of group
of folks who are working on domestic violence issues nationwide
really need to implement new technologies and be innovative. They
also have to really work between the domestic violence system and
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the affordable housing system and the homeless system. And that
can be done, and it is being worked on.

Ms. DEAN. I thank you very much.

And I also want to talk about the problem of qualifying as home-
less. In my own county of Montgomery County, Pennsylvania, we
have a system that we call into called, “Your Way Home.” I sat on
the phone with somebody who was struggling and going to be
homeless. It was a 60-minute call, and they didn’t qualify because
their eviction was maybe 2 days away. So I just raise that. Thank
you.

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlewoman’s time has expired.

The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Stivers, is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. STivers. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. I want to thank
you for holding this hearing, and I want to thank you for your lead-
ership on fighting homelessness.

And now to the witnesses, I want—Ms. Oliva, I want to do a fol-
low-up on a question that Mr. Hill asked a little while ago, and I
am going to do it as a simple yes-or-no question. Are you aware
that the Housing and Urban Development definition of homeless-
ness excludes people under the age of 18, while the Department of
Education does count homeless folks under the age of 18?

Ms. OLIVA. I don’t believe that is correct.

Mr. STIVERS. It is true, sorry. It is true.

Mr. Rush, since you are the only one who has actually mentioned
youth homelessness, I would like to ask you about something. Just
yesterday, the Department of Education released a report on youth
homelessness that showed that homeless youth have actually in-
creased, and, in fact, in 20 States, that homeless youth growth has
been 10 percent over the last 3 years. So, obviously, schools identify
these folks because they are at risk, and so there is a good reason
for them to count them, but the Housing and Urban Development
definition of homelessness actually excludes those folks from get-
ting shelter.

Mr. Rush, don’t you think those are among some of the most vul-
nerable people who could be homeless?

Mr. RusH. I do think that they are—there is a risk of experi-
encing homelessness, and I think that the HUD-funded programs
may or may not be the best solution to address those problems.

Mr. STIVERS. But shouldn’t we be counting them?

Mr. RusH. I am a believer that additional data is needed, yes,
specifically as it pertains to most impacted populations, yes.

Mr. STIVERS. And these are potentially some of the most vulner-
able population out there. So I have had a bill for the last three
Congresses to force Housing and Urban Development to change
that policy to count homelessness under the age of 18. And it is a
bipartisan bill. We are continuing to work on it. We worked with
the chairman on it last cycle. Mrs. Beatty and I are the lead spon-
sors of that bill. We are going to keep fighting for that, and I hope
all of you will pay attention to that. And I really appreciate every-
thing all of you are doing, but it is a very important issue to the
future of our country and to a lot of young folks who are very, very
vulnerable.
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The second issue that I have been focused on is veteran home-
lessness. And, Mr. Stewart, I do appreciate that your testimony fo-
cused on the other than honorable discharges. As a military vet-
eran myself, these are the folks who are most likely to be homeless.
They are also most likely to have other conditions that aggravate
that, whether it is drug addiction, mental health, or physical
health issues.

And you talked about a change last year in the 114th Congress
that allows the VA to serve part of that other than honorable popu-
lation, but can you describe to us, because my understanding is
that there are still a bunch of people who are left out who are not
eligible even under that expansion?

Mr. STEWART. That is exactly right, Congressman. What the pre-
vious bill, PL 114-315, did was make veterans with other than hon-
orable discharges eligible for VA homeless services to include grant
and per diem supportive services and the like. But it does not in-
clude eligibility for HUD-VASH. Your bill and Mrs. Beatty’s bill
would do such a thing.

Mr. STIVERS. Correct.

Mr. STEWART. So it is the same group of people for slightly dif-
ferent services.

Mr. STIVERS. Great. And I think the goal is to make sure that
even when somebody had a mistake that ended their service, that
doesn’t mean they should be sentenced to be homeless for the rest
of their life.

Mr. STEWART. That is exactly right, sir. These are veterans, these
?elcl1 and women are veterans, and they deserve to not be left be-

ind.

Mr. STIVERS. Thank you. And I appreciate that.

Mr. Lucas, you talked a little bit about, with your perspective as
an economist, what is going on in multifamily housing. And I am
interested in your thoughts of what is going on with the Americans
with Disabilities Act and the Fair Housing Act with regard to some
frivolous lawsuits that, frankly, aren’t even causing technical fixes,
they are just getting money. And is that having any impact on cost
of housing? Is it ultimately resulting in tenants paying higher rent?
Is it exacerbating a lot of these conditions?

Mr. Lucas. That is something I will have to follow up on with
you, and I would be happy to do so.

Mr. STIVERS. Thank you.

Madam Chairwoman, again, I really appreciate you holding this
hearing. Homelessness in America is something we all should care
about. It is a bipartisan issue, and we want to work with you to
try to find solutions.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairwoman WATERS. Thank you very much.

The gentleman from Utah, Mr. McAdams, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. McApAMS. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

And it is great to see those of you with whom I have worked in
the past, in my previous capacity. But Salt Lake County, like many
urban areas, has struggled to understand and address homeless
challenges, and we have made progress in many areas and still
struggle, like all metro areas struggle, in other areas.
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Our area has largely recovered from the economic hardships
largely of the Great Recession and other factors, though, like the
opioid epidemic, have meant that thousands of Utahans live on the
streets without a safe or a stable place to call home. Many of these
families with children are homeless youth, and it is unacceptable
that the only home for a young child sometimes is the family car
or a homeless shelter, or a teenager is forced to couch surf with
friends and relatives, many of them aging out of the foster care
f‘ystemiowhile trying to make their way through school or to train
or a job.

So when I was the mayor of Salt Lake County, I convened a
broad group of stakeholders who in one way or another are a part
of our homeless service system, whether they are government, city,
county, State, supporters of the homeless services system, the busi-
nesses and nonprofits, philanthropic supporters, the medical sys-
tem, education leaders, homeless services providers. And we
worked closely with other political leaders, our lieutenant governor,
our Speaker of the House, Republicans and Democrats working to-
gether to try and move forward solutions.

And for nearly 3 years, we mapped what we called the genome
of our local homeless services system. We looked at every aspect of
how, when, where, and with what resources our homeless services
system interfaced with individuals who were experiencing home-
lessness and what we might do to help to resolve the situation. And
that plan we developed through that process identified specific out-
comes and indicators by which we would measure the results of
whether we were making progress towards our goals of minimizing
homelessness.

We contracted with mental health providers and transitional
housing agencies for two pay-for success projects, data-driven and
evidence-based contracts funded by the private sector who would
only be repaid if participants in the program achieved success. And
our coalition, what we were moving to is more of a—rather than
a one-size-fits-all solution, but more of a tailored, custom-tailored
approach with wraparound services that we help to lift people out
of homeless services and identify—I think if you have met one
homeless person, you have met only one homeless person. Their sit-
uations and challenges differ from person to person, and recog-
nizing that we need to meet them where they are and then help
them to move forward and achieve a greater degree of independ-
ence, a greater degree of self-reliance. And those outcomes are
going to differ from person to person.

So I guess my question for the witnesses—thank you for the ex-
cellent written testimony and your work that I am very familiar
with over many years. My question would be, and referencing Mr.
Stewart and your written comments, you said that—and your com-
ments that Housing First never means housing only. In Utah, we
have experience with Housing First, and I think it has been suc-
cessful, but we are also seeing that it is not housing only. We need
other solutions.

Later in the testimony, you go on to elaborate that the HUD and
HUD-VASH program utilizes veteran-specific Section 8 vouchers
coupled with case management. So I guess my question is, how im-
portant has the case management piece been of that? What can we
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learn from that that we might extrapolate to other categories of
homelessness? And then for all of the witnesses, what have we
leargled and what more can we do in the area of wraparound serv-
ices?

Mr. STEWART. I think the HUD part and the VASH part are each
equally crucial. The Housing First approach works wonders when
you get a person into housing and then wrap those services around
them, offer them all the services that they may need. Even if they
don’t take it right away, studies have shown that they will eventu-
ally avail themselves of those services and resolve some of the
issues.

The case management support through the VA is critical. Making
sure people meet medical appointments, seeking employment if
able and willing, qualifying for income supports, broad base of
issues and a real model for what we could be doing elsewhere.

Ms. OLivA. And I think that model is incredibly important, be-
cause the VA—and the services don’t have to be in the housing pro-
gram. The housing subsidy can be by itself, and the services can
be coming from mainstream resources like Medicaid or the VA or
other mainstream services.

Ms. ROMAN. Just briefly, the advantage we have on the veterans’
side is we have a partner who delivers the services. HUD is not a
particularly good service deliverer, so it would be good for the com-
mittee to work on finding a strong partner.

Mr. Lucas. I would just add one thing—

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Lucas. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Garcia,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GARcIA OF ILLINOIS. Thank you very much, Madam Chair-
woman. To all of the panelists who are here, thank you so much
for giving us a much better sense of the homelessness challenge
that we face as a Nation.

Most of you emphasize the racial disparities that exist in the
homeless population across the country, and I want to highlight an
important segment of this. Latinos, while comprising about 18 per-
cent of the population nationally, comprise about 22 percent of peo-
ple experiencing homelessness. So—and I think, Ms. Roman, in
your testimony, if I heard you correctly, you stated that Latinos are
increasingly experiencing homelessness disproportionately. Can you
elaborate on what might be driving this new trend that is being
felt acutely in Latino communities in particular?

Ms. RoMAN. I will tell you the truth, I am not certain what is
driving it. The Hispanic and Latinx percentage of homeless people
has been—it has been disproportionately low in the past, and it is
something that has changed. I think we always hypothesized that
people were more willing to share housing, and the situation there
may have changed. I don’t think we have data on why that is
changing, that I know of.

Mr. GARciA oOF ILLINOIS. How might we get a better sense of
that? What kind of information should we be—

Ms. RoMAN. I think it would be good to ask HUD to actually look
into that. It is probably qualitative kind of information we need to
get and looking at the types of households that are accessing the
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shelter system and so forth. It may have also been that people were
just averse to using the shelter system, and for some reason that
is becoming a more common thing. I honestly don’t—it is a great
question. I wish I knew the answer to it.

Mr. GarciA oF ILLiNois. Okay. Well, thank you for your candor.

A second question to Ms. Roman, over 64,000 people in Chicago
are estimated to be doubling up, and there are huge disparities
among this category of people as well: approximately 55 percent Af-
rican American; and 33 percent Latino. Can you explain the chal-
lenges of the so-called doubling up that community faces and why
the data is not reflected in some of the HUD estimates that were
discussed today?

Ms. RoMaN. The HUD data on homelessness is not perfect. The
point-in-time count does not look at doubled-up households because
it would essentially have to do a census, which it can’t do. So in
the HUD definition, if a household is doubled up but imminently
the second people have to leave, they are homeless, but they don’t
necessarily get counted. There are also a lot of doubled-up families
who are doubled up trying to not be homeless, not to enter the
shelter system, to stay out of homelessness, and there has to be a
little bit of a line somewhere there, and exactly where you draw
it, we might disagree on. But some people are stably housed in
sharing housing and some people aren’t and really are homeless.

Mr. GARcIA OF ILLINOIS. Thank you very much.

Madam Chairwoman, I have in my booklet a report from the Chi-
cago Coalition for the Homeless, and I would ask if this can be sub-
mitted as a part of the record for the purposes of sharing this with
people who are following the hearing today.

Chairwoman WATERS. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GARrcIA OF ILLINOIS. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlewoman from Iowa, Mrs. Axne,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. AXNE. Thank you, Chairwoman Waters and Ranking Mem-
ber McHenry, and to our distinguished panel for being here. I ap-
preciate it.

I would just like to start by mentioning that earlier in this hear-
ing, my distinguished colleague, Mr. Rose, questioned the constitu-
tionality of Congress to assist with housing of the homeless. I
would state the opposite. Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution
grants Congress the power to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts,
and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common defense
and general welfare of the United States. By and large it is for
Congress to determine what constitutes the general welfare, and I
would say that adequate housing benefits are general welfare.

So on to my questions here. Earlier in the hearing, Ms. Oliva
mentioned that there has been decreased Federal investment to ad-
dress homelessness over the last several years. Further, according
to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development in
2018’s Annual Homeless Assessment Report, homelessness in-
creased for the second year in a row.

So my question is to you, Dr. Lucas. In your paper, “The Impact
of Federal Homelessness Funding on Homelessness,” you said on
page 1, “I find that funding increases the incidence of total home-
lessness.” This is diametrically opposite to what the data suggests.
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So could you provide us with the evidence you have that supports
your theory?

Mr. Lucas. Sure. So that is actually just a statistical econometric
finding and not a theory at all. The question that I asked in that
paper was whether or not we could discern using econometric
methods from a research standpoint, whether or not communities
that get more Federal funding through the CoC and ESG grants
had lower rates of unsheltered homelessness or of total homeless-
ness. And typically, and the result that I found using the methods
that allow me to identify actually a causal affect rather than just
a correlation, was that communities that got more funding had
higher rates of homelessness as counted by the point-in-time
counts.

Mrs. AXNE. Can you give me an example of that?

Mr. Lucas. A big portion of that result is driven through the
sheltered population, in part because Federal funding has allowed
communities to expand their shelter supply.

Mrs. AXNE. I appreciate that. Would you be able to cite a specific
example, a city, a location? As you mentioned, you went through
the formula, and that is what your evidence found. So what would
be a specific exact location where you saw this happen?

Mr. Lucas. Well, New York City is a place that has significant
Federal and City level funding for the shelter system. It is a bit
of a unique system, but that is an area that has seen increases
over time, not just at a single point in time in sheltered homeless-
ness over this period, despite increases in funding on the—over
time.

Mrs. AXNE. Okay. So you are suggesting that your theory says
that the increase in support of helping our homeless population in
New York has increased the homeless population in New York?

Mr. Lucas. What I have—it is not a theory at all, again, it is just
a finding of a statistical relationship over all communities at a
given point in time. And certainly, it has been the case that we
have seen over time in the aggregate at the national level reduc-
tions in homelessness, according to our point-in-time counts. But
the evidence that we have suggests that the role of funding that
is being targeted to, especially, for example, permanent supportive
housing units, has had a relatively small effect at reducing those
homeless population numbers, so there may be other reasons.

Mrs. AXNE. Okay. You also suggested that local community in-
volvement and support is key, and I obviously would agree that we
need to have multiple avenues to help us address this issue. And
I am from Iowa. A lot of people wouldn’t think we have a major
homeless issue there. I represent one of the biggest metro areas,
and we actually do.

I am very involved with our Catholic charities, our Saint Joseph’s
Family Shelter, our Hope Ministries. I also contribute to those or-
ganizations. And we have a very serious issue with our police force
as well. We are understaffed and they are consistently helping out
with our homeless population.

So as much as I would agree that we need to make sure that we
have a systemic approach to homelessness, how would you address
those police officers who say that—when you tell them that we
need to remove aspects of the homeless safety net?
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Mr. Lucas. I think I would have to get back to you on that ques-
tion. I thank you for your involvement with this issue.

Mrs. AXNE. Thank you.

Chairwoman WATERS. The gentlewoman’s time has expired.

The Chair wishes to advise Members that Floor votes have been
called. We do have another hearing at 2 p.m., so I am so pleased
that we had such robust attendance today. And to all Members
who did not get the opportunity to ask questions, you will get the
first priority at the next Full Committee hearing on housing. I
don’t want you to miss three votes plus a moment of silence.

So I would like to thank our witnesses for your testimony today.
We are not going to attempt to hold you over for another hour
while we go vote these three votes on the Floor.

The Chair notes that some Members may have additional ques-
tions for this panel, which they may wish to submit in writing.
Without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 5 legis-
lative days for Members to submit written questions to these wit-
nesses and to place their responses in the record. Also, without ob-
jection, Members will have 5 legislative days to submit extraneous
materials to the Chair for inclusion in the record.

I thank you so much. And this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:26 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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Good morning, Chairwoman Waters, Ranking Member McHenry, and members of the
committee. Thank you for inviting me to testify. My name is David Lucas, and I am a
Postdoctoral Research Fellow with the Institute for an Entrepreneurial Society in the Whitman
School of Management at Syracuse University.

My research focuses on analyzing efforts to end homelessness in our nation, and [ am
honored to speak with you on this topic. My present testimony cannot address all of the
intricacies of this important issue, but I can speak to three considerations based on my research
and the available evidence.

1. We do not yet know how to end homelessness.

2. The homeless problem varies widely across communities and individuals, reducing the
likelihood of a universal solution.

3. Allowing service providers more flexibility for experimentation, paired with the

prioritization of performance data, will facilitate a more compassionate, effective, and

truly evidence-based response.

! Prepared for the hearing, “Homeless in America: Examining the Crisis and Solutions to End Homelessness.”
* The opinions expressed here are my own and should not be attributed to Syracuse University nor to any other
ingtitution with which I am affiliated.
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WE DO NOT YET KNOW HOW TO END HOMELESSNESS
It is often said that “we know what works” to end homelessness.? The premise of this claim is
that we have a sufficient evidence base to “solve” homelessness—i.e., via Housing First.

It is true that at least three acceptably rigorous studies have found that clients entering
Housing First programs had higher rates of housing retention compared to other shelter
programs.* Importantly, however, these studies only deal with client-level outcomes. They tell us
what happened to individuals or families in particular programs relative to existing alternatives.
By construction, these studies do not demonstrate whether further implementation of Housing
First (or related housing subsidies) would end or even reduce homelessness in the aggregate.
That is the important policy question, and the answers to this question are far less promising.

From 2009 to 2018, the federal government significantly increased annual homelessness
funding, to nearly $6 billion a year. This funding helped to double the availability of housing
subsidy-based programs for the homeless, adding 142,000 additional permanent supportive
housing beds and 100,000 rapid rehousing beds nationwide. However, unsheltered homelessness
only declined by 32,000 people.

Of course, this does not tell us what (if any) causal role these targeted efforts had in
reducing homelessness. Economists, including myself, have estimated the effects of federal

homelessness funding and of permanent supportive housing on the amount of homelessness in

¥ David S. Lucas, Evidence-based policy as public entrepreneurship, 20 PUBLIC MANAGEMENT REVIEW 1602-1622
(2018).

* These are the Pathways to Housing program in New York City, the At Home/Chez Soi program in Canada, and the
multi-city Family Options Study. Sam Tsemberis, Leyla Gulcur & Maria Nakae, Housing first, consumer choice,
and harm reduction for homeless individuals with a dual diagnosis, 94 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF PUBLIC HEALTH 651
656 (2004); Daniel Gubsits et al., Family options study: Short-term impacts of housing and services interventions for
homeless families, US DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT
AND RESEARCH (2015); Tim Aubry, Geoffrey Nelson & Sam Tsemberis, Housing First for People with Severe
Menial lliness Who are Homeless: A Review of the Research and Findings from the at Home---Chez soi
Demonstration Project, 60 CAN J PSYCHIATRY 467474 (2015).
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communities nationwide, controlling for other factors like housing market conditions,
unemployment, and climate. Kevin Corinth found that communities required at least fen
additional permanent supportive housing beds to reduce homelessness by a single person.® In my
research, I found that federal homelessness funding had no effect on the prevalence of
unsheltered homelessness across communities in recent years.® Columbia University’s Brendan
O'Flaherty recently summarized the state of the literature as follows: “We don’t know how to

end homelessness. Not in the aggregate, anyway.”’

A SINGLE, UNIVERSAL SOLUTION IS UNLIKELY

Why would large increases in housing subsidy-based homeless programs (like Housing First)
yield small reductions in homelessness? One answer is that supplying permanent housing
subsidies through the shelter system tends to increase shelter entries.® But another important
factor is that local conditions influence the nature of homelessness in a community—and, in turn,

the effectiveness of different approaches.

* This would imply the need for over 5.5 million additional permanent supportive housing beds to end homelessness
for the 550,000 people who are currently homeless——not including those who may become homeless in the future,
See Kevin Corinth, The impact of permanent supportive housing on homeless populations, 35 JOURNAL OF HOUSING
ECONOMICS 69-84 (2017). Furthermore, the effectiveness is likely to become even smaller as permanent supportive
housing becomes more prevalent and the remaining homeless tend to be increasingly “hard to house.” See David S.
Lucas, Federal homelessness policy: A robust political economy approach, 30 THE REVIEW OF AUSTRIAN
ECONOMICS 277-303 (2017).

¢ 1 captured funding under the Continuum of Care and Emergency Solutions Grants in 2011, 2013, and 2015. I also
found that federal funding was positively related to rates of sheltered and totals homelessness. See David S. Lucas,
The Impact of federal homelessress funding on homelessness, 84 SOUTHERN ECONOMIC JOURNAL 548-576 (2017).
7 Brendan O’Flaherty, Homelessness Research: A Guide for Economists {und Friends), JOURNAL OF HOUSING
ECONOMICS, 80 (2019).

® Researchers have indicated that shelter “quality” matters significantly for shelter demand. In a well-functioning
Housing First system, the quality of shelter increases, because shelter entry leads quickly to short or long-term
housing assistance. See Brendan O'Flaherty, Need and generosity: how markels for free goods equilibrate, 54
JOURNAL OF URBAN ECONOMICS 157-172 (2003); Brendan O’Flaherty & Ting Wu, Homeless shelters for single
adults: Why does their population change?, 82 SOCIAL SERVICE REVIEW 511--550 (2008).
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For example, unsheltered homelessness is largely concentrated in communities with
milder climates, while sheltered homelessness is more prevalent in colder places.® These
populations are very different on average. The prevalence of homelessness also varies
considerably in communities with similar climates, suggesting the importance of state and local
policy.'? Local land use regulations reduce the availability of affordable housing and positively
predict homelessness.!" Local tenant rules affect the incidence of eviction—a common precursor
to shelter entry. '

On the other hand, strong communities may foster the prevention of homelessness. A
recent study found that people with strong social ties to relatives, friends, and religious groups
were 60% less likely to experience homelessness.'* Formal prevention programs have also been
highly successful in New York City and Chicago.' These examples suggest further solutions

that go undiscovered (and untested) in a system focused solely an approach like Housing First.

TOWARD A MORE COMPASSIONATE AND EFFECTIVE RESPONSE
If it were a settled fact that the Housing First approach—or simple housing subsidies—were the

solution to end homelessness, the principal obstacle would be securing enough funding.

° The ten states with the warmest winter temperatures accounted for 67% of the unsheltered homeless population in
2017. The ten states are Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana, Mississippi, South
Carolina, and Texas. Based on December, January, and February average temperatures from 1971 to 2000 provided
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the 2017 Point in Time counts published by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

19 Kevin Corinth & David S. Lucas, When warm and cold don’t mix: The implications of climate for the
determinants of homelessness, 41 JOURNAL OF HOUSING ECONOMICS 45-56 {2018).

" John M. Quigley & Steven Raphael, Regulation and the High Cost of Housing in California, 95 THE AMERICAN
ECONOMIC REVIEW 323-328 (2005); Steven Raphael, Housing market regulation and homelessness, HOW TO HOUSE
THE HOMELESS 110140 (2010),

'2 Robert Collinson & Davin Reed, The effects of evictions on low-income households, WORKING PAPER, NEW YORK
UNIVERSITY, WAGNER SCHOOL (2018); Gubits et al., supra note 4.

¥ Kevin Corinth & Claire Rossi-de Vries, Social Ties and the Incidence of Homelessness, 28 HOUSING POLICY
DEBATE 592-608 (2018).

' Sarena Goodman, Peter Messeri & Brendan O'Flaherty, f{omelessness prevention in New York City: On average,
it works, 31 JOURNAL OF HOUSING ECONOMICS 14-34 (2016); William N. Evans, James X. Sullivan & Melanie
Wallskog, The impact of homelessness prevention programs on homelessness, 353 SCIENCE 694699 (2016).

4



70

However, it is unlikely that increasing funding for this, or any one-size-fits-all approach, will
achieve the desired goal. Many of the barriers to housing stability are local or even individual in
nature, suggesting the effectiveness of different programs across communities and homeless
subpopulations.'*

I suggest an alternative to mandating the proliferation of a single, top-down approach.
Increase organizations’ flexibility to use existing, scarce resources toward innovative efforts to
alleviate homelessness in their communities. Continue to invest in the collection of data on
organization and community performance at addressing homelessness. Allow these data to goide
further evaluation and inform future funding decisions. Better performance data and increased
program flexibility would encourage the discovery of innovative solutions to homelessness that
are tailored to local conditions and client needs—Ieading toward a homelessness infrastructure
that is more compassionate, effective, and truly evidence-based.

Thank you for your time, and 1 look forward to answering your questions to the best of

my ability.

'* Notably, the two main research studies on Housing First’s effectiveness at housing retention focus on individuals
with disabilities or mental illness. Whether their results (and cost-benefit analyses) extend to other subsets of the
homeless population remains to be seen. See Tsemberis, Gulcur, and Nakae, supra note 4; Aubry, Nelson, and
Tsemberis, supra note 4.
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Good Morning. My name is Ann Oliva and | am Senior Policy Advisor at the Corporation
for Supportive Housing (CSH). CSH is a national non-profit organization that works with
communities to ensure that people experiencing homelessness can access affordable
housing and services like healthcare that will keep them housed and heaithy, and end
their homelessness once and for all. CSH does this work through training and
education, policy reform efforts, consulting and lending.

CSH is honored to participate in today’s hearing. Thank you to the Committee for
inviting me to testify today on a topic that is not only incredibly important, but one that is
close to my heart both professionally and personally. | have worked in the homeless
assistance field for more than 20 years, and | am proud to say we have consistently
striven to learn more, improve our approaches and hold ourselves accountable to the
people we serve.

The solutions we implement have evolved to be responsive to emerging research, to
incorporate more strategic investments, to become human-centered, and to work with
the systems that often feed into or interact with people experiencing homelessness,
including affordable housing, child welfare, medical and behavioral health, and the
justice system.

Solving homelessness is not easy. Communities across the country are struggling to
make decisions about how to best use scarce resources, and to build the right mix of
interventions to address the specific needs of their communities. Knowing which types
and how much to invest in each intervention from outreach to supportive housing, when
most communities don’t have enough of any single resource, can be challenging.

What we know about people experiencing homelessness today is alarming. In 2018, for
the first time since 2010, HUD reported an increase in the number of unsheltered
persons nationwide. The 2017 and 2018 Annual Homeless Assessment Reports show
a continuation of that increase. We also are seeing an increase in chronic
homelessness. And maybe most troubling, based on a recent study released by the
University of Pennsylvania, we know that the homeless population is aging, and with an
older population come higher costs.

Hints of an increase in chronic homelessness could be seen as far back as 2015, when
we began to feel the effects of a decreased federal investment in supportive housing — a
consequence of forced budget reduction measures fike sequestration.

Today, people experiencing chronic homelessness make up about 16% of the homeless
population on a given night. This is the only subpopulation of people experiencing
homelessness nationally where the number of unsheltered persons is greater than the

Page 10f4



72

Testimony of Ann Marie Oliva
February 13, 2019

number of sheltered persons. This population is particularly vulnerable due to the
length of time they have lived on the streets and the disabling conditions they face.

Extensive research and work in the field show supportive housing — permanent housing
with services designed to meet the specific needs of tenants — cost-effectively ends
chronic homelessness and has positive impacts in communities where it is located.
Costs on average are reduced by 49.5% when we help people get out of homelessness
and into supportive housing.

Although as a nation we have invested in over 300,000 units of supportive housing
since 2009, we are not nearly where we need to be to address the growing homeless
population that is getting older and struggles with multiple challenges.

We must invest more into supportive housing and other interventions so we can get
back to making the progress we know how to make. And we need to continue to both
improve the quality of our programs and innovate to create avenues for individuals who
are ready to move on from these programs. But implementing these strategies is difficult
when affordable housing is scarce.

Tight housing markets are impacting both the number of people experiencing
homelessness and the ability for homeless systems to exit people successfully. The real
estate firm Zillow Group recently reported that communities where people spend more
than 32 percent of their income on rent can expect a more rapid increase in
homelessness. Further, the areas that are most vulnerable to circumstances that would
lead to an increase in the percentage of income going towards rent hold 15 percent of
the U.S. population — and 47 percent of people experiencing homelessness.

Homelessness is also seriously impacting families across our country. In 2018 there
were more than 180,000 persons in families experiencing homelessness on a given
night. And for these families, we also know how to end their homelessness.

The Family Options Study concluded that housing subsidies for families experiencing
homelessness resulted in increased housing stability, and had other significant benefits
in family and child well-being. For child welfare involved families and other families with
high levels of need, resources like Family Unification Vouchers can provide the right
level of subsidy and support to help families become stable, and to thrive in their
communities.

For young people experiencing homelessness, we must continue to support efforts like
the Youth Homelessness Demonstration Program so that we can build systems
responsive to youth needs, and that provide equal access for young people who are
disproportionally comprised of youth of color and LGBTQ youth.

Itis clear that homelessness cannot be solved by the homeless system alone. CSH
works in communities and across systems like child welfare, mental health and
substance use treatment, affordable housing and the justice system because fife
doesn’t happen in silos. People don't interact with just one system. People
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experiencing homelessness and housing instability are complex, and the challenge
public agencies face require coordinated, smart approaches.

One community tackling this challenge is Palm Beach County Florida, where the
behavioral health system conducted a data match with jail and homeless services data,
and used the results to attract resources from HUD and the philanthropic sector to
develop a supportive housing initiative for the intersecting population of homeless
frequent users of the jail and behavioral health services. The effort was led by the
county’s criminal justice coordinating council, rather than the homeless system, and
illustrates the kind of impact these types of cross-system and sector efforts can make.

Cross system collaboration is also important on the federal side. During my tenure at
HUD, the best progress we made was when we worked with our partners in other
agencies to align resources, policy and data collection. The 47% decrease in
homelessness among veterans between 2010 and 2016 was not a coincidence - it was
the result of hard work across government agencies and in communities to make sure
we were aiming at the same goal, that we were using the same data, implementing
aligned and complementary policies, and that we had a process to review progress and
make adjustments regularly. The U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH)
was a critical partner in this work, and CSH supports the Working Together to End
Homelessness Act of 2019, which permanently authorizes USICH. Without USICH
guiding collaboration and alignment across federal agencies, we run the risk of going
back to fragmented and inefficient approaches at every level.

As a country, we cannot afford reverting to bad policy or embracing a business-as-usual
attitude. | worry that with increases in unsheltered homelessness a sort of “compassion
fatigue” is prompting some leaders to go back to approaches that failed in the past. In
particular, we must remain vigilant and not encourage communities to simply implement
short-term fixes or require people experiencing homelessness to be “housing ready” to
qualify for housing.

No one should have to deserve housing. This is why it is so important that we continue
to support programs that use a housing first approach — which means that housing is
the first intervention provided, without preconditions.

We know that once the basic need of housing is addressed, services can then work with
program participants to help them achieve their health, sobriety, employment and
personal goals. Housing first is not housing only. It does not mean that the health and
safety of tenants is ignored. What it does mean is that people who are experiencing
homelessness are treated with dignity and respect, and are offered services that they
need and want, o help them become stable.

We know that we must both stem the inflow into homelessness and increase the outflow
out of homelessness and into permanent housing. That means making strategic
choices so that youth aging out of foster care are not entering the system, that justice-
involved persons have work and housing options so they can become stable, and that
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we are using the resources available in the health system to address health, mental
health and addiction needs of individuals and families. It also means recognizing that
people of color are disproportionally impacted by homelessness, and that we must work
to dismantle the structures that lead to these inequities.

Because the Ending Homelessness Act of 2019 recognizes all of this, empowers the
solutions to homelessness, and commits the federal government to many of the smart
investments I've discussed, CSH supports it.

We urge this committee to approve strategic action that makes it easier for communities
to address housing instability and homelessness at the local level, that promotes cross-
system collaboration, and that provides the resources needed to continue the type of
progress we know can be made towards ending homelessness.

Thank you for your time today.
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The National Alliance to End Homelessness (the Alliance) is a nonpartisan, mission-driven organization
committed to preventing and ending homeiessness in the United States. The Alliance analyzes policy
and develops pragmatic, cost-effective policy solutions as we work collaboratively with the public,
private, and nonprofit sectors to build state and local capacity to help homeless individuals and families
make positive changes in their lives. We provide data and research to policymakers and elected officials
in order to inform policy debates and educate the public and opinion leaders nationwide.

The Alliance is honored to be asked to appear before this Committee to discuss where we stand in the
effort to end homelessness, what remains to be done, and the role of Congress in achieving the goal.

An overview of homelessness and its effects on people and communities

Size of the problem. There are a few sources of nationwide data showing the extent of homelessness.
While none are perfect, together they provide a clear understanding that too many people in our
country are experiencing homelessness, the worst form of housing crisis. An annual point-in-time count
found that in 2018 over 550,000 people were sleeping each night on the streets or in shelters or
temporary housing programs designed for homeless people. in the course of a year, 1.4 million people
use federally-funded homeless assistance programs.

Patterns of experience. Homelessness is driven by the national shortage of affordable housing. People
who have very low incomes, a disability, or weak social support networks may be vulnerable to
homelessness if they experience an economic or other crisis. The types of crises that can lead to
vulnerable people becoming homeless include eviction, job loss, injury or iliness, and domestic violence,
among others.

A substantial majority of people who become homeless do not stay homeless long. They enter
emergency housing (shelter for example), find a new place to live, exit homelessness and do not return,
or return only once. A smaller number, often people with chronic disabilities like mental iliness or
substance use disorders, stay homeless longer. The term “chronic homelessness” refers to this group,
usually single adults but sometimes families. A similarly small number of people enters and exits
homelessness repeatedly.

Some racial minorities are significantly over-represented in the homeless population, reflecting not only
the disproportionality with which they experience poverty, but also racial inequity in feeder systems into
homelessness including the criminal justice system, the child welfare system, the heaith care system,

and others. While African Americans are 13 percent of the US population, 40 percent of people who are
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homeless are African American. Native Americans are less than one percent of the US population, yet
they are almost three percent of the homeless population. Other groups over-represented in the
homeless population include Hispanic and Latinx people, very young children, people with mental
iliness, transgender people, and those who are young and LGBTQ.

Effects on people experiencing homelessness. Homelessness is a dangerous and devastating experience
for people experiencing it. It leads to worse physical and mental health and early death. People who are
homeless are much more likely than others to become victims of crime. It creates long-term trauma.
Particularly for young people, it can lead to depression, failure to attach to the labor market, and labor
and sex trafficking. It disrupts the education of children, and makes it nearly impossible to secure
employment.

Effects on other systems. Homelessness increases costs and undermines outcomes for health care,
including behavioral healith care -- housing instability and homelessness have been linked to increased
risk of depression and mental iliness for adults and children over their lifetimes. People who exit jail or
prison and become homeless are more likely to recidivate than are people who exit to a home. Notonly
does homelessness impact children’s performance in school, that impeded performance can undercut
overall school performance. Homelessness among families can make it difficult for child welfare
systems to reunite children with their parents. Homelessness and lack of housing impedes the ability of
other human and social services to achieve their goals.

What works to end homelessness

Homelessness is driven by the lack of housing that is affordable to people with very low incomes. As
long as there is a multi-million-unit shortage of affordable housing, people who are poor wilt continue to
experience homelessness. The homeless system is a crisis system. By itself it cannot eliminate the
shortage of affordable housing or provide everything — education, employment, services, family support,
treatment, health care, etc. -- that people need to achieve well-being. What it CAN do is help people
quickly return to a home and connect them with supports so that they can begin or resume their paths
to well-being. In that sense homeless assistance is like a hospital emergency room: it can triage people,
address their immediate crisis, and if emergency aid is not enough, put them in a position to receive
more appropriate help,

The number of people who are homeless has gone down in the last ten years because — with the strong
bipartisan support of Congress and the federal government across numerous Administrations —
communities have gotten better at addressing the crisis of homelessness and getting people into
housing and attached to services. More people have been entering the homeless system. But the
number of people homeless at any given time has gone down because they are being returned to
housing faster. if Congress were to fund proven crisis response solutions at the scale needed (as it has
done for veterans through the Supportive Services for Veteran Families [SSVF] and HUD-VASH programs)
the number of people who are homeless would go down substantially faster.

The key elements of this homeless system are as follows.
Qutregch. Forty-eight percent of homeless people are unsheltered. They live on the streets, in cars or

vans, in abandoned buildings, and in other places not meant for human habitation. Outreach programs
scour communities to find people who are unsheltered and ensure their safety. Increasingly, effective
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outreach efforts are those that go beyond this, locate and assess all those unsheltered, and work to get
them not only into shelter, but sometimes directly into housing.

Diversion. Increasingly, when people request shelter, staff members work to help them find other, more
supportive and safe alternatives. This may include returning to the place they lived previously {many
entries into shelter are precipitated by disagreements with family or roommates and can be resolved
relatively quickly and safely), sharing housing with a friend, or quickly renting a new apartment.
Avoiding a sheiter stay is better for the people experiencing a crisis, and is cost-effective.

Low-barrier, supportive, housing-focused shelter. While every shelter does not have to be the same, the
most successful shelters have removed many of the common barriers to entry. They allow people to
enter with their possessions, partners, and pets. They reduce the requirements and rules so that people
have more agency and the environment is not enforcement- and rule-oriented. And they focus on being
supportive and helping people return to a previous housing situation or find a new one.

Housing and connection to services. Several housing strategies have excellent outcomes. Permanent
Supportive Housing (subsidized housing with services) works well for people with chronic health or
behavioral health problems. Rapid re-housing (short term rental assistance coupled with housing
navigation and services to help people secure jobs and keep their housing) is effective for many people
as well. Critical Time Intervention is an evidence-based practice that helps people exiting homelessness
connect to services and supports in the community. Full rental subsidy such as Section 8 Housing Choice
Vouchers, if available to everyone, would essentially eliminate homelessness, which as mentioned is a
housing affordability problem. However, it is not available to everyone.

Supporting this crisis response is largely the work of targeted homelessness programs: the Continuum of
Care and the Emergency Solutions Grants at HUD, as well as targeted homelessness programs at the
Departments of Veterans Affairs, Health and Human Services, and Labor. The homeless programs are
largely effective, but they are not funded to scale.

Housing to prevent and end homelessness

The homelessness crisis response system can at best make homelessness a brief experience. To prevent
people from becoming homeless, a broader commitment to housing that is affordable is necessary. An
agenda for achieving this has been laid out by the Opportunity Starts at Home campaign, of which the
Alliance is a founding member. It includes rent subsidies for anyone who needs them; investment in
building more affordable housing; and short-term crisis assistance for people whose housing stability is
threatened.

Recently, there have been legislative proposals to address the shortage of housing that is affordable to
the lowest income people. The Ending Homelessness Act, discussed below, would provide substantial
new resources for housing, in addition to its provisions funding homeless services. Other bills introduced
in the last Congress included substantial increases in rent subsidies, and improvements to federal
programs that provide for additional development of affordable housing stock. The National Alfiance to
End Homelessness supports those proposals that address the needs of very low-income people.

Current policy challenges
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People who are unsheltered. As stated, 35 percent of people who are homeless are unsheltered.
However, nearly half {48 percent) of homeless individuals are unsheltered. While the
homelessness experience of unsheltered people is not well understood, there is some
information emerging on their characteristics in comparison to those of people in shelters.
Most are male and white. Many have been homeless for longer periods of time than people in
shelter. They appear to be much more disabled - a factor which may have caused their
homelessness or resulted from it. They are at least twice as likely to have had contact with
police or to have been to a hospital emergency room. West Coast cities have a high percentage
of unsheltered people. Our nation is allowing a lot of extraordinarily vulnerable people to live
outside. This is a crisis that must be addressed.

Challenges ta the Housing First approach. Fundamentally, the Housing First approach is based
on the understanding that it makes more sense and works much better to get homeless people
into a stable home where they can take on challenges such as addiction, poverty and mental
illness rather than require them to address their vulnerabilities while they are homeless.
Housing First recognizes that addressing these challenges can take a long time and is a path that
may include many failures along with its successes. The core principles of Housing First were
first adopted by the George W. Bush Administration through its commitment to end chronic
homelessness, and since then Housing First has been a major contributor to reductions in
homelessness. Its newer iteration, for people whose homelessness is more economic in nature,
is rapid re-housing, which has already shown that once housed, the majority of people are
successful at getting jobs and staying housed.

Every homeless program does not have to take a Housing First approach. However, if none do,
people who have the most serious disabilities and challenges will end up back on the street —or
never leave it. Apparently there is discussion within the federal agencies about allowing a
Housing First approach as people enter programs, but requiring that they demonstrate change
(presumably sobriety, compliance with mental health services, work) to receive assistance once
they are in the programs. People who receive assistance do have responsibilities, and homeless
programs that are successful, as most are, incorporate that responsibility into their work. But
we must be careful not to return people to homelessness because they are unable to achieve a
level of progress that is judged to be sufficient. The Housing First approach should be supported
and continued.

Racial dispropartionality and disparity. African Americans, Native Americans and increasingly
Hispanic and Latinx people are disproportionately homeless. The homeless system, itself,
cannot solve all the problems that lead to this disproportionality, but it can work with
mainstream feeder systems such as criminal justice and child welfare to address it. And the
homeless system can look at itself to ensure that it does not treat people of different races
differently, and that its outcomes are the same for everyone. HUD has given communities a way
to do this by incentivizing them to examine their data for disparities and plan to remediate any
they find. The Alliance and many other organizations, national and local, are working to assist
communities to respond, and take the next steps. This critical work must continue.

Aging. Homeless people are getting older along with the entire US population. As with the rest
of the population, their aging comes with increased health care costs. However, in this case,
because homelessness increases poor health, these costs are exacerbated. Add to this the fact
that homeless people’s physical age is different than their chronological age: in effect they

4
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become “elderly” at age S0, but are not eligible for senior benefits at that age. The number of
older homeless people is expanding and will do so exponentially over the coming years. The
homeless programs must adjust accordingly by improving access to heaith care for older people.
And policymakers should expiore providing housing subsidies to older homeless people. Such
subsidies would more than pay for themselves in savings from nursing home and other
expensive health care interventions.

Definition of homelessness. There has been much discussion and numerous efforts over the past
years to expand HUD’s definition of “homeless” to be the same as the Department of
Education’s much broader definition. The Education definition encompasses people who are
literally homeless and also those doubled up with others for economic reasons. HUD's
definition encompasses people who are literally homeless, but only those doubled-up people
who have to leave imminently, or whose safety is threatened. The majority of people who are
doubled up for economic reasons {per the Education definition) have a housing affordability
problem — they double up to AVOID becoming homeless. They need housing assistance, nota
shelter bed. The Education definition makes sense for the services that the Department
provides, but not for the sheiter and housing help HUD has on offer. The HUD definition should
not be altered.

Accessing resources not targeted to homelessness. Much of what homeless people ultimately
require to achieve well-being is not available through the homeless system, but rather through
“mainstream” systems such as Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) for employment
services, home visiting for parenting support, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Block Grants
for treatment, and Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers for housing. We urge Congress to seek
ways to incentivize the various Departments of the federal government to work together more
productively (as HUD and VA have done for the veteran housing program) to meet the needs of
vulnerable homeless families, individuals and youth.

The (LS. Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH]. USICH is the only agency at the federal
level with the sole responsibility of ending homelessness, and it pursues that goal by
coordinating the federal agencies behind key strategies and assisting states and localities to
employ best practices. s budget (less than $4 million) is a prudent investment to achieve the
coordination of 19 federal agencies spending over $6 billion to address homelessness. The
original legislation to establish USICH included a sunset date for the Council, and on-going
uncertainly about its existence impedes its continued effectiveness. USICH should be
permanently authorized and adequately funded.

The Continuum of Care program is essential. HUD's Continuum of Care program provides
communities with approximately $2 billion a year for their homeless system. It is a competitive
program that incentivizes communities to achieve outcomes and reduce homelessness by using
strategies that work such as rapid re-housing, permanent supportive housing, Housing First and
coordination. Strengthening this role is an important consideration for the future and the
Alliance recommends an appropriation of $3 billion in 2020 for Homeless Assistance, the
appropriations account that includes the Continuum of Care and the Emergency Solutions Grant
program, which supports shelter and other important crisis activities.
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Proposed legislation

There are several pieces of legislation that are being considered or discussed in this Committee and that
would address some of these issues with respect to homelessness. While the bills are at various stages
and have not yet been introduced, the Alliance’s preliminary assessments are below.

e HR__: The Ending Homelessness Act of 2019 introduced by Chairman Waters. This bill would
provide $13.27 billion for a variety of housing and homelessness activities with the goal of
ending homelessness. The Alliance is supportive of this bill.

*  Working Together to End Homelessness Act of 2019. Discussion Draft from Chairman Waters.
This bill would permanently reauthorize the US Interagency Councit on Homelessness. The
Alliance is supportive of this bill.

e Homes for Our Heroes Act of 2019. Discussion draft from Rep. Peters. This bill would improve
the HUD-VASH program. The Alliance is supportive.

+ Veteran Housing Opportunity and Employment Support Extension Act of 2019, This bill would
require more information on the HUD-VASH program. The Alliance is supportive.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Homelessness is a complicated problem and homeless people have a variety of needs including for
health care, employment, treatment, support and more. But the one thing that ends people’s
homelessness is housing. Without housing, no matter what other assistance they may have received,
people will stilt be homeless. With housing, no matter what help they may still need, they will not be
homeless.

Homeless people should be returned to housing as rapidly as possible and connected to any other
services they need. Congress should support this to-scale with tailored rental assistance, short term
crisis services, and connection to longer term supports if needed. It should support enough crisis shelter
that no one need be unsheltered. Of course this is also the responsibility of local and state jurisdictions
and federal support should be linked to those governments’ use of best practices and their achievement
of outcomes. In particular, racial disproportionality in the experience of homelessness should be
addressed by local homeless programs working together to ensure that there are no racial disparities in
entries into homeless programs, exits from them into housing, or returns to homelessness.

The Alliance is supportive of the direction of the bills described above and in particular notes the
intention of Chairman Waters’ Ending Homelessness Act to go to scale in solving the problem. Without
a significant national effort to reduce the seven-million-unit shortage of affordable housing, vulnerable
residents of our nation will continue to experience homelessness at great human, social and economic
cost to them and to society. This need not happen in a country like ours,

Thank you to the Committee for holding this important hearing and for inviting the National Alliance to
End Homelessness to contribute to it.
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Chairwoman Waters, Ranking Member McHenry, and Members of the Committee.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today regarding Homelessness in America:
Examining the Crisis and Solutions to End Homelessness. My name is Justin Rush, and |
currently serve as the Director of Public Policy at the True Colors Fund, Co-Founded in 2008
by Cyndi Lauper, which works to prevent and end homelessness among lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) youth, seeking to create a world
where all young people can be their true selves. To put our mission into action, the True
Colors Fund provides training and education opportunities for communities and service
providers, engages members of congress, state houses, federal and state agencies, and
authentically collaborates with youth who have experienced homelessness to provide

innovative solutions to addressing the youth homelessness crisis.

Consideration of the issue of homelessness in the United States could not be more timely,
particularly as it pertains to our nation’s most impacted. An estimated 4.2 million youth and
young adults up to age 24 experience homelessness each year in the United States. Annually,
one in 30 youth ages 13 1o 17 and one in 10 young adults ages 18 to 25 endure some form of
homelessness.! LGBTQ youth have a 120% increased risk of experiencing homelessness
compared to youth who identify as heterosexual and cisgender. African American youth are
also overrepresented, with an 83% increased risk of experiencing homelessness over youth of
other races or ethnicities. Additionally, Latino and Latina youth make up 33% of 18- to
25-year-olds reporting homelessness. African American youth—especially young men aged
18 to 25—who identify as LGBTQ reported the highest rates of homelessness. Nearly one in
four African American young men, ages 18 to 25, identifying as LGBTQ reported
homelessness in the last 12 months.? Such findings are consistent with the disparities that

have been found among in-school suspensions, incarceration, and foster care placement3

According to our service provider report, LGBTQ youth made up 33% of young people

accessing homeless services* LGBTQ youth of color——particularly transgender youth of

 Morton, M.H., Dworsky, A, & Samuels, G.M. (2017). Missed opportunities: Youth homelessness in America. National estimates.
Chicago, iL: Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago.

? Id., see also Morton, M. H., Samuels, G. M., Dworsky, A, & Patel, S. (2018). Missed opportunities: LGBTQ youth homelessness in
America. Chicago, IL: Chapin Hail at the University of Chicago.

2 1d. at Missed Opportunities.

4 Choi, S.K., Wifson, B.D.M., Shelton, J., & Gates, G. (2015). Serving Our Youth 2015: The Needs and Experiences of Lesbian,
Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Questioning Youth Experiencing Homelessness. Los Angeles: The Williams Institute with True
Colors Fund.
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color—are more likely to experience violent crime, including sexual assault, police violence,
robbery, and murder. Homelessness makes them even more prone to experiencing these
traumatic events. Additionally, LGBTQ youth of color are vulnerable to discrimination in
education, employment, housing, and more likely to be invalved in the criminal justice
system. Institutional racism, homophobia, and transphobia contributes to pathways into

homelessness for these young people, and it stymies their ability to exit homelessness.®

Furthermore, transgender people report high rates of discrimination that contribute to their
housing instability which also deters them from accessing services, with - according to one
study - nearly a quarter of transgender adults surveyed (N=27,715) reporting experiencing
housing discrimination related to their gender identity. Providers are also more likely to

report longer periods of homelessness for the transgender youth they serve.”

We are thankful to the committee for undertaking legislation that seeks to address the
homelessness crisis within our country. Specifically, we support the Ending Homelessness
Act of 2018, which would amend the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act to make
significant additional appropriations available for emergency relief grants, rental assistance
for households and individuals who are experiencing homelessness, and homelessness
outreach and coordination services. The bill also permanently authorizes the U.S. Interagency
Council on Homelessness, which has been integral in coordinating our nation’s response to

homelessness.

Conclusion

We have the opportunity today, as a nation, to effectively address and ultimately end
youth homelessness. Experience has shown that when Congress invests in efficient and
effective homeless assistance, as it does through CoCs, federal dollars are subsequently
leveraged to great effect by community leadership and local dollars. As a result of these
investments, we have seen remarkable nationwide progress toward ending homelessness
when our efforts are targeted. To be certain: preventing and ending homelessness means
that Congress should ensure equal access to HUD-funded programs by providing legal

protections based on one’s sexual orientation and gender identity and ensuring that ail

® National Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs (NCAVP). (2016). Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, and HiV-Affected
Hate Violence in 2016. New York, NY: Emily Waters.

¢ Price, C., Wheeler, C., Shelton, J., & Maury, M. (Eds.}. (2016). At the Intersections: A colfaborative report on LGBTQ youth
homelessness. True Colors Fund and the National LGBTQ Task Force.

7 James, S. E., Herman, J. L, Rankin, S., Keisfing, M., Mottet, L., & Anafi, M. (2016). The Report of the 2015 U.S. Transgender
Survey. Washington, DC: National Center for Transgender Equality
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Continuum of Care providers receive training for LGBTQ culturally competent and
linguistically appropriate services for those most impacted by the homelessness crisis.
Preventing and ending youth homelessness means providing targeted programs with few to
no programmatic prerequisites for permanent housing, with low barrier admission policies,
rapid and streamlined entry into housing, supportive services that are persistently used to
engage tenants to ensure housing stability, with all tenants having full rights,and legal
protections, especially transgender and gender non-conforming people. Most importantly, It
means elevating the voices, experiences, and expertise of youth who have experienced
homelessness and including them in all aspects of the planning and implementation process
of programs and initiatives designed to prevent and end youth homelessness. Chairwoman
Waters, Ranking Member McHenry, and Members of the Committee thank you for the

opportunity to testify today and | look forward to your questions.
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Chairwoman Waters, Ranking Member McHenry, and distinguished members of the

House Committee on Financial Services:

I am Joshua Stewart, the Director of Policy for the National Coalition for Homeless Veterans
(NCHV). On behalf of our CEQ, Board of Directors, and Members across the country, we thank

you for the opportunity to share our views with you this moming.

NCHY is the resource and technical assistance center for a national network of community-based
service providers and local, state and federal agencies that provide emergency, transitional, and
supportive housing, food, health services, job training and placement assistance, legal aid and
case management support for hundreds of thousands of homeless, at-risk, and formerly homeless
veterans each year. We are committed to working with our network and partners across the

country to end homelessness among veterans.

The good news is that since June of 2014, 66 communities and three states have achieved the
federal benchmarks and criteria for ending veteran homelessness. This is an achievable goal. We
have seen the annual point in time (PIT) count of veterans experiencing homelessness decrease
by 48 percent since 2009, largely a testament to the dedication and hard work of local service
providers, PHA’s, community partners, and federal staff. While in the abstract this is progress
toward the goal of ending veteran homelessness, in real terms it is life changing for the veterans

and families of veterans that were able to access housing and assistance as a result.

That said, with 37,878 veterans experiencing homelessness on a given night according to the
latest PIT count, we still have much work to do across the nation. From NCHV’s perspective,
even one veteran is one too many to be homeless. We need to maintain our efforts to ensure that
homelessness is rare, brief, and nonrecurring, for veterans and all Americans. Luckily, as this
testimony will show, we have learned many lessons about what works — and what doesn’t work —
from those communities which have reached the goal of an effective end to veteran homelessness.
Not only are those lessons learned replicable for other communities fighting to end veteran

homelessness, they are replicable for anyone fighting to end all homelessness in this country.
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NCHYV has long shared the view of most homelessness advocates that our national work to end
veteran homelessness was the first test-bed of a wider move to end all homelessness in the
United States. We decided as a nation to focus on a discrete section of the homeless population,
increase resources, improve services, build community-level systems, involve all levels of
government, and implement evidence based best practices. The result is a dramatic, historic, and
unprecedented level of reduction in veteran homelessness. We have proven that there is a
successful way forward to ending homelessness, and we have learned valuable lessons along the
way. Though there is much work to be done on the issue of veteran homelessness, we have been
making dramatic strides in the last ten years and there is every indication that we will continue to

make progress if we don’t lose focus.

For communities and providers, this means looking at community-level data to identify acuity
and ensure that service providers across the community have the resources, expertise, and the
will to partner to meet these needs. Providers must continue to implement evidence-based
strategies like Housing First that help homeless veterans quickly access permanent housing,
employment, and any resources they may need for housing stability. We also need to recognize
that successful implementation of this model also includes access to health and mental health
care, and wraparound services like benefits assistance and employment and training services to
ensure that a placement is sustainable. This also means partnering with other providers to create
a system effective at connecting veterans to the most appropriate resources to meet their

needs. Housing First never means Housing Only.

For Congress, this means ensuring that key programs that serve veterans experiencing
homelessness are sufficiently funded and receiving sufficient oversight. The latter task is being
accomplished today at this hearing, and we thank you for both examining the wider issue and
including the veteran subpopulation in the examination. For the former, we at NCHV do not
advocate for the unqualified growth of resources for the sake of expanding programs. Rather, we
base our recommendations on evidence from the field and national level data. As such we will
make a recommendation for increasing the federal investment in the Housing and Urban
Development — Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH) program later in this

testimony.

3of12



88

For the Administration, this means keeping the issue of veteran homelessness a priority among
the leadership of the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA), so that they may continue to be a
strong partner of the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as we all work to
end veteran homelessness. Furthermore, the Administration should strongly support the United
States Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH) which has proven to be an invaluable

leader and resource for the work to end veteran homelessness,

The United States Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH)

Interagency collaboration has been and continues to be absolutely critical to success, as
homelessness is a multifaceted and complex problem that differs for each veteran experiencing it.
One of the best ways we can do that is to ensure the authority for the USICH does not sunset.
This body must be made permanent. The small professional staff of policy experts and analysts
at USICH is directed by a Council comprised of Cabinet Secretaries and agency heads, and their
work cuts across these agencies and departments. USICH is the body which brings together
different agencies with different missions, but which all have potential impacts in the attempt to
end homelessness; USICH is able to convene them and set policy priorities and shared objectives
to actualize the plan to end homelessness. Furthermore, from their unique cross-cutting position,
USICH is able to identify and prevent duplication of services that would otherwise waste effort
and resources. Finally, USICH is focused on cost-effective solutions to ending homelessness
which drives them to identify and support policies that best economize tax-payer money while
still achieving superior results in our efforts to end homelessness among veterans and for

everyone.

From the early days of the USICH under the direction of President Reagan and Bush, and HUD
Secretary Jack Kemp, to the recent leadership of its Director Matthew Doherty, the USICH has
been at the forefront of strategic planning, effective and efficient resourcing, and the sheer hard
work of interagency cooperation. It has had a long history, but it has never been as effective as it
has been in the last decade — and is now. We must not lose the USICH. NCHYV asks that

Congress pass legislation in the 116™ making USICH a permanent part of our system. The
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legislation before you today cited as the “Working Together to End Homelessness Act of 2019”

would accomplish exactly that goal, and as such NCHV supports it fully.

Housing and Urban Development — Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH)

Program: Background

The outstanding example of interagency collaboration is the HUD-VASH program. It is the only
federal program specifically designed to end chronic homelessness for veterans and their families.
The men and women who enroll in the program become eligible for placement in permanent
housing through the award of veteran-specific HUD Section 8 housing vouchers, and receive
comprehensive VA case management and other supportive services to remain stably housed.
HUD-VASH has proven to be a successful interagency program, allowing VA to focus resources
more efficiently by pairing VA-funded case management with a HUD-funded Section 8 voucher
for the most vulnerable veterans. Right now, more than 85,000 veterans and their families are

residing in HUD-VASH funded housing.

The case management they receive is an integral part of the permanent supportive housing
program. The vast majority of veterans who receive HUD-VASH vouchers have serious mental
iliness, substance abuse disorders, physical disabilities, or co-occurring disorders. Veterans
create individualized "Housing Recovery Plans” with their case managers, focusing on long-term
recovery and full integration into their communities. These plans involve health care, resolving
legal and financial issues, and addressing employment needs and other income supports for

which they may be eligible.

Veterans who receive HUD-VASH vouchers rent privately owned housing and generally
contribute up to 30% of their income toward rent. VA case managers foster a therapeutic
relationship with veterans and act as liaisons with Jandlords, PHAs, and community-based
service providers. In some instances, these case management services are contracted through

service providers who have already established relationships with participating veterans.
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When a veteran no longer needs the program's supports or has exceeded its income limits, these
vouchers become available for the next qualifying veteran. In 2014, 71% of veterans admitted to
the HUD-VASH program met chronic homeless criteria and 91% of allocated vouchers resulted

in permanent housing placement.

Housing and Urban Development — Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH)

Program: Priorities and Issues

While the HUD-VASH program has been overwhelmingly successful and impactful, there are a
number of areas where improvements need to be made. The recommendations below are aimed

at making HUD-VASH more effective, efficient, equitable, and accessible.

Amount of HUD-VASH, and Project-based Vouchers
First is the basic issue of quantity: Congress has been very generous with the creation of new
HUD-VASH vouchers since 2008, sometimes even running counter to Administration requests.
NCHY applauds the foresightedness of this move, and thanks Congress for these vouchers on
behalf of the tens of thousands of veterans who have been housed. The simple fact remains
however, that there is still much unmet need across the country. A recent survey of NCHV
members indicated that 86% of our respondent communities still had an unmet need for
permanent supportive housing and had a wait-list of veterans for HUD-VASH. As such, NCHV
is calling for more investment in the HUD-VASH program, both on the tenant-based and project-
based sides of the program, coupled with improvements to case management aspects and a smart,

measured approach to recapture and disbursement of under-utilized vouchers.

The affordable housing crisis in the US is widespread. It is most acute in urban areas, and in
particular the coastal regions. The effects of the crisis are compounded in the areas of the country
with the highest concentration of homeless veterans, specifically the states of California, New
York, and Florida. In certain areas of the country with extremely low rental housing vacancy
rates, the ability to locate housing is the single biggest barrier to housing veterans. For many
communities experiencing this crisis, the only way to find affordable housing in which to place

formerly homeless veterans is to create it.
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The HUD-VASH program, usually in combination with VA’s Enhanced Use Lease (EUL)
program, has been a successful driver of new affordable housing development since 2008. The
EUL program allows VA to turn over the costs of operating excess property to a developer who
in turn turns a vacant building or vacant land into housing for homeless veterans. Project-basing
a group of vouchers allows a developer to demonstrate guaranteed long-term operating income to
banks during their search for the capital required to construct or remodel! existing buildings into

multi-family residences.

FY HUD Requested T/HUD Appropriated Voucher Equivalent VA Requested MilCon/VA Appropriated
2008 $73.000.006 $75.000.000 ~10.000 $5.718.000 $5.718.000
2008 $75,000.006 $75.000.060 ~10.000 $8.082.000 $8.082.000
2010 §75,000.000 $75.000,000 ~10.000 §75,332.800 $75.332.600
2011 50 $50.000.000 ~6.900 $75,332.000 $151,069.000
2012 $75.000.000 $75.000,060 ~10.,000 $201.500.000 §201.500,600
2013 §75,000.600 75,000,000 ~10.600 $244.602.000 $244.602.000
2014 $75,000.000 $75,000.000 ~10.060 $278,183.000 $278.183.000
201% $75.000.000 $73.000,000 . ~10.000 $373.668.000 $373.668 000
2016 50 $60.000.000 ~8.000 $373.668.000 $373.668.000
07 50 $40.600,000 ~5.300 $496.099.00 $496.099.00
2018 S0 TBD TBD $542,803.000 $542.893.000

Figure 1 Presidential Budget Requests vs Appropriations for HUD-VASH Program FY08 to FY18

In order to project-base a group of vouchers, HUD must set-aside a portion of vouchers. These
vouchers are then allocated to the states who enter into relationships with developers to get them
online. This process takes much longer than putting a tenant-based voucher into circulation.
However, the benefits of the creation of affordable housing exclusively for veterans for decades
to come outweigh the added delay. The last set-aside of vouchers occurred in 2016. A new set-
aside of 5,000 vouchers is needed to spur the development of affordable housing for veterans

across the country, in particular in high cost, low vacancy rental markets.
Newly created vouchers are not the only candidates for project-basing, however. Though never

et utilized, the authority exists to recapture unused vouchers and re-provision them to a

different state. HUD and VA should identify the few areas of the country that have excess
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vouchers (due to low-cost rental housing, fewer chronically homeless veterans than anticipated,
or decreased need) and recapture a portion of their unused vouchers. This should be done
conservatively, and should in no way harm the ability of those communities to effectively carry
out their own work to end veteran homelessness. Once the vouchers are recaptured by HUD,
they too should be project based and redistributed to the communities in desperate need of

affordable housing.

“Other Than Honorable” discharges and HUD-VASH eligibility
Veterans who received an “Other Than Honorable” type of discharge from military service (the
third of five main types, after “Honorable” and “General™, but before “Bad Conduct” and
“Dishonorable”) are in practice, though not in law, usually ruled ineligible for VA health or other
benefits. This is true even though many studies in recent years have shown that a large portion of
*Other Than Honorable™ (or, “OTH™) discharges are the result of service members behavioral
changes from repeat deployments or unaddressed Post Traumatic Stress (PTS). Even the
Department of Defense has acknowledged PTS as a vector to OTH discharges, and has directed
review boards for discharge status upgrades to take it into account. NCHV was proud in the 114%
Congress to champion ultimately successful legislation that ended a two-decades-long regulatory
issue which was preventing OTH veterans from receiving VA homeless services such as the
popular Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF) program or the Grant and Per Diem
(GPD) program. The reason for our support of that bill (PL 114-315) was simple: despite a
single-digit percentage of America’s veterans receiving OTH discharges, they make up 15% of
the homeless veteran population nation-wide. In some urban locales the percentage of OTH
veterans among the homelessness population can rise to nearly 30%. In either case, their
presence in the homelessness population is wildly disproportionate. Following the same
reasoning for our support of PL 114-315, NCHYV strongly supports Representative Scott Peters’
recently introduced legislation to expand HUD-VASH eligibility to veterans with “QOther Than
Honorable” discharges, cited as the “Veteran Housing Opportunities and Unemployment Support
Extension (Veteran HOUSE) Act £2019”. We have committed as a nation to ending veteran

homelessness — these men and women are veterans, and we must not leave them behind.
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Making Tribal HUD-VASH Permanent
While the HUD-VASH program has been transformative since its revitalization in 2008, its
effects on all veterans has not been equitable. Until recently, veterans living on tribal lands were
not able to access this resource due to different administrative pathways to Tribal Housing
Authorities. NCHV was proud to support the creation of a pilot program to make “Tribal HUD-
VASH” a real possibility. The early days of the pilot have exposed and solved many issues, and
have proved that we can get this critical resource to Native American veterans — who, by the way,
serve in our military in disproportionately high numbers. Due to these successes, NCHV is
strongly supportive of making Tribal HUD-VASH a permanent program. We are furthermore
committed to ensuring that it grows in step with the wider HUD-VASH program going forward.
A number of bills in the previous Congress would have addressed this issue, and NCHV looks
forward to working with the Committee in this Congress to ensure that Tribal HUD-VASH

remains permanently available to the Native American veterans who deserve to access it.

Other HUD-VASH Priorities and Issues
To reiterate, though HUD-VASH is an extraordinarily successful program it does have room for
improvement. Some of those areas have been delineated in this testimony already, others which
deal more with the VA case management side have not. Though these areas of improvement are
the responsibility of VA, the improvements would have a positive impact on a shared program.
The proposed reports and studies in the “Homes for Our Heroes Act of 2019 get at the core of
some of these areas of improvement, and as such NCHV supports passage of the bill. Requiring
reports on issues such as caseload, geographic distribution, and recidivism would allow Congress
and advocates to better understand the scale of a problem, or to decide that there are in fact no
problems in those areas. Furthermore, the calls for study in the bill on areas with high housing
costs can help us identify where the most common and serious roadblocks to the construction of

new housing for veterans exist, and how to surmount them.

Recent events have exposed a fault line in the HUD-VASH program; not at the local level where
PHA’s and VA staff work in concert as always, but at the leadership level. Following the
proposal of a dangerous financial policy by then-Secretary David Shulkin, some VA Medical

Centers began to draw back from the mission to end veteran homelessness. One concrete effect
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of this drawback was the rejection of new HUD-VASH vouchers — in spite of the need evidenced
in said communities. Most of these problems have been overcome following intense intervention
by Members of Congress, the press, and/or national organizations like NCHV. However, these
types of issue will continue to present themselves going forward, as long as the leadership of
local VA Medical Centers do not believe that ending veteran homelessness is a priority for the
leadership at VA’s Central Office. To continue the successes of the HUD-VASH partnership,
and to continue to make progress toward ending veteran homelessness, VA must be a fully

committed partner.

The final issue with HUD-VASH not yet addressed in this testimony is with landlord
engagement. Make no mistake, there are best practices which can mitigate this issue — but the
task of identifying building owners willing to rent to formerly-homeless veterans is a challenging
one, especially in tight rental markets. We rely on promises by the federal government to
landlords that federal programs will be there to support a formerly-homeless veteran and a
landlord if the landlord agrees to accept a HUD-VASH voucher. One of those promises is that
HUD will be there to pay for the housing. The whole relationship between landlords, veterans,
and program staff is predicated on trust that the promises will be honored. The recent
government shutdown approached as closely as ever to the possibility of HUD not being to
honor its rental assistance payments in a timely manner. That has scared landlords across the
country. Long shutdowns, and their impacts on HUD’s perceived ability to honor those promises,
drastically erode trust. The federal government has some serious work to do to build that trust
back up, or we will have even more trouble identifying landlords willing to help. Whether that
work be advanced appropriations to prevent shutdowns impacting programs, an administration
driven trust building program of landlord engagement, or some other initiative — we must not
allow lapses in appropriations to endanger the lives of veterans who receive rental assistance

through HUD.
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The “Ending Homelessness Act of 2019”

Chairwoman Waters’ bill, the “Ending Homelessness Act of 2019” takes several of the lessons
that we as a field have learned from the work on veteran homelessness, and expands them to
apply to the task of ending all homelessness in America. The critical importance of affordable
housing creation, the pressing need for more rental assistance, and the crucial step of building
community capacity through technical assistance are all lessons learned lhrough years of success

in addressing veteran homelessness.

In communities where the most progress is made ~ such as those that have met the federal
benchmarks to an effective end to veteran homelessness — several common themes exist. All
those communities made the mission central, prioritized services based on acuity, increased
investments, aligned with Housing First principles, re-made their systems (often with help from
technical assistance providers), and created or leveraged affordable housing. This Ending
Homelessness Act takes these commonalities as the core of the bill’s approach to ending

homelessness. NCHV can vouch for their successfulness.

One of the greatest remaining hurdles to ending veteran homelessness all across the country, as
has been mentioned repeatedly in this testimony, is the lack of affordable housing in this country.
Whether it has been the difficulty in finding affordable units for HUD-VASH recipients, the near
impossibility in some communities of finding “regular” Section 8 vouchers for veterans who
have graduated out of HUD-VASH case management, the generalized pressure on homelessness
that a lack of affordable housing creates, or the need to create affordable housing stock, the
common theme of this testimony and of the work is that affordable housing is both the magic
wand and the missing piece. The kind of large investments proposed in this bill would allow
communities across the country to finally build affordable housing stock that is desperately
needed. in the absence of this bill, there is no large-scale help coming for these communities —
they will continue to have a critical piece missing from their homelessness response system. As
such, veterans who are homeless or at-risk of homelessness in those communities will continue

to suffer.

1of12
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{f we have learned anything from our work to end veteran homelessness, it is two things: 1)
ending homelessness in a community is possible, and 2) it can’t be done without adequate stocks
of affordable housing. This bill acknowledges both of those realities, and as such NCHYV is proud

to support it.

In Summation

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony at today’s hearing. It is a privilege to
work with the House Committee on Financial Services to ensure that every veteran facing a
housing crisis has access to safe, decent, and affordable housing paired with the support services

needed to remain there.

Joshua L. Stewart

Director of Policy

National Coalition for Homeless Veterans
1730 M Street, NW Suite 705
Washington, DC 20003

202-546-1969
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National Community Renaissance (National CORE) is pleased to submit this written
statement for the record for today’s hearing on homelessness in America. National CORE
commends Chairwoman Waters and the Committee for making the important issue of homelessness
one of the first hearings convened by the Committee in the 116™ Congress. The witnesses are
experts in what has been a longstanding federal commitment to reducing homelessness and the bills
highlighted at this hearing merit serious consideration.

We would like to share with the Committee our organization’s experiences, which we
believe provide useful lessons about the importance of quality affordable housing coupled with
services for residents. In particular, we believe it is critical for Congress to recognize the
interrelationships between homelessness and poor health.

National CORE is one of the nation’s largest and most effective non-profit affordable
housing developers, with a 25-year track record in community revitalization. Headquartered in
Southern California, with a strong presence in Florida, Texas, and Arkansas, National CORE
produces quality affordable housing and provides a wide range of supportive services for residents.
Nationwide, National CORE has 84 developments, with 8,475 units of affordable housing, serving
approximately 28,000 residents. Projects include mixed-income and mixed-use models.

Our organization has been particularly innovative when it comes to partnerships that
demonstrate the benefits and cost savings of linking affordable housing with supportive services
onsite for residents. Our properties serve working families, seniors, the disabled, and individuals
and families at-risk of homelessness. By providing affordable housing and onsite social services,
National CORE is positioned to positively impact special needs populations, including the
homeless and persons and families at-risk of homelessness. In addition to health and wellness,
National CORE provides a range of family self-sufficiency services, including financial literacy,
asset-building tools, and pathways to homeownership for its residents.

More Federal Funding is Needed for Affordable Housing Production

Study after study concludes that the supply of affordable housing is not keeping pace with
the need. The problems of homelessness simply can’t be adequately addressed without additional
funding for new construction of affordable housing units and new project-based housing assistance.
For these reasons, National CORE strongly supports the key provisions from the “Ending
Homelessness Act of 2019,” which authorize 32.5 billion a year in total new funding each of the
next five years for a combination of permanent supportive housing for the homeless, the Housing
Trust Fund, and special purpose vouchers.

Stable Housing Improves Health

As the Committee considers solutions to homelessness, it is important to recognize the
importance of housing to an individual’s health. Numerous studies show that safe and affordable
housing is a social determinant of heafth. When individuals are adequately housed, they live
healthier lifestyles, and in turn, health care costs are reduced. Statistics show that homeless
individuals do not get regular health checks and only go to the hospital once they are critically ill.

According to a research summary by the Center for Housing Policy, stable, long-term
housing increases one’s sense of control over one’s environment and greatly reduces negative
health outcomes related to prolonged stress. When housing is affordable, it frees up family
resources for nutritious food and health care. Well-constructed housing can also reduce exposure
to environmental risks, including lead poisoning, asthma, and accidental injury. Neighborhood
conditions also matter, as safety impacts the likelihood of exercise such as walking or running,
usage of drugs and alcohol, and exposure to traumatic events that can increase daily stress levels.
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For individuals with chronic conditions, housing plays a crucial role in determining the
direction of their health trajectory. At the most basic level, healing requires a secure place to rest,
to store medications, to attend to personal hygiene, and to enable nurses to deliver care.

Therefore, we strongly support the section in the “Ending Homelessness Act of 2019”
auathorizing $20 million in technical assistance to integrate and coordinate HUD McKinney-
Vento h less program funding with health care funded by federal programs, in collaboration
with the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness and the Department of Health and Human
Services.

National CORE’s Experience

National CORE has created an innovative model that combines safe, stable housing with
supportive health and social services, which has led to positive outcomes for thousands of residents.
This approach begins with quality, affordable housing, which serves as the foundation, and is
augmented by supportive services tailored to the needs of the residents in that housing.

A good example of this is Marv's Place - the first permanent supportive housing development
in the City of Pasadena for formerly homeless families, which provides a safe haven for families to
begin rebuilding their lives. Union Station Homeless Services has an office onsite to provide case
management, career development, money management classes, mental health services, substance
abuse services and health care. Marv’s Place also received first of its kind funding from First Five
LA to set aside seven units for families with children under five.

National CORE has also established strategic partnerships with health care systems,
insurance providers, and educational institutions ~ which recognize that housing is a determinant of
health and are willing to invest dollars to better serve their community. By doing so, National CORE
is able to help carry out innovative models for health care delivery.

For example, National CORE recently established a partnership with the Inland Empire
Health Plan (IEHP) to set aside 15 housing units in a new seniors community in Rancho Cucamonga,
CA. IEHP is a nonprofit Medi-Cal and Medicare health plan headquartered in Rancho Cucamonga,
that provides comprehensive managed health care coverage to more than 1.2 million residents in San
Bemardino and Riverside Counties.

Separately, as part of the master-planned Arrowhead Grove Neighborhood Revitalization, in
the City of San Bemardino, CA, National CORE has worked with community leaders and residents
to pass a Specific Plan to establish a “complete community” which incorporated health as one of the
five goals. Upon completion, the development will replace an aging 252-unit public housing
complex — in desperate need for repair -- with a 38-acre, mixed-income community with
approximately 400-units of affordable and market-rate housing.

Based on the success of the first two phases, Dignity Health, one of the largest health systems
in the U.S., recently offered a $1.2 million bridge loan to help move the next phases forward. The
commitment followed $20 million in funding from the California Strategic Growth Council through
their Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities program, demonstrating that with clear
priorities and collaboration, developments such as Arrowhead Grove can attract new resources and
deliver investments that are in alignment with community priorities and support community health.
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Reducing Homelessness By Dedicating Federal Health Care Funding to Housing

These and many other National CORE developments show how health care dollars can close
the gap in funding needed to build affordable housing, how affordable housing can improve health
outcomes, and how the integration of housing and services can reduce health care expenditures.

However, this approach is not replicable on a large scale without new sources of federal
funding. It is time for federal policies to more fully recognize that quality housing is a key component
of health and that more flexible use of federal health care dollars can both reduce homelessness and
reduce health care expenditures.

Los Angeles County, California has carried out a program that demonstrates such savings. The
Housing for Health program has housed and provided health care for more than 3,400 people since
it launched in 2012. According to a recent study, public spending was reduced, which was attributed
to understanding the connection between homelessness and health. For every dollar invested, the
County saved $1.20 in health care and other social services, according to the study. Participants’®
inpatient days dropped 76 percent and emergency room visits dropped 67 percent. Public service
costs declined by nearly 60 percent, from an average of $38,146, per person, per year, before housing,
to $15,358, after. Even after accounting for program costs, the county saved 20 percent.

In the case of Los Angeles County, this innovative approach to saving health care costs by
providing housing and services to persons at-risk of homelessness only works financially because
Los Angeles County is a closed system. Since the County reaps the direct benefit of health care
savings arising investing in affordable housing, it is a good investment. Affordable housing owners
and service providers do not realize these same savings, and therefore do not have the same financial
incentives or access to funds to carry out this approach.

Federal agencies and states can better coordinate between low-income housing programs and
federal health programs, including Medicaid. For example, while there is some flexibility in
Medicaid in terms of using funding to pay for supportive services in coordination with low-income
housing developments, and the use of funds for housing rental assistance, such options are currently
underutilized in spite of the evidence that demonstrates the efficacy of such an approach.

It has long been established that alternatives to nursing homes can save Medicaid costs. The
same can be true for Medicaid funds used for rental assistance and services for the homeless and
those at risk of homelessness — a class that has a patten of more extensively using emergency and
other high-cost health care services. A study by the American Hospital Association (AHA) provides
evidence supporting such an approach. AHA found that when homeless individuals were provided
with stable housing, their health choices improved, and overall healthcare costs declined.
Specifically, they observed a 33 percent reduction in emergency room visits, a 42 percent reduction
in days spent in nursing homes, and Medicaid expenditures declined by 12 percent.

Significant opportunities exist to expand resources for affordable housing units and for services
to residents living in such units — while at the same time reducing health care costs (and improving
health care) for those same residents. In particular, in the same way that Medicaid funds have for
decades been used to help seniors to age in care — thereby reducing Medicaid costs otherwise spent
on nursing homes - innovative approaches to using federal health care funds to provide housing
assistance and related services to the homeless and those at risk of homeless should be pursued.

Medicaid is beginning to approve waivers to allow states to take advantage of waivers to use
Medicaid funds to carry out this strategy of reducing health care costs through investments in
connection with affordable housing rental housing. Examples include:
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s California allows for pilot/demonstration projects to provide wrap-around services and
support for housing for homeless and very low-income individuals in order to control
runaway health care costs of at-risk families and individuals (but does not allow funds to
be used for affordable housing construction or rental assistance).

¢ New York and Ohio have implemented waivers that allow Medicaid funds on a limited
basis to be directly utilized for housing for such target populations.

*  Arizona has launched an initiative to house residents diagnosed with severe mental illness
(SMI), which uses a type of voucher program (but does not permit the use of Medicaid
funds).

HHS Secretary Azar recently acknowledged that public reimbursement for housing costs is
under consideration as a part of forthcoming proposals from CMS. We urge the Committee to
encourage and help expedite and implement such proposals.

3

Supportive Services Are Critical in Reducing Homelessness

We are also pleased to see that $100 million is authorized in the “Ending Homelessness Act of
2019” for grants to provide outreach and to coordinate services for persons and households who are
homeless or formerly homeless, and to provide supportive services to other targeted populations,
such as seniors, the disabled, children, and teens.

For more than 20 years, a comerstone of HUD MeKinney Vento homeless strategies and
programs has been to support permanent supportive housing, through programs such as the Shelter
Care Plus program. Providing site based, affordable housing for the homeless facilitates the
provision of a wide range of services to help individuals address the underlying problems that can
contribute to homelessness (such as mental health and alcohol and drug addiction problems) and to
provide other services in the areas of employment and education to help facilitate self-sufficiency.
The track record of this 20-year effort shows that this approach is extremely successful.

Unfortunately, this approach is generally not used and funding for this is not generally available
for the vast majority of HUD-assisted affordable housing units. Grants are provided for such housing
services through HUD programs such as $35 million a year for HUD ROSS service coordinator
grants and $75 million a year for HUD Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS). However, these programs
have limited funding and are generally limited to assisting residents in public housing. Therefore,
we suggest expanding the availability of the use of HUD ROSS grants and Family Self-Sufficiency
granis to other types of subsidized affordable housing, such as tax credit properties.

Conclusion

Thank you again for the Committee’s focus on the important topic of combating homelessness.
The connection between stable housing and healthy living is undeniable. National CORE would be
pleased to work with the Committee to redirect federal health funding to focus resources on providing
stable, affordable housing.
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Introduction

Chairwoman Waters, Ranking Member McHenry, members of the committee: On behalf of the
National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty, (the “Law Center”) thank you for the
opportunity to submit written testimony on the critical issue of homelessness in America. The
Law Center appreciates the efforts of the members of this committee to combat this ongoing and
expanding crisis.

The Law Center is the only national organization dedicated solely to using the power of the law
to end and prevent homelessness. We believe that housing is a basic human right that must be
secured for all, and that homelessness in a country with the resources of the United States is a
travesty. We work for the day when safe, decent, affordable housing will be a right enjoyed by
all.

I have worked towards this vision since the 1980s, when homelessness was first becoming a
national issue. As a young lawyer in private practice at a major corporate law firm, | took a pro
bono case representing homeless families in a class action suit. Inspired by the impact the law
can make in the lives of vulnerable people, I left the firm to advocate for a national response to
the emerging crisis. I played an instrumental role in drafting and securing passage of the original
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987, now known as the McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act (“McKinney-Vento Act”), the first and still only major federal
legislation to address homelessness in America. I founded the Law Center in 1989 to build on
and enforce that landmark law.

Since its founding, the Law Center has worked to strengthen the McKinney-Vento Act, enforce
its provisions, and secure enactment of additional legal protections and resources. Based in
Washington D.C., we work with local-level advocates, service providers, and government
agencies across the country, including Los Angeles and North Carolina. Partnering with pro
bono attorneys, we bring high-impact litigation, lead and support federal, state and local
advocacy campaigns, and educate providers, advocates and the public. Our work creates homes
and communities for families, children, veterans, the elderly, and disabled individuals
experiencing homelessness using surplus government property; improves access to housing for
domestic violence survivors and their children; secures education rights for children
experiencing homelessness; and protects human rights and dignity by challenging laws that
prevent people experiencing homelessness from voting and punish them for their homelessness.

Congress Must Fulfill its Promise to End and Prevent Homelessness

With the passage of the McKinney-Vento Act, Congress recognized its responsibility to protect
our country’s most vulnerable populations and the benefits that the reduction of poverty and
homelessness bring to American society. But the McKinney-Vento Act was intended to be only a
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first, emergency step in the federal response to homelessness; it was not intended to be the only
response. Indeed, it was part of a larger legislative proposal that included measures to prevent
and end homelessness. And while the McKinney-Vento Act has been enhanced significantly
since 1987, those longer-term, broader measures were never enacted-——and as a result the
homelessness crisis has not ended and, indeed, has recently worsened. The fact that this crisis has
escalated to its current levels demonstrates and reflects significant failings of federal, state, and
local policy.

Close to 1.4 million school children were homeless during the 2016-2017 school year, a number
which has gone persistently upward, despite the end of the recession—and almost 2.5 million
children overall—1 in 30-—were homeless in 2013." Reports of homeless encampments grew
1,342% between 2007 and 2017, again persistently trending upward despite the end of the
recession.? And according to the Department of Housing & Urban Development, which itself
admits this number is an undercount, on a single night in the United States, 553,000 individuals
were sleeping in shelters, transitional housing, and in outdoor locations not meant for human
habitation. Of that total number, approximately one-third were in the latter category: they were
without any indoor shelter. .> The number of those unsheltered had increased since the previous
year, and this point, combined with the fact that there were only 286,000 beds available on the
same night, demonstrates the need for the federal government to act immediately to ensure at a
minimum that each and every people in our country have access to safe, affordable, and decent
housing.*

Addressing homelessness also means addressing the structural discrimination in our laws and
policies. African Americans made up approximately 40 percent of those counted by HUD in
2018, as compared to 13 percent of the entire population, and Native Americans also experience
homelessness at double their percent of the national population.® It is quite clear that
homelessness and poverty are not just stand-alone issues—-they are an amalgamation of
intersectional civil and human rights and economic issues that demand the attention of Congress.
One study showed that African-American youth under the age of five were 29 times were more
likely to end up in homeless shelters than their white counterparts.® Equitable solutions to
homelessness must ensure that the appropriate resources reach these extremely vulnerable
populations.

! National Center for Homeless Education, National Overview (2018),

hitp://profiles.nche seiservices.com/ConsolidatedStateProfile.aspx; American Institutes for Research, AMERICA™S
YOUNGEST OUTCASTS: A'REPORT CARD ON CHILD HOMELESSNESS, 6 (2014), https://www.air.org/resource/americas-
iteasts-report-card-child-homelessness.

.aw Center on Homelessness and Poverty, TENT CITY USA: THE GROWTH OF AMERICA’S
HOMELESS ENCAMPMENTS AND HOW COMMUNITIES ARE RESPONDING (2017),
https://www.nichp.org/Tent City USA 2017,

* U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, THE 2018 ANNUAL HOMELESS ASSESSMENT
REPORT (AHAR) TO CONGRESS Part I: POINT IN TIME ESTIMATES OF HOMELESSNESS,
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2018-AHAR-Part-1.pdf.

fId

SHd

¢ Culhane, D. & Metraux, S. Population Research and Policy Review (1999) 18: 219,
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006187611323




105

In order to solve the homelessness crisis in the United States, we must look for solutions that
address safe, decent, affordable housing as a human right, not a charitable benevolence subject to
the whims of appropriations. Currently, the U.S. has a shortage of 7.4 million affordable and
available rental homes for extremely-low-income (ELI) renter houscholds, resulting in only 35
affordable and available units for every 100 ELI renter households.” The trend is worsening:
close to 90% of new apartment buildings constructed in 2017 and the first half of 2018 were
luxury buildings.® And of those ELI households that could find housing, more than 70 percent
paid more than half their income on housing and utilities, leaving little for necessities such as
food, medicine, transportation, or childcare, and putting them one missed paycheck or financial
emergency away from homelessness.’ The time has long since come to adopt President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt’s “Second Bill of Rights” to ensure the economic and social security of every
American.

In addition to being denied the right to housing, people experiencing homelessness face unjust
criminalization of basic human activities such as sleeping, resting, self-sheltering, and asking for
help, which only exacerbates the challenges they face. . The Law Center has found that
communities increased these punitive ordinances by double- and triple-number percentages from
2006 to 2016.'° The criminalization of homelessness does not help break the cycle of poverty.
Instead, these policies perpetuate the crisis of homelessness and poverty by further burdening
homeless families and individuals with fines, fees and jail time, and the collateral consequences
of a criminal record, and saddling communities with expensive and unnecessary law enforcement
and penal costs. Studies show that providing housing actually costs one-half to one-third of
constantly cycling homeless persons through the criminal justice system and emergency rooms. !
Instead of looking to punish those taking care of their basic survival needs, we should instead
focus on a housing-first solution that ensures a stable living environment for those experiencing
homelessness.

Measures Congress Can Implement to Solve the Crisis

In order to combat the crisis of homelessness, Congress must take concrete action that prioritizes
and implements the human right to safe, decent affordable housing. Any legislative approach
must also account for the decriminalization of basic human activities. Combining these two areas
of public policy would provide for a holistic and legislatively responsible response to this crisis.
Our top policy recommendations to end and prevent homelessness and affirm housing as a
human right include:

7 National Low Income Housing Coalition, THE GAP: A SHORTAGE OF AFFORDABLE HOMES (March 2017),
https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/Gap-Report_2017.pdf

® Nadia Balint, 8 Out of 10 New Apartment Buildings Were High-End in 2017, Trend Continues in 2018, Rent Café
Blog (Sept. 21, 2018), hitps://www rentcafe.com/blog/rental-market/luxury-apartments/8-out-of-10-new-apartment-
buildings-were-high-end-in-2017-trend-carries-on-into-2018/.

*1d.

12 National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, HOUSING NOT HANDCUFFS: ENDING THE
CRIMINALIZATION OF HOMELESSNESS IN U.S. CITIES (2016), https://www.nlchp.org/documents/Housing-
Not-Handcuffs.

1 See, id.
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Stopping the cycle of poverty by proscribing legislation that criminalizes basic human
activities of those experiencing homelessness—

e]

Congress should use its funding authority to prevent state and local jurisdictions
receiving federal funds from adopting and enforcing harmful laws that criminalize
homelessness, such as those:

= Restricting the First Amendment rights of those soliciting for assistance in

public places

*  Denying the right of individuals to sleep in their vehicles

= Preventing individuals from resting in public places
Federal funding should incentivize state and local governments to protect the
rights of those experiencing homelessness and promote constructive, housing-
based solutions instead of punitive laws and policies.

Preventing homelessness by strengthening housing and other rights for people at risk -~

o]

Congress should use its authority (including its funding authority) to prevent
discrimination in housing based on source of income, housing status, or status as a
victim of domestic violence, and on the basis of criminal, eviction, or credit
history unrelated to an individual’s current and future ability to abide by
reasonable terms of tenancy

Congress should use its authority (including its funding authority) to ensure
tenants in poverty are not evicted without just cause, and guarantee and
incentivize states and local governments to provide counsel for tenants in poverty
who are facing eviction

Congress must ensure that domestic abuse survivors are not forced to choose
between homelessness and abuse by reauthorizing and strengthening the Violence
Against Women Act, in particular the housing section of that Act

Congress should require that institutions and systems of care receiving federal
funding ensure that persons in their custody are discharged into affordable
housing, instead of being released without any supports and resources.

Congress should protect homeless children and youth by strengthening their
education rights under Title VII of the McKinney-Vento Act, including fully
funding it, and requiring closer coordination between state and local education
and housing agencies.

Ending the crisis of homelessness by affirming the fundamental human right to housing
through increases in access to and availability of affordable housing—

o]

e}

[e]

Congress should fund housing vouchers sufficiently so that all who are eligible
receive them

Congress should raise the federal minimum wage and index it to actual housing
costs to ensure that working people are able to afford housing

Congress should index Supplemental Security Income and Social Security
Disability Insurance payments to local housing costs so that those who are
disabled can afford housing
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o Congress should ensure that a sufficient supply of housing affordable to
extremely impoverished households exists, specifically by providing sufficient
funding for the National Housing Trust Fund and through Low-Income Housing
Tax Credits

o Congress should strengthen Title V of the McKinney-Vento Act to make more
vacant federal properties available to homeless service providers at no cost

The Ending Homelessness Act

The Law Center applauds the leadership of Chairwoman Waters in introducing the Ending
Homelessness Act and supports her intention to reintroduce it in the current Congress. The Law
Center supports the legislation and stands ready to work with Chairwoman Waters and the
Committee to secure its passage as a critical step towards ending and preventing homelessness in
America.

Conclusion

Congress has recognized that the federal government has a “clear responsibility and . . . existing
capacity to meet the basic needs of all the homeless.”'? For more than 30 years, the McKinney-
Vento Act has been a standing commitment by Congress to allocate resources and supports to
those experiencing homelessness and poverty. But it is long past time for Congress to take the
needed next steps to address this ongoing crisis in the United States.

We welcome the opportunity to serve as a resource for and to continue working with the House
Committee on Finance Services. Thank you for allowing us to submit this statement,

'2 McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act of 1987, 42 U.S.C. §1 13061(a)(6) (2010).

6
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Chitago Coalition for the Homeless (CCH} Has developed a new methodology for estimating the homeless
population in Chidage throughout the year CCH uses & definition of homelessnass which:incofporates all
those considared homaless under the U.S, Department of Haousing and Urban Dévetoprient's-{HUD) definition;
and also’ incorporates-portions of the US: Department of Education (DOE) McKinney-Vento definition of
hotmelessness. Tha DOE definition indudes pedpile who aré living " doubled-up,” whith mésns staying. with
othiers due ta'loss of holsing or éconaimic: hardship. CEH incdudes doubled-up households.ir our definitior
because it more accurately captures the way most people experience homelessness:

The methodology uses the U.S. Censs Bureau's American Commimity Survey data to estimate the number of
doubled:up Individuals in Chicago in 20186, It also uses dita from the city's Homeless Managerent Information
System {HMIS) from 2016 to count those served in the shelter syster. It then removes duplicates by 1dents€ymg
- individuals who experiénced both forms of hamelessiéss during the year.

: - {See pages 34 for s mors detailed explanation on the definition and mathodology)

- This new analysis looks at houséholds ccessing the shelter systerm and alse those whio are doubled:up, which is

= défined a3 those who are sharing the housing of others due 1o loss of housing, economic hardship, or a'similar
reason, Our analysis found that in 2016, 80% of people ‘experiencing homelessness in Chicago were living
datibled-up. For homeless people living in families with children; that number wags 90%;

Families. that dccess the shelter systemand those living doubled-up lose their hotsing for similar feasons:
domestic violence, divores, loss of a job, medical bills. But the majority of famities will choose to miove inwith
others when possible, rather than taking their children'to a sheftér. However, these situations are temporary and
frequently break down due o overcrowding, tensions that develop, and fear. of the primary teénant losing their
housing: Many doubled-up families move miuliple times, going in and out of the shslter syster:

=3 50%. of homeless families that were served in the shefter system in 2016 had been living ddubled‘up with
friends of family efther prior to-or aler entering the shelter qyst@m within that-sarme year (HMIS
2018}

=¥ 56% of homeless families surveyed by CCH in 2015 reported staying in 2-3 piaces
over the span of three years and nearly 20% stayed in 4-6 places.”
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- The total uniduplicated count of people homaless in C‘hicagcn throughout 2016 15 80,384 80% of them were
fiving doubled-ug, : : :

U Aceording o data from the-Ametican Commiinities Suvey, 64114 pedple were living doubled up

g i o i 2016, Of those, B5.5% were black, 5% white, 38,1 Hispanic/Lating, and 4.9% other |

Groups, . .

“According ta 2016 HMIS. data, 23,808 people were served i the shelter system, Of thoge,
had béen living doubled-up with farhily or friehds at some point thatyesr. 6% of shelter regidents
werd black, 19% white, and 5% other 1% réported being Hisparic/Lating.

Of the 35,438 homeless people Iing in families with childrén, 90% (31,923 were doubled up.
Of the 8,860 hamsless family households, 88% (7,821} were doubledup.
Ot the 48,757 horeless individuals, 72% (32,191) were doublediup:

Unaccompanied homeless youth ages 14-24 tataled 11867 O ih@se,kﬁﬁ% {9,455} W@xé doubled up!

o Sednian uias prowidied by Urtago's Homeisss Managament Information Systern (HMIS), adiministesed by All Chicago.
Alt Chicaga was not involved in the data onalysis included in his report, and the conchisions i this report do not reprasent the views of All Chicago,
American Cormraunities Survey data provided by IPUMS-USA, University of Minnesta, wwiwipums.org
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~“The definition of Homelésshess for the purposss of this estimate is as follows:
o Fromm the HUD definition : ; B :
For purpgses of this Act, the ferin “hameless or “homeless individual includes—
{1}-an Individual who lacks afixed; regular, and adequate nighttinee residence: and
(2) an individual wha has a primary nighttime residence thatis—
(A} & stpervised - publiclyor privately operated shelter ‘designed  to': provide temporary living
. accommiodations (including welfare” hotels, congregate shelters, and transitional housing-for the
-meritaty:ill); i P :
{B)an institution that provides a tempaorary residence forindividuals intended to beinstitutionalized;
or : : R
{CYapublic or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, 3 régular sleeping accommodation
for human beings. : :
And : o
Froim the DOE definition ) : g .
- {Note: The Department of Education definition refers specifically 1o children and youth; but we modified the
definition to apply to people of all ages. For the full definition, sée: httpi//nche.ed.gov/iegisdmv-det php)
(1) those who are sharing the housing of other persons due to loss of housing; economic hardship, or a
similat reason; are living In motels; hotels, trailer parks, of camping grounds due o the lack of alterative
adequate accommodations; are living inemergency or transitional sheltérs; or ara abaridonad in hospitals




- For the anaiysss we requested an unduplicated count'of people servad-in the homeless
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The American - Community Survey (ACS) is a survey given nationally. eachiyear to households throughdlt the
country by the U5, Census Bureau in ordet to track changes inthe U.S: landscape.on'a yearly basis between
theyéars they do-the full census. Recently, an analysis of ACS data by the national Bureay of Labor Statistics
found an increase in what they deseribed as "doubled-up” households in the aftermath of the housing bubble

-anid resulting recession, They deéfined doubled-up as: anyadditional adult ir-the household who was not the
head of household or their spouseor partner. After reading these reports, CCH realized that with a:more
refiied definition, ACS data’ could be used 16 estimate those who met the homaléss definition:of doubled-

- up. Of note, however, is that the ACS does not explicitly ask if members of the household are iving there due:

to-loss of housing or economic. hardship.: Therefare, our methadofogy was designed to determine who was

-~ mostlikely living in a-doubled-up hemelsss situation. Because we could not know for certain, when the data

Swas amblguous we erred on the side of rot including someone as hameless, which reguited ina consen/a\‘we‘

© estimiate; .

This analysis: defines, doubled»up as additional family members or non-relativesina. househald who arg not
mingrchildren, step-children; spouses or unmarried partners of the head of househald and the household is
8t 125% or below ‘of the faderal poverty level :

We crestad a nimber of exclusions thatwe thought wouid not rypxca!ly be viewed as a homeless s:tuanon

' Single adult-children living with parents who oftr:n move back home Tor reasons other than gconomic
hardship

= Relatives of the head of househsld who were over 65 who often hve with famaiy dug to health reasons

= Grandchildren living with grandparents for whom the grandparentclaims respcmfssbt ity for basic needs

. » Raagmmiates; lodgers, and peoplé in institutions o group lodgings

- We did incliide adilt dhildren living with parénts who had children of their own, bm‘ if they were under the age

of 25, weonly included ‘fhem if thay were living iy an overcrowded sitution (imore then two people.

- per Bedroom):

A Homeless Management Information System (HM the information: system that'is

o federa!%y mandated by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
and s locally-administered to record and analyze chent, service; and housing data for-
: mdmduals and families who are homeless or at risk of horelessness.

- service system in the calendar year 2016 This included sveryone served in all program types,
- withithe exception of people who were exclusively sarved in Permanierit Supportive

*Housing for the entire year: - Those people would riot be considered homeless: at any time during that year
- However, we did inclide people it programs with temporary. rental subsidies: The: HMIS data also’ included
anyorie livingon the street who had been in comtact with a service provider.

- We also obtained data that showed whether any'of the sbove hotiseholds had hved with friends of farnily at any
time during the calendar year that they were served in'the shelter systerm

For the total figures for the analysxs, we added the:rumber of doubled-up mdrvxdua\s fromythe ACS analysis
to the hurnber served i the shelter system. We then subtracted anyone who had been sheliered but also had
Beerlving with frisnids and farnily at any time during the calendar year to-avoid duplication. The data includés
pevple living on the stieet who were ir-contact with setvice providers and therefare entered into HMIS, We did
not atternptito estimate thase living on the sireet or-other places notmeant for human hab tation who had no
contact with service providers: This estimate also does not inclide data or those hvmg ininstitutions such as
Jails o ental institutions who were homeless prior ta entering.
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Regulatory Barriers and Affordable
Housing: Problems and Solutions

peaking to the policy advisory
S board of the Joint Center for
Housing Studies of Harvard University,
HUD Secretary Ben Carson under
scored “how vitally important it is to
develop more affordable housing,”
referencing the center’s findings that
21 million U.S. housebolds are cost
burdened — spending more than
one-third of household income on
housing expenses — and that 11 million
of those households are severely cost
burdened — spending more than one-
half of household income on housing
expenses.’ Affordability is a function
of both income and housing costs, and
factor

the relative importance of eac
varies by locadon and market.” Recendly,
important gains have been made in
employment and wages, but these in-
creases have been modest and in many
miarkets have not kept up with increasing
housing costs.” As Secretary Carson

A carriage house unit is a type of accessory dwelfing unit that allows multiple residences to share the same lot,

emphasized in his speech, one aspect
of the problem is an inadequate supply
of new affordable housing. He suggested
that, among other responses, HUD
should “identify and incentivize the
tearing down of local regulations that
serve as impediments to developing
affordable housing stock,” including
“{o]utofdate building codes, dmecon-
suming approval processes, restrictive or
s, tnneces-

exclusionary zoning ordinanc
sary fees or taxes, and excessive land
development standards [that] can ail

contribute to higher housing cos

i

Although affordability challenges
in some areas of the country result
primartly from low incomes and pov-
erty, in other areas, particularly those
with strong job and population growih,
a constrained housing supply generates
affordability chaflenges. In the latter
locations, regulatory barriers such as

HIGHLIGHTS

= Research points fo local zoning and
regulations, lengthy permitting pro-
cesses, and “not in my backyard™
opposition as primary causes of
restricted housing supply and rising
housing prices.

An insufficient supply of affordable
housing contributes to homeless-
ness, housing cost burdens, and
reduced economic growth.

» Local communities in the United
States have struggled to combat
regulatory bartiers, but state and
jocal governments can adopt sev-
eral promising approaches that can
reduce barriers and increase the
supply of affordable housing.

density limitations, height restrictions,
parking requirements, lengthy permit-
ting and approval processes, and “not in
my backyard” (NIMBY) opposition are
the primary reasons for housing supply
restrictions and increased housing

Photo Caurtesy of Catelius Development Corporation




costs, Local governments can pursue

various strategies and policy responses
10 address these barriers, and state gov-
ernments can encourage and empower
tocal governments (o do 5o,

The History and Purposes
of Zoning

Land use zoning is the division of land
into areas in which certain activities
or uses, or certain building types,
sizes, and features, are permitted or
prohibited.” In the United States, the
authority for zoning comes from state
governments rather than the federal
government, and this authority is
typically passed on to Jocal municipal
govermments. fn some “home rule”
states, local governing bodies have
wide latitude to innovate and imple-
ment land use policies, whereas other
states require state-enabling legistation
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that specifically sanctions the policies
available to the locality.®

Regulation of building construction
and certain uses of privaie property 1o
protect the public welfare date back
to the late 19th century, as concerns
rose about living conditions in grow-
ing cities. For example, in the 1890s,
at least two LS. cities — Chicago
and Washington, DC — passed laws
restricting building heights. Modern

zoning practices — distinguished
by the categorization of land use as
residential, commercial, or industrial
and the physical separation of those
uses — emerged in the early 20th
century. A 1916 New York City ordinance
is generally considered to be the first
comprehensive zoning Jaw.” Hirt calls
the period of 1910 10 1830 a tarning
point during which “the United States

changed from a place where the public
control of private land and real-estate
property cousisted only of rudimen-
tary nuisance and building laws to 2
place where practices refated to private
land, property, and consuuction were
subject to tight public supervision in
hundreds of municipalities around the
country.™ She argues that health and
safety, welfare, convenience, prosper-
ity, racial and class prejudices, and the
protection of property values —— espe-

cially those of single-family homes
- all contributed to the emergence
of zoning practices.’ The Supreme

Court affirmed the legality of local
zoning authority in 1926 in Fuclid v

Ambler.® Initially, most zoning was

hierarchical, with residential use at
the top of the hierarchy and indus-
trial use at the bottom, meaning that
residences could be built in industrial



or commercial zones, but industrial

or commercial buildings could not
be built in residential zones. In the
middle of the 20th century, flat zoning,
in which buildings of any type could
be built only in zones of the same type,
became more common, and the zones
themselves became larger.'! A prolifera-
tion of regulations in the 1970s began
icity of the housing
supply and place upward pressure on
development costs.”® Throughout the
2(th century, zoning and other regula-
tions have given preferential treaument
to single-family detached homes, which
are typically the most expensive type of
housing, says Brookings fellow Jenuy
Schuetz. This preference presents a
substantial obstacle 1o achieving the

to restrict the ela

SR

density needed for more affordable

studies, including their own, support the

housing.! Indeed, comyp: with the
rest of the world, the United States is
unique in its proportion of residential
land designated for single-family de-
tached homes and in the size of homes
and Jots. ™

Costs of Regulatory
Barriers and NIMBYism
Evidence supports the contention
that zoning and land use regulations
increase housing prices {see “Exploring
the Current Swate of Knowledge on the
Tmpact of Regulations on Housing
Supply,” p.11). Although researchers
Joseph Gyourko and Raven Molloy note
that “it is challenging 1o identify the
effects of regulation,” they find that most,

that “regulation appears ©
raise home prices, reduce construction,
{and}] reduce the elasticity of hous-
ing supply....""" Over the past several
decades, housing prices have increased
even though construction costs have
remained relatively flac. This relation-
ship points to land prices as the driver
behind rising housing prices. Geo-
graphic limitations can constrain the
supply of fand; in many cases, however,
restrictions on land use and density
cause an increase ju land prices, which
Jead to a constrained supply of housing
and, in turn, higher housing prices."
Research suggests that more highly
regulated jurisdictions tend to have
higher housing prices, with regulations

Phota Courtesy of Catelius Development Corporation



discouraging new development or
making it fess dense while making
the housing that is built more expen-
sive.” Paula Munger, director of industry
research and analysis for the National
Apartment Association, finds a swong
correlation, for exaruple, between the
severity of a city's barriers to apart-
ment construction and the percentage
of households spending at least 35
percent of thetr income on rent® A
study by the National Association of
Home Builders estimates that govern-

ment regulations account for nearly
a quarter of the price of a home, with
approximately 15 percent of the price
attributable to Jand use regulations and
10 percent to regulations that apply
after a builder has acquired land."”
A study of California development
finds that each additional land use
regulation reduces residential permits
by an average of 4 percent, affecting
both single-family and multifamily
development.®
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categorizes regulations that can lead 1o
higher housing costs, such as those that
Timit density, impose design standards,
or shift cost burdens onto developers.®

Land use and zoning regulations may
include explicit density restrictions;
requirements for parking, setbacks, and
ninimum lot sizes; beight
and open space requirements
that fimit the amount of housing that
can be built, either through caps or
by assigning space that could be used
for housing to ather uses. Builders

typically want to maximize the num-
ber of units in a given tract of land;

Timitations reduce the profitability of
development, which may discourage
development in certain areas and result

in fewer units built or higher rents

for the units that are constructed.®

Jurisdictions with a preference for

single-family detached housing may
not even have zones that altow multi-
family housing.® In other cases, Targe

Research suggests that more highly regu-
lated jurisdictions tend to have higher
housing prices, with regulations discouraging
new development or making it less dense.

Regulations. Local land use reguladons
bave accwmulated in municipalities”
code and statute books over many
decades, Although governments origi-
nally adopted each regulation for some
rationale or purpose, those rationales
nxay not apply 1o present conditions.?
0 most cases, regulations are imple-
mented 1o provide some benefit 1o
existing homeowners, if not the general
public. Although some basic public
health and safety regulations are
accepted as necessary and nonnegotia-
ble, others existin a gray area of tension
between their public benefit and public
cost — their negatt
ability. Local
and benefits, which in some cases may
be difficult to measure or compare in
terms of monetary value. G.J. Gabbe

: impact on afford-

es must weigh these costs

minimum lot size requirements in
certain zones severely restrict density,
cffectively excluding affordable hous-

Local regulations may include res
tive design guidelines and dwelling
unit mix requirements, Localities may
also have rules that prohibit acces-
sory dwelling units or smaller units
that would otherwise expand afford-
able residential options. Zoning that
excludes manufactured housing
also contributes to affordability chal-
lenges, because manufactured housing
potentially offers a more affordable
alternative to traditionally built housing
without compromising building safety
and quality.®

In addition, regulations such as flat
impact fees shift cost burdens onto
developers.® Impact and other fees

about where, how much, and at what
price point t build.*

Permitting and Approvals. Beyorud meet-
g the standards and requirements of
Jocal land use regulations, developers
must go through permitting, review, and
approval processes that can increase
development costs. In addition to the
hard costs for the permits themselves,
permits may also lead to additional soft
costs resulting from delays and uncer-

wainty.! Some of these processes also
include forums for community input,
which open developments to potential
opposition. Abt Associates reports that
in some cases, approvals can take years,
white builders incur carrying costs such

ing. Research that

lot size regulations have a particularly
strong effect on limiting supply and
increasing prices.* Required parking
can be both expensive to construct
(costing up to thousands of dollars
per surface spot or tens of thousands
per underground spot) and take up
land that could otherwise be used for
greater housing density.”® Developers
attempting to meet minimum parking
requirements for high-density devel-
opment often incur higher costs to

construct structured parking, particu-
Tarly if it is built underground, These
added costs likely result in higher

housing prices.

as interest pa . In addition to being
lengthy. these processes can be complex
and confusing, and they can differ
widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction
~=a particular problem for builders who
work in many different areas and have
to leam the requirements for cach. Fven
within a single jurisdiction, the permit-
ting process may require interacting with
several public agencie:

NIMBYism. NIMBY opposition can
take many forms, including public
pressure on elected officials, such as
members of a city council, who may
have autherity over funding applications
ar other approvals that developers need



to start building or to make a project
financially viable. To foster public
participation, many localities have
for com-

formalized venues and process
munity input. Community opposition
can thwart projects, reduce a project’s
density, or cause delays that create un-
certainty and add costs for developers
who often have little financial flexibil-
ity. Fischel explains that a residential
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overcome opposition, but such efforts
can be costly and time consuming.™

Land use regulations and NIMBYism
not only increase the costs of indi-
vidual developments but can also incur
broader social and economic costs. A
restricted supply of affordable housing
increases the number of cost-burdened
households and contributes o home-

Community opposition can thwart projects,
reduce a project’s density, or cause delays

that create uncertainty and add costs for devel-
opers who often have little financial flexibility.

zone might allow construction of sin-
gle-family homes and duplexes “as of
right” or without requiting a review and
approval, whereas multifamily housing in
the same zone might require a special
exception by the zoning board that is
presumed 1o be granted if certain crite-
via are met. But, Fischel continues, “one
of the specific criteria is often that the
use not adversely affect the *character
of the neighborhood,” which often invites
open-ended discussion and negotia-
tion with established residents of the
neighborhood.”™

Land use rules are Jargely determined,
directly or indirectly, by existing
homeowners desiring to keep their
property values high, and the potential
beneficiaries of looser resuictions do
not {yet) live or vote in those jurisdic-
tions,® Strong NIMBY opposition in
places of opportunity may have the
overall effect of reducing the amount
of newly constructed affordable hous-
ing builtin these areas.” Developers
want community involvernent, says
Munger, but community opposition
can disrupt the tming of complicated
financing and planning processes,
ultimately resulting in higher de-
velopment costs and higher cents.™
Developers tend 10 use formal or infor
mal public information sessions to ry
to address community concerns and

lessness and housing insecurity, which
in turn affect residents” health, educa-
tion, and employment, among other
things. A dearth of affordable hous-
ing options, particularly in markets
experiencing population growth, can
also displace existing residents as a
tight housing supply with few afford-
able alternatives pushes rents higher.
Exclusionary zoning and NIMBYism
also keep affordable housing out of
places of opportunity, restricting the
potential benefits for low-income
households that would ulimately
henefit the ¢conomy and society as
awhole. ¥
such restrictions suppress economic
growth, Research by Chang-Tai Hsich
and Enrico Moreti models the costs 1

idence also suggests that

aggregate U.S. economic growth from
the misallocation of fabor caused by
housing supply restrictions in centers
of productivity. They find that from
1964 to 2009, constraints on the supply
of new housing reduced economic
growth by more than 50 percent.® Al
though Glaeser and Gyourko estimate
a smaller impact on economic growth,
they nevertheless find that land use restric-
tions significantly lower national output.®

Local Strategies and
Policy Responses

Local jurisdictions can address zon-
ing and regulations, permitting and

approval processes, and NIMBYism
through various policies and strategies,
including general approaches as weil
as responses that target specific barri-
ers. As a start, says Lisa Sturtevant,
senior visiting fellow at the Urban Land
Tostitute's {(ULLs) Terwilliger Center
for Housing, local communities can
review their existing policies, many
of which were written decades ago,
to ensure that they still apply under
current conditions. She cites parking
ratios as an example of regutations that
may reflect dated assumptions about
automobile use in places that have
since expanded public transit options
or where residents have different needs

and preferences for how they use cars.
A systematic review may reveal many
requirements that should be revised
or repealed 1o betier reflect a commu-
nity’s current housing needs.

Another general approach that cor-
munities can take is to establish
by-right development, meaning that
proposed developments that meet zon-
ing requirements are administratively
approved without public hearings or
local Jegislative approval. This policy
could be tied to other desirable goals
such as encouraging transitotiented
development or increasing afford-
ability. Similarly, adopting form-based
codes can reduce NIMBY opposition by
“putting the argument up front,” says
Swrtevant. A locality can invite substantial
community input into code require-
ments, adopt those requirements, and
subsequently allow buildings that meet
those standards o proceed without
additional reviews subject 1o community
input.* Localities can also coordinate

all of the public hearings required for
the various permits and approvals of
a single development so that they are
held together®

Local governments can also address
specific regulatory barriers. Reducing
minimum parking requirements, for
example, can free up land for develop-
ment, permit greater density, and reduce
development costs. The drawback,
and likely associated pushback from



residents, s that reducing the number
of parking spaces may inconvenience
residents with cars and increase traffic
congestion. Parking reductions, however,
can be targeted to sitvadons in which the
negative effects will be minimized. The
city of Seattle, for example, reduces
minimum parking requirements by up
to 50 percent for developments in muls-
family zones that are within 1,320 feet of
astreet with frequent ansit service

es can also streamline or ex-
ses. In some

Loca
pedite permitting proc
cases, governments can offer faster

approvals as an incentive to develop
projects that meet desirable goals such
as increasing affordability. The city of

tequirements,
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San Diego, {or example, expedites per-
mitdng for projects meeting specified
standards of sustainability or afford-
ability. The program also allows certain
deviations {rom standard regulations.
Developers do pay additional fees 1o
participate in the program; however,
the city waives those extra fees for
projects that are 100 percent afford-
able. In addition to the fees, developers
participating in the program must be
prepared for several reviews and appli-
cations up front.® Communities such
eeshurg, Virgin-
ia; and Goodyear, Arizona, have set up

as Denver, Colorado;

one-stop administration of permitting
to consolidate and streamline processes
to the benefit of developers. Shortof a

one-stop system, localities can proac-
tively improve interagency coordination
among all the entities responsible for
permitting within a judisdiction.®

Orlando, Florida, offers numerous
incentives for developers of afford-
able housing and for developers who
make in-lieu contributions to the
city's trust fund for low- and very
low-income housing. Developers
meeting these criteria may be efigible
for federal or state funds, reduced
or waived impact fees, density bonuses,
alterpative development standards,
and expedited permitting. Each
of these incentives can potentially
reduce development costs or, in
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Some jurisdictions have relaxed parking requirements for housing located near public transit.

the case of a density bonus, increase
the revenue and profitability of a
development, ¥

Zoning and regulations can be lovsened
1o allow multifamily housing, manufac-
tred housing, homes with footprints
that are significandy smalier than aver-
age, accessory dwelling units (ADUs),
and garage or baserent rental wnits, all
of which can expand affordable housing
options. The Catifornia state legislarure
has adopted statutory changes to encour-
age construction of ADUs and increase
the supply of affordable housing (see
“States Reduce Regulatory Barriers for
Affordable Housing,” p.16).

Cottage housing, modesty sized homes
on smaller lots that are either used as
infil] development or clustered with
other cottage homes around a com-
mon area, can increase the density of
single-family detached housing.® A
handful of cities such as Kirkland and
Lakewood in Washington have adopted
codes or ordinances to allow cotiage
housing.* Another strategy is to al-
low tandem housing — wo detached
homes on a lot.™ To foster greater
density and affordability, the ity of
Portland has allowed lot sizes that are less
than 36 feet wide on which develop-
ers can build homes with preapproved
“permitready” plans. This approach

combines zoning rules that encourage
density with a streamlined approval
process to provide a dual incentive 10
builders.®

Some cities have implemented inchusion-
ary zoning (12}, requiring developments
of a certain size to include units with
atfordability restrictions, typically in
exchange for density bonuses. In some
instances, as in the Orando case men-
doned above, develope: 1 pay inlieu
fees (o support affordable housing
consiruction) or build affordable
units offsite. Rescarch shows that these
options can be effective in ereating
affordable units while avoiding some

Ating P Habich / Shutterstock.com



of the likely costs and controversies from
building the affordable units onsite.™
17 policies have produced a modest
number of affordable units.** Some
critics argue that I2 is uldmately counter-
praductive. Calder, for example, argues
that, as with other land use regulations,
1/ requirements weaken economic
One study
that compares jurisdictions with 1Z to
those without concludes that 17 increases
the prices of single-family homes and
reduces their average size, but it alse
increases multifamily construction.™

incentives for development.

Another study, however, finds no

statistically significant adverse effect
on housing supply in markets with 7.
Noting that it is difficult to generalize
the many studies of IZ in particular

locations at particular times, Sturtevant
concludes that “the most highly regarded
empirical evidence suggests that inchu-

sionary housing programs can produce
affordable housing and do not fead to
significant declines in overall housing

production or to increases in marketrate
prices.”" She says that the elfective-
ness of IZ ultimately is determined by
local conditions and implementation ™
Williams suggests that, in particular,
localities need flexibility to adjust to
changing market conditions.® Local

governments can evaluate the tradeoffs
of such policies to determine whether
they result in a net benefit,

A Role for States

States have authority over zoning,
which they typically grant to local
governing bodies. States, however, can
set parameters and encourage cerain
practices, Bratt and Viadeck note three
categories of state interventions to
address land use and zoning policies
that exclude affordable bousing: a
statewide affordable housing goal that
applies to all jurisdictions, a fairshare
mandate that allocates affordable
housing according to need, and a
statewide requirement that local

communities include a housing ele-

mentin their comprehensive plans.
A recent ULI housing policy report
identifies strategies for states and locat
communities 1o increase their supply
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of atfordable housing by reducing
barriers related to land use and other
regulations. The report’s authors view
the s

ate’s authority over land use
policies and their resources for
supporting localities in planning as
underutilized and potentially sig-
nificant levers for expanding housing
choice and opporumities,®

The ULL report offers five specific,
complementary strategies that states
can pursue to reduce barriers to an

2016, the policy had resulted in more
than 7,000 affordable units in Seacde.®
Finally, states can authorize localities 1o
combat or moderate NIMBY opposition
to new development.™®

When states adopt zoning parameters
or requirements that preempt those
of local governments, they can help
facilitate development that may be
unpopular with existing residents
but that ultimately benefits the state
and local economies.” States can also

States can support local communities by
providing technical assistance and financial
incentives 1o implement zoning frameworks
that encourage denser development.

expanded housing supply. First, states
can require focal and regional hous-
ing needs assessments that could prompt
communities to be more thoughtful
about land use policies.” Sturtevant

coordinate state-local and interjuris-
dictional requirements to streamline
processes and reduce paperwork for
developers.® Developers may have
to prepare applications and meet

says that o ing for hous-
ing with that for schools and other
services may help localities better un-
derstand and address housing needs.”
Second, states can support focal commin-
nities by providing technical assistance
and financial incentives to implement
zoning frameworks that encourage
denser development. Third, they can
reduce regulatory barsers and streamline
processes that increase development
costs. Fourth, states can empower
localities to align their own resources
to create incentives for development,
which may require states to grant these
localities additional flexibility or au-
thority to deploy their resources more
effectively.™ For example, Washington
state gave Jocal jurisdictions the power

to exempt developers that build malu-
Ffamily housing from property taxes for
8 10 12 years when they meet certain
criteria. For developers (o get the
benefit for 12 years, the property must
allocate 20 percent of its units 1o Jow-
or moderate-income residents. As of

pu for muliple jurisdictions
(for example, at the state level and
the local level) with different stan-
dards instead of a simpler, uniform
{ramework.”

Conclusion
Evidence suggests that regulatory barti-
ers and NIMBY opposition are significant
factors in affordable housing challenges,
particularly in markets with strong job
and population growth. Housing supply
restrictions contribute o high rates of
housing cost burdens, homelessness,
displacement, and housing instability.
Broader implications inchude spatial mis-
match of housing and jobs that depress
economic output and growth and ex-
clude low-income households from areas
of opportunity. Generally, local commu-
nities in the United State

« have struggled
1o combat regulatory harriers effectively,
However, state and local governments
can take numerous approaches 1o shape
zoning and regulation in a way that
inereases the housing supply and drives




down prices to better meet the housing
needs of their communities. ey
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Exploring the Current State of
Knowledge on the Impact of
Regulations on Housing Supply

Ithough local and state housing

regulations are usually passed
with good intentions, they often serve
as barriers instead, impeding the
developnent and availability of af-
fordable housing without providing
residents with a commensurate health
and ox safety benefit. Many of these
regulations prolong the completion
of new construction and rehabilita-
tion and exacerbate the high housing
costs that burden residents of certain
communities. This article will review
carly research on the cost of regulatory
harriers, discuss how this research has
evolved sinice the Great Recession and
the ensuing housing crisis, and offer
recommendations for further inquiry.

Environmental requirements and
other regulations, including those that

.
8 o .
Large-lot zoning fimits or prevents the

developtment of affordable housing.

respect and preserve historical and
cultural tradition, are necessary. Sig-
nificant regulatory trends over the past
10 years, however, have exacerbated an
already serious affordability problem.
Both anecdotal and empirical research
indicate that in the suburbs, NIMBYism
{Not in My Back Yard, or resistance to
unwanted development in one’s own
neighborhood) may have worsened;
many suburbs have enacted restrictions
on affordable housing development,
employed exclusionary zoning, imposed
restrictive subdivision controls, and
tablished complex review processes
and requirements for permit approvals.
These barricrs can effectively exclude
rental and atfordable housing develop-
ments from a o ity. fn addit

HIGHLIGHTS

- have de ol
tools to test the effect of regulations on
housing costs and have found that the
stricter the regulatory environment is,
the greater its impact on the cost
of housing.

Density requirements limit housing
options for fow- and moderate-income
famifies seeking quality housing in
high-cost markets.

Researchers can determine both
costs and benefits of land use regula-
tions and maka emplrical distinctions
between necessary regulations that
enhance public health and safety but
increase cost, and regulations that are
burdensome without offering com-
mensurate public benefits.

creating new mitigation requirements,
lengthy approval processes, and added

some environmental protection regu-
Tations have increased in complexity,

« £ that raise develop-
ment costs and restrict development

opportunities, Schill argued that

"



researchers should carefully cousider
regulatons that, while costly, are effec-
tve at promoting the health and safety
of community residents versus those
that respond to demand for additional
development heyond what is necessary
to maintain a high quality of life for
those residents. He exarined changes
in the median sales price of new resi-
dential housing starts over time and
found that from 1990 1o 2062, the cost
of new development rose by 52 percent,
driven in part by the costs associated with
restrictions on design and building type.

A growing number of communities
have introduced poorly conceived
growth management and growth
containment strategies without also
implementing policies to ensure a
stable supply of land to accommaodate

= ity growth. Ce ities are
also increasingly imposing impact fees
that are intended to cover the upfront
infrastructure costs of development; in
some cases, these fees have exceeded
the actual costs generated by growth
and have had a regressive impact.
Urban barriers such as slow and
burdensome permitting and approval
systems, obsolete building codes, and
difficulties associated with infill
development are also significant
impediments o the development of
affordable housing in ¢ For ex-
ample, Quigley and Raphael created
an analytic tool to test the cffect of
regulations on housing costs. Apply-
ing the hedonic pricing method to
California housing costs between 1990
and 2000, they found that the more
strangled the regulatory environment,
the greater the impact on the cost of
housing, increasing prices by nearly 5
percent for singlefamily homes and 2.5
percent for rental units.’

Regulations also restrict the supply of
housing by depressing housing
Quigley and Raphael found evidence
that land use controls such as minimum

HEN

and maximum allowable densities, delays

in the permitting process for residential
construction, and growth contain-

ment strategies such as urban growth
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boundaries are all strongly associated
with high-cost housing.® Increasing
evidence suggests that many com-
munities, particularly those in growing
suburbs, are engaging in practices that
limit the construction of high-density
multifamily housing, particularly afford-
able rental housing, These practices may
persist even when high-density housing
is legally permitted in the community
and demand for such housing exists.

Indeed, residents of growing subur-
ban communities are demonstrating
strong demand for low-density housing.
Renowned economist Ed Glaeser and
his colleagues’ seminal work involved
an analysis of land use restrictions on
rental housing supply in New York City,
Boston, San Francisco, and Washing-
ton, D.C., between 1980 and 2000. They
hypothesized that competition among
builders to respond to consumer
preferences for certain housing options
drives down development costs in the
absence of regulations. The argument
is that the home building industry
exerts considerable influence on the

decisionmaking process, as elected
officials often take cues from builders
who are attuned to the preferences
of voters who put them in office. If
voters are unhappy with a development
plan that does not reflect these prefer
ences, they can and often do “vote with
their feet” As such, decisionmakers
respond by finding ways to strike
a balance between satisfying voter
preferences and reasonable land
use regulations that address larger
community health and safety needs
while reducing the development cost
burden and negative spiliover effects.
The rescarchers rely on American Hous-
ing Survey (AHS) data to estimate the

marginal value of available land
and compare itwith rising construc-
Their analysis
indicates that height restrictions on
buildings, imposed to prevent over-
crowding and congestion, could be

fon costs in these area

responsible for increased housing

costs. Their conclusion confirms that

density requirements limit the available
choices for low- and moderate-dncome

families in search of quality housing
in these high-priced markets.?

Although multifamily rental housing is
not automatically or exclusively afford-
able, it makes up a substantial portdon
of the nation's affordable housing
stock. AHS data indicate that growing
suburban communities throughout
the country are experiencing severe
shortages of affordable housing, and
many of these communities likely
have a substantial amount of Jand zoned
for mulifamily housing development.
Empirical evidence, however, suggests
that these communities are engaging
in practices that severely restrict the
development of high-density multifarm-
ity housing despite the existence of
as-of-right zoning laws that permit its
development.

In addition to these regulatory trends
are extensive regulatory barriers, includ-
ing high infrastructure costs, restrictive
and obsolete local building practices,
bureaucratic inertia, exclusionary
zoning practices, protracted project
reviews, and excessive property taxes
and fees as well as public opposition
to affordable housing. These barriers
significantly raise development costs;
prevent the development of affordable
ho

ng in areas with high job growth,
forcing lowerincome households to live
far from job opportunities; and limit
available marketrate and affordable

housing options, including higher-de
housing, multifamily rental housing.
cessory units, and manufactured homes.®

Several researchers have measured the
effects of housing regulations. Joseph
Gyourko and his team developed
the Wharton Residendal Land Use
Regulatory Index, an analytical tool
to quantify the impact of regulations
on the amount of housing built and
the cost of housing. The research-
ers created a national survey of more
than 2,500 municipalities across the
country to understand variations in
regulatory policies, practices, and pro-
cedures and their effects on the land
development process. From the data,




they developed an aggregated index
that tests for "regulatory stringency”
to estimate the cost of development
over time for state and local govern-
ments, ranking states based on their
degree of regulatory striciness. They
concluded that the more stringenta
state’s regulatory environment, the
higher the cost of its housing, which

prices Jow- and middle-income Americans
out of high-opporunity communities.®
Their continued work to measure the
effects of the local, regional, and state
regulatory environment on housing
development has been used by re-

searchers nationwide.”

Dation and Zabel developed a fized-
effects model that accounts for the
endogeneity of local land use regula-
tions and conwols for crossjurisdictional
spillover. Their analysis of unit charae-
teristics and lot size requirements in
San Francisco and the greater Boston
area from 1987 1o 2006 found that
policymakers implemented most zon-
ing regulations in response 1o political
pressure to keep taxes low and to meet
the communities’ demands for public

Slow ard burdensome permiting processes add to housing development costs,

goods and amenities. These pressures,
however, also resulted in negative
externalities, including the unequal
distribution of public services and
increased housing costs, that adversely
affect low-incorne families. The find-
ings themselves are not surprising, but
they confirm and quantify a well-known
but unverified observation: that farge-ot
zoning and various site development

requirements limit or prevent the
development of affordable housing.®
These requirements, therefore, can
harm a community’s ability to provide
moderate-income residents with broad
o homeownership and rental

acces
opportunities.

Current Research on
Regulatory Barriers to
Housing Affordability

More recenty, scholars have atternpted
to update their analyses on the regula-
tory impacts on availability of affordable
housing. For example, Haifang and
Tang studied housing price fluctua-
tions by examining market trends in
300 large cities before and after the
Great Recession. Holding all else

constant, they found that govern-
menis impose more regulation on less
developable land, resulting in higher
housing prices after the recession.® Hil-
ber and Robere-Nicoud confirmed that
land use restrictions increase the cost
of housing, especially in high-demand
markets.””

On the positive side, Furman noted
that housing starts have recently
increased and existing housing has
appreciated in value, which has gener-
ated wealth for middle-income families.
Land use restrictions, however, have
not only continued unabated but have
also become more expansive.”!

The evidence is clear that land use
regulations disproportionately affect
low- and moderate-income families by
Timiting housing options and driving
up housing costs.” And, as Gyourko and
Molioy pointed out, most researchers
agree that the costs of regulations are
quantiftable.”® However, more studies
are needed to empirically measure
the efficiency and public benefits of
regulations. Reaffirming his poing,




Reeves et al. confirmed that fand usce
regulations sull pose significant chal-

lenges for lowincome families searching
for quality neighborhoods with access
to good schools, job opportunities,
and attractive community amenities, ™
Even though postrecession household
incomes have improved as low- and
semiskilled workers take advantage
of employment opportunities, the
authors found that in modest and
high-cost housing markets, local gov-
ernments use Ltheir zoning powers to

price out lowincome families, bowing
to pressure from uppermiddieincome

households to preserve or increase

home values.

The United States continues to grapple
with rising inequality in housing. Lens
and Monkkonen examined the regu-
latory environment of the 95 Jargest
U.S. cities and found that the pumber
of local approvals for new residential
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development is highly correlated with
income segregation. In addition, they
found that only specific types of tand
regulations, most prominently, density
requirements, result in high levels of
income segregation. They argued
that local governments reguire more
assistance from state governments (o
address increasing inequites resaling
from fragmentation and burdensome
bureaucratic requirements that stow
down the permit approval process.”

Recommendations for
Further Inquiry

With the rising demand for quality,
affordable housing choices, regulatory
reform has reemerged as 3 prominent
issue at the federal, state, and Jocal lev-
els. As states and municipalities grapple
with the challenges involved in meet-
ing this demand, researchers should
respond by advancing evidence-based
research on regulatory barriers.

Researchers could, for example, con-
dnue to develop measures of the degree
and intensity of the effects of regula-
tory restrictions on housing outcomes
at the local and regional levels and
update exis
Researchers are also documenting

ting measures as needed.

tocal and state regulatory practices to
help understand how the regulatory
environment affects the supply elastcity
of housing, This research could eventu-
ally be compiled into a data repository
that could be used to create indices or
for further investigation.

Researchers should also make empirical
distinctions between necessary regulations
that enhance public health and safety
but may increase the cost of housing
and regulations versus those that are
simply unnecessary or burdensome.
More evidence is needed to determine
both the costs and benefits of land use
restrictions on housing development.




More research is needed to quantify
the impact of minimum-parking re-
quirements on housing development.
Tkeda and Washington, for example,
suggested that minimum-parking reg-
ulations themselves, rather than the
public demand for additional parking
spaces, are associated with the high
cost of housing in urban areas.'s

In additon, ample evidence confirms
that the permitting process is often
slow and burdensome.’” Researchers
cedural
practices, such as the use of special
permits rather than the as-ofright per-
mitting process, that may impede the

should continue to review prod

development of affordable housing.
Studies on the availability of fasttrack
permitting are also needed for a richer
analysis of impacts. To understand
how certain types of regulations affect
development decisions, researchers
should compare the ways that resi-
dential regulations and commercial
and industrial regulations affect land
values and housing outcomes. Planning
decisions that will greatly affect a commu-
nity’s future built environment could be
driven, in part, by policymakers” inability
to anticipate the community’s needs.

Finally, studies are needed 1o examine
incentive-based strategies employed at

the state level to strengthen local and
regional capacity to respond to regula-
tory challenges to housing. Williams,
Sturtevant, and Harper's review of

state policies that allow for enhanced
Jjurisdictional reviews of housing
needs, evaluation of state housing
requirements that align with local
and regional goals, and examination
of how states can offer communitics
technicat advice and assistance, for
example, considerably improves our
knowledge base in these areas,™

Conclusion

Between 2000 and 2030, the United
States will develop approximately 213
billion square fect of homes, offices,
and other commercial and industrial
building — twe-thirds the amount built
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as of 2000." Adopting a path that
favors more compact forrs of develop-
ment can fead to greater environmental
quality and social equity as well as create
more housing choices for American

families.

The evidence demonstrates that a posi-
tve refationship exists between land use
regulations and the cost of America’s
housing. State and local land use
regulations sult constitute a significant
partof the review process for housing
development projects, representing a
significant investment of resources and
time by applicants, who must respond
1o these requirements, and by the public
agencies who adiminister the reviews.
To ensure that local and state policies
significandy reduce the regulatory cost
barriers associated with land and site
development standards, policymakers
would have to focus on the most signifi-
cant land use conwols identified by

rescarchers: excessive zoning regula-
tions and house size requirements.
Researchers who comumit o further
investigation of the costs and potential
benefits of regulations would be making

a critical contribution o evidence-based
rescarch on affordable housing policy. £

— Regina C. Gray. HUD Staff
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States Reduce Regulatory Barriers
for Affordable Housing

Ithough the authonity w regulate

Jand use is delegated primarily
10 Jocal governments, states have the
constitutional authority 1o reduce or

remove regulations that drive up hous-
ing costs, offer financial and wechmical
support for local communities to zone
for afferdable housing, and empower
municipalities to use their own resources
to create incentives for development.
States can also help address community
opposition to niew housing developments
and encourage regular assessments of
housing needs at the local level.! This
article discusses efforts by Massachusetts
and California to streamtine permitting
proce:
laws that hinder the development of
affordable housing. More than any other
state, Massachusetts has taken steps to
ions

and ease restrictive zoning

supe:
and overcome neighborhond re

ede local development decis

tance to produce affordable housing.?
The state adopied legislation to remove
requirements for affordable housing
developers to secure multiple permits,
atlow by-right development, and
ncrease density. California demonsirates
how a state can support efforts that
lower the cost of affordable housing
construction and make implement-
ing reguiatory changes casier for local

governments.” California enacted feg-

islation wtlowing fewer parking spaces
in housing developments to increase
affordability in areas close (o public
transit and promote the construction
of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in
single-family and multifamily residen-
ual neighborhoods.

Overcoming Regulatory
Barriers in Massachusetts
In the late 1960s, Ma:
ognized the need to simplify approval
processes for local permits for afford-
able housing and Hmit exclusionary
zoning practices hindering the pro-
duction of affordable housing in the
suburbs, which are typically zoned for
single-family residences.* To this end, in

chusetts rec-

1969 Massachusetss enacted the Com-
prehensive Permit and Zoning Appeal
Law (Chapter 40B), which encourages
all cities to set aside at least 10 percent
of their housing units as affordable.
The taw reduces barxiers to affordable
housing production by granting local
zoning boards of appeal (ZBAs} the
authority to approve housing develop-
ments if 20 to 25 percent of the units

remain affordable for a pericd of 30
years to households with incomes at or
below 80 percent of the area median
income {AMI}.* As Rachel Heller, chief
executive officer at the Citizens” Hous-
ing and Planning Association, noted,
the Jaw supports mixed-income hous-
ing and the production of multifamily
rental housing.®

Chapter 40B also simplifies the permit-
ting process for developers by allowing
them to apply to a single authority:
the local ZBA, Qualified developers
can appeal denials of housing permits
to the state Housing Appeals Com-
mittee when less than 10 percent of
the housing stock in 2 municipality is
affordable.” Once a municipality meets
the 0 percent goal, however, it has the
right to deny further applications for
comprehensive permits under Chapter
408, In this case, developers can still
apply for a permit, but they cannot ap-
peal the decision.®

Several years later, Massachusetts took
additional steps to reduce the high cost
of housing and address the restrictive
zoning practices that kept housing out
of reach for the state’s most vilner-
able residents. In 2004, Massachusetts
adopied the Smart Growth Zoning
Overtay Distriet Act (Chapter 40R), a
voluntary program offering financial
incentives to foster affordable housing
production that was the first statelevel
program of its kind.* According 10 Heller,
the main goal of Chapter 40R was 10
spur “comnpact, smart growth develop-
meni (0 meet the state’s housing needs

HIGHLIGHTS

« Massachuseits spurred the produc-
tion of affordabie housing with its
Comprehensive Permitting and Zon-
ing Appeal Law and Smart Growth
Zoning Overlay District Act, which
streamline approval processes for
local affordable housing permits and
allow by-right development in smart
growth locations, respectively.

California's parking reduction law
allows developers to consiruct fewer
parking spaces for affordable housing
developments located within a half-
mile of transit.

California’s planning and zoning laws
require local governments to adopt or-
dinances for accessory dwelling units
to increase the supply of affordable
housing in areas occupied predomi-
nantly by singie-family homes.

while also preserving open spac
Chapter 40R eliminates the need for
multiple permits by making compact,
mixed-use developments allowable by
right in smart growth locations.” The
legistation sets minimum densities for
developable land at 8 units per acre
zoned for single-family homes, 12
units per acre zoned for two- or three-
family buildings, and 20 units per acre
zoned for mulifamily housing.” Hous-
ing projects with 12 or more units in
a smart growth district must make at
least 20 percent of the units affordable
10 those earning up 1o 80 percent of
AMI and maintain this standard for
30 years.”® In addition, 2016 revisions to
Chapter 40R incorporate starter home

districts of at least 4 units per acre
with 20 percent or more affordable to
households earning up 1o 100 percent
of AML' The law requires that Chapter
40R districts be in “highly suitable”
areas with public transit, concentrated
development, and amenities.’ The
state allocates density bonus payments
and production bonuses based on
the number of housing units that will
be produced, with the Smart Growth
Housing Trust Fund as the funding
source.™®



A Chapter 40R project typically be-
gins with a public hearing to gather
community input on a developer’s
proposal. Municipalities have three
years to adopt a Chapter 40R district
ordinance through a two-thirds ma-
Jjority vote by the local council. The
tate’s Department of Housing and
Community Development (DHCD) can
also request data from Jocal municipali-
ties for annual progress reports that
explain trends in affordable housing
production and projects awaiting ap-
proval, The law's “claw-back” provision
requires the community to repay incen-
tives to the DHCD, which returns them
1o the trust fund, if bousing construc-
tion has not begun within three years
of approval.”?
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Achieving Positive
Outcomes

Heller notes that Chapter 408 has
been the most successful tool in Mas-
sachusetts 1o reduce the state’s dire
affordable housing shortage, produc-
ing more than 70,000 homes by forcing
communities to think about how to
meet the 10 percent goal.'® The program
has produced far more affordable
housing outside of major cities than
would have been developed withoutit™

the state’s population lives in munici-
palities that are above 6 percent, and
less than 1 percent of residents live in
the 42 smaller communities that have
zero subsidized housing.™ Chapter 40R
continues to build on these successful
trends. Currently, 37 municipali-
ties bave approved 42 smart growth
districts under Chapter 40R. Of these

fod

municipalities, seven have

their original districts.® The success
of Chapter 40B — most notably for

As of September 2017, 65 ¢ i-
ties reached the 10 percent goal and
several more are continuing to make
progress, with 39 communities between
8 and 9.99 percent and an additional
55 communities at 6 percent or higher
According to Heller, *75 percent of

frardable housing

in smart growin districts such

establishing an appeals process at
the state level for affordable housing
developments — has made it 2 model
for other states such as Rhode Island,
Connecticut, and Ilinois that are
working to alleviate barriers to afford-
able housing production.®

Atas Lofts in Chelsea, Massachusetts.

omood Developers



cost of housing.

Mitigating Challenges
Resident opposition 1o affordable
housing development in the form of
“notin my backyard” sentiments is a
significant barrier for communities
ng to satsfy the requirements of

Chapter 40B. Common arguments are
that affordable housing will incre:
school costs, traffic congestion, notse,

poltution, and crime. Communities
may also fear that Chapter 40B hous-
ing developments will cause property
values to decline, Through archival
research, site visits, and semistructured
stakeholder itterviews at four Chaprer
40B housing developments, DeGenova
etal. determined that these concerns
were “unrealized” and “overstated.”
Negotiation between municipalities
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and developers helped cabm fears and
improve the developments.® According
to Karki, such concerns can also moti-
vate comnunities 1o pursue Chapter
40R to receive incentive payments
while satisfying Chapter 40B8's 10 per
cent threshold.*

Tension can also arise when com-
munities lrave not yet reached the 10
percent goal, giving a developer the
ability to appeal permit denials to
the state and proceed with a housing
praject. To alleviate this tension, the
state encourages communities to create
a housing production plan that identifies
housing needs and strategies for fusture
development. Communities that can
show progress on implementing the

plan have more Jeverage to approve or
disapprove a planning proposal. Heller
indicated that following through with
the goals outlined in the housing pro-
duction plan can make communities
appeal-proof if they can show they have
planned for development and made

progress on those plans

Despite efforts to expedite the permit-
ting proces
approval can be time consuming, One
study that collected permit data from
144 towns between 1999 and 2005
found that ZBA approval took about
10 months, and the time needed to
receive a building permit for a Chapter
408 project was about 2 years from
the date the developer submitted

and adopt local ordinances,

Bernard Andre, courtesy of Fisst Community Housing



the application.® Achieving consensus
through the local two-thirds vote can
also delay the approval of 40R projecis,”
Moreover, the state capital budget cur
rently funds the Smart Growth Housing
Trust Fund, but one constraint is that
municipalities can spend the funds only
on capital improvements rather than at
their discretion.® The voluntary nature
of Chapter 40R also requires comnmunities
to be motivated 1o develop affordable
housing.®

Recent Progress

In 2017, Governor Charlie Baker
announced the Housing Choice Initia-
tive Program to grant municipalities
additional incentives and technical
assistance with the goal of constructing
135,000 new housing units by 2025,
Along with the Housing Choice Initia-
tive Program, the state legislature is
considering a complementary piece of
legisiation, House Bill 4075, An Act
to Promote Housing Choices, which

Parking costs are
bundled with the
cost of development,
and additional park-
ing drives up overall
development costs,
which can translate
into higher housing
costs per unit for res-
idential properties.

allows municipalities to reduce restrictive
zoning through a simple majority vote
‘rather than the current supermajority
two-thirds vote. The bill encourages
municipalities to adopt zoning best
practices, including the development
of ADUs, increased density, Chapter
40R smart growth zoning distric

reduced parking requirements.
munities that do so can receive Housing
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Choice Designation, which makes them
eligible for financial benefits™ Two ad-
ditional bills addressing zoning barriers
1o housing production are currendy
under consideration by the state
legislature. House Bill 673, An Act Rela-
tive to Housing Production, requires
communities to zone for multifamily
housing in smart growth locations and
1o allow, by right, ADUs and clusters
of single-family homes that preserve
surrounding open spaces.™ House Bill
2420, An Act Building for the Future of
the Commonwealth, reforms the state’s
planning, zoning, and permitting laws
to expand housing choice in smart
growth locations.”

Flexible Zoning Laws

in California

In California, the supply of affordable
housing is not keeping pace with popu-
lation growth.” Since 1969, California
has required local municipalities to
create a general plan every five or eight
years that idennfies current and future
housing needs based on the state’s pro-

Jjections for household growth ™ Unlike

population projections, which ook at
the number of individuals, household
growth projections account for changes
re, which make them
more useful for identifying housing

in household

¥ Although California’s Regional

sing Needs Allocation process
encourages Jocal allocation of hous-
ing, it has not substantially closed the
affordable housing gap.® From 2009 to
2014, 467,000 units were added 1o the
housing stock — not enough to accom-
modate the increase in the number of
households (544,000).

California has enacted several laws
to address its shortage of affordable
housing. In 2013, the state adopted its
parking reduction Taw, which allows
developers seeking a density bonus

changes, and “parking made sense
to reduce, especially if it was an infill
project close to transit.™

As a cosponsor of California’s park-
ing reduction law, TransForm — a
Bay Area transportation nonprofit
organization — has supported policy
discussions through its publicly acces-
sible GreenTRIP Parking Database,
which offers information such as rental
costs, building characteristics, atford-
ability, and parking occupancy.® A 2015
GreenTRIP analysis found that at 68
affordable housing developments in
the Bay Area, 31 percent of the 9,387
total parking spaces were empty at
night. In 2015, construction costs for
these spaces stood at approximately
$139 million; nationally, the aver-
age cOnSLrUCHion cost per space was
824,000 for aboveground parking and
$34,000 for underground parking.* An
underground space in San Francisco
costs about $50,000.% Parking costs are
bundled with the cost of development,
and additonal parking drives up overall
development costs, which can translate
into higher housing costs per unit for
residential properties.” According to
Williams et al., reducing unnecessary
parking can Jower developiment costs
“by $20,000 1o $50,000 per unit in
high-cost areas.” This reduction can
make it easier to construct affordable
housing for seniors, people with special

needs, and low-incore houscholds,
-

who may be less likely 1o drive.

The ministerial approval embedded
in the parking reduction law bypasses
the need for planning commissions to
weigh in on local decisions, which can
stall projects. For developers construct-
ing housing within a halfmile of public
transportation, the parking reduction
Jaw sets the minimum parking require-
ruent at 0.5 spaces per unit for senior

to request lower parking

requirements contingent on construct-
ing affordable housing near transit,®
Meea Kang, director of the Council of
Infilt Builders and lead advocate for

the faw, explained that the projects she
proposed typically required regulatory

b g and 0.3 spaces per unit for
special needs housing. The parking
law encourages market-rate develop-
ments to provide affordable housing

by requiring 0.5 spaces per bedroom
for mixed-income housing with up to
20 percent of units for low-income



households or 13 percent for very
low-tncome households.® Currenty,
California still requires two parking
spaces per unit for a two-bedroom
apartment, and municipalities have
the freedorm to increase this ratio, but
if developers want to build affordable
housing near transit, this law allows
them 1o construct fewer parking
spaces. The parking legislation speeds
up the project approval process and
has helped cities reach their atfordable
housing goals.”

Facilitating the Production
of Accessory Dwelling Units
California also sees the potential for
ADUs to accommodate future popula-
tion growth. ADUs are an innovative
way to increase affordable hous-
ing supply in high amenity areas that
are occupied primarily by single-family
homes, which make up 56.4 percent
of California’s total housing stock.”
An ADU is a secondary dwelling unit
sometimes referred to as a “granny flag”
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or “in-law suite.” {See Bvidence Malters,
Summer 2017.) ADUs can be small
studios or one-bedroom units in a
detached, attached, or converted space
within the main house such as a garage,
first floor, or basement.™ Construct-
ing an ADU is cheaper ($156,000 on
average) than a single unit of afford-
able housing in a new development,

regulations to facilitate the develop-
ment of ADUs in munerous ways, such

as eliminating setback r

y Tl
for garage conversions, utility connec-
tion fees, and parking requirements
for ADUs in a historic district, a hall-
mile from transit, or near a car share

area. State laws also require ADUs to

be located on lots zoned for single- or

$332,0005 ide, $591,000
in San Francisco, and $372,600 in Los
Angeles.® The accessory units provide
multipurpose, flexible housing ar-
rangements such as short-term rentals,
art studios, and housing for extended
family. Karen Chapple, professor of city
and regional planning at University of
California at Berkeley. notes that flex-
ible housing “allows the neighborhood
0 change quite quickly without chang-
ing built form.™

Effective January 2017, California
enacted planning and zoning laws
requiring local governments o adopt
ADU ordinances.™ These laws reduce

wse. Detached ADUs can be
no larger than 1,200 square feet. ADU
requests in compliance can become
permitted within 120 days of receipt
of application, without the need for a
public hearing.®

From 2015 to 2017, Los Angeles saw
the fargest jump in ADU applications
of any California city, from 90 in 2015
to 1,980 in 2017, In addition, the num-
ber of applications in San Francisco
was approximately 14 times larger in
2017 than in 2015, while Qakland saw
about 8 times more applications during
the same period * Currently, more than
100 cities in California have enacted
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ADU ordinances.™ Because many cities
had already implemented ordinances
before the new legishation, it is unclear
whether the jump in permits can be
attributed w the new state legislation
or to previous city reforms. The big-
gest short-term impact, according o
Chapple, has been increased awareness
of the benefits of ADUs for homeowners
and tenants.”

Several challenges remain, especially
concerning preexisting, unpermitted
ADUs; financing; and assessment. Rigid
Jand use regulations have led 10 a large,
informal housing rarket composed
of unpermitted ADUs.> Roughly 50,000
unpermiticd accessory units are in Los
Angeles alone.™ State building codes,
which emphasize energy-efficiency
standards meant for larger units, can
be a barrier for bomeowners trying to
convert garages of CONSIUCt nNew Cot-
tages.” Cost remains the biggest barrier
for homeowners looking to construct
ADUs, particularly for low-income
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ADUSs, such as this one in Menlo Park, California, can increase the supply of atfordable housing white aise providing financial benefits to homeowress.

elderly residents, whose incomes in
retirement may be too low to qualify
for a mortgage. Traditional banks and
credit unions are still developing loan
financing tools for ADUs, bat these
financing mechanisms tend to favor
high-income, high-equity households,
Meonitoring and evaluation also remains
a challenge at the state level; cities are
required to report the number of hous-
ing units constructed, but ADUs have
not been part of that count.™

New Reforms
In September 2017, California adopted
sweeping housing legistation that,
among other actions, provides incen-
tives to local governments that develop
affordable housing near transit and
streamline processes for approving
local projects.” Senate Bill 831 builds on
the success of previous ADU legislation
by aliowing a pending ADU applic
tion to be automatically approved il a
local agency bas not acted within 60 days.
The existing laws leave citi

s to define

wansit options, however broad, within
their local ordinances, but the latest bift
climinates this ambiguity by defining
public transit as “a locadon, inchuding,
but not limited 1o, a bus stop or wrain
station, where the public may access
buses, trains, subways, and other forms
of (ransportation that charge set fares,
run on fixed routes, and are available
to the public,”™ In addition, Assembly
Bill 2890 amends existing ADU laws by
proposing a state-mandated program to
limit the Jand use restrictions that local
municipalities can impose on ADUs.®

Realizing Change

Efforts in Massachusetis and Califor-

nia demonstrate that state actions to
reduce regulatory barriers can facilitate
the development of affordable hous-
ing at the local level. In Massachusetts,
Chapter 40B set the groundwork 1o
spur the growth of affordable housing
production, and decades latey, Chapter
40R became the added incentive (o
help communities meet the 10 percent

Home for All San Mateo County/21 Elements
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goal for affordable housing units.™ By
revising parking regulations, California
is helping developers and cities build
affordable, higher-density housing near
transit.”® California also demonstrates
that ADUs can serve multiple purposes
by helping homeowners generate addi-
tional income while filling the affordable
housing gap, These laws can serve as
maodels for other states looking to
expand affordable housing by reducing
regulatory bareiers, and they grant resi-
dents more of what they desive — housing
in affordable and walkable communitics
near transit and amenities.® pm
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FSC Hearing: “Homeless in America: Examining the Crisis and Solutions to End Homelessness”
Wednesday, February 13, 2019 at 10:00am in 2128 Rayburn
Rep. Posey Statement and Questions

¢ Madame Chair, thank you and the Ranking Member for
holding this hearing.

e Homelessness has proven to be a stubborn and massive
problem throughout our nation.

¢ I’ve devoted personal time to organizations like Family
Promise, and worked on homeless problems through my
church.

e Last year we held a hearing on Congressman Stivers’ bill,
the Homeless Children and Youth Act, which [
cosponsored, to change the definition of homelessness to be
consistent with the Department of Education’s definition.

e A brave former homeless mother who was helped by
Family Promise now works on homelessness issues herself
and testified in support of Congressman Stivers’ bill.

e Housing programs are part of our safety net, and I support
preserving them and making them more effective.

* We face a shortage of affordable rental housing in this
country. Researchers are helping us understand why
affordable rental housing has not kept pace since the end of
the Great Recession.
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There is near universal agreement that one of the biggest
obstacles to affordable rental housing is local zoning
regulations that restrict land use adversely to the
development of rental units.

There are local variations in these restrictions, but research
says that relaxing these restrictions can do much to expand
the supply of rental housing and lower its cost.

The action to remove regulatory zoning restrictions is
usually the responsibility of local governments. However,
HUD Secretary Ben Carson has suggested the federal
government, through HUD, should “identify and
incentivize the tearing down of local regulations that serve
as impediments to developing affordable housing stock.”

I hope to hear some of our witnesses address the regulatory
constraints on housing supply.

Of course, the other aspect that researchers point out is the
need for rental assistance for low income families. That
assistance is an important part of our safety net. I want to
assure that we’re providing adequate help. I look forward to
hearing from our witnesses and thank them for being here.
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Question 1: Some housing activists believe that our current
emphasis on Housing First tends to ignore the reality that
homelessness is a complex problem that often results from deep
problems like addiction, mental health, and unemployment or
other factors limiting income. They believe that the emphasis
on Housing First means that service providers who emphasize a
full spectrum of services to get at this more complex nature of
homelessness are penalized in competing for funds to help the
homeless. Would the panelists please address this idea? Are
our policies giving enough emphasis to the broader problems
underlying homelessness?

Response 1: Homelessness is indeed a complex problem.
However, the one thing that all homeless people have in
common — the thing that defines them as homeless — is that they
lack a home. If they have a home, they are not homeless.

Housing First is not a one-size-fits all approach, nor does it in
any way imply that people do not need services. Housing First
is a flexible approach to getting people into housing as quickly
as possible and then connected to treatment, services and
supports. Having a stable place to live enhances, and is indeed
a precursor to, people’s ability fo succeed in services and to
their well-being. Housing First is very flexible as to how people
are linked to housing, and common approaches include helping
people return to their families, providing short-term Rapid Re-
Housing rental assistance, and providing permanent supportive
housing to those with disabilities. These are all models that
emerged from local innovation, were proven effective and were
eventually adopted at the national level.
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It is true that many people who experience homelessness need
more than housing to achieve well-being. People who need a
full spectrum of services should receive them, and from proven
effective service providers. We have seen many local programs
adjust what they do and become far more effective by first
Jfocusing services on helping families and individuals get back
into housing, and then using that housing as a base for further
services and support. Services are more effective when
recipients have the stability of a home, and can concentrate on
next steps like employment, sobriety, and their children’s
performance in school, rather than worrying about where they
will eventually live.

Question 2: Mr. Stewart, something in your testimony stood
out with respect to our nation’s housing shortage. You said, “It
is most acute in urban areas, and in particular the coastal
regions. The effects of the crisis are compounded in the areas of
the country with the highest concentration of homeless veterans,
specifically the states of California, New York, and Florida.” Of
course, I’m concerned that we have this disproportionate impact
in Florida, my home state. I have two questions. First, why is
the shortage more acute in Florida than in many other places?
And the other question, “Do our housing programs need any
adjustments to deal more effectively with these regional
disparities?”

Question 3: Homelessness among veterans is a particularly sad
reality. But, it’s also apparent from the record that we are
having a great deal more success in reducing homelessness
among veterans than other groups. Mr. Stewart talks some
about the reasons, and we’re all aware that HUD and the VA
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really do work hard to coordinate solutions to the broader and
underlying causes of homelessness. For the witnesses other than
Mr. Stewart, I’d like to hear your proposals for how we should
modify our housing programs to take advantage of the lessons
learned from the VA and HUD partnership. Finally, if Mr.
Stewart could add anything to that, I would appreciate hearing
those ideas, too.

Response 3: The primary reason that progress has been made
on reducing homelessness among veterans is that Congress has
significantly increased the resources available to end their
homelessness. Targeted per capita federal homelessness
Junding is six times as much per homeless veterans as it is per
homeless non-veteran. Because of this generous level of
Sfunding, veteran homelessness has been cut in half-

In addition, VA is increasingly using evidence-based practices
Jor homeless veterans and is shifting resources from less
effective to more effective approaches. It should be noted that
one of the approaches to which VA is committed is Housing
First, and the use of Housing First has been a significant part of
the Department’s success in reducing veteran homelessness
through the HUD-VASH and Supportive Services to Veteran
Families programs.

In light of this, I have three suggestions on improving the
performance of other housing programs. The first is to fund
them to scale. The second is to use evidence-based practices
such as Housing First. And the third is to get federal agencies
to work together so that HUD can address people’s housing
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needs and other agencies can provide the services people need
(as VA does in the HUD-VA Supportive Housing program.

Question 4: Mr. Stewart, I’m sure you know that the VA’s
Grant and Per Diem Program provides essential support to
homeless veterans across the nation. Last August, the
Department of Veterans Affairs announced $200 million in
grants to community services organizations that work to move
our veterans out of homelessness. These funds will support
13,000 transitional housing beds in Fiscal Year 2019. This
program is so important because it draws on the strengths of
private service organization to take care of veterans in their own
communities. I’m a co-sponsor of H.R. 95, The Veterans
Family Act, which recognizes we can and should do more under
this program by increasing per diem payments to provide 50%
of the base per diem for each child of an eligible veteran. A
veteran should not have to choose between participating in a
pathway out of homelessness and keeping his or her family
together. Mr. Stewart, do you and your organization support the
Veterans Family Act?

Question 5: Ms. Roman, I note that you oppose changing the
HUD definition of homelessness to conform to the definition
used by the Department of Education. Can you explain in a
little more detail why you believe it wouldn’t be a good idea to
make HUD assistance available to those who may be sheltered
but are less than fully and individually housed — like those living
with others or who are living in motels? There seems to be a
disparity there that some of us tried to address through
legislation in the last Congress.
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Response 5: Families that are not “fully or individually
housed” DO need our help and the help of HUD. The help they
need is housing assistance through programs like Section 8 and
public housing. Both the homeless programs and the rental
assistance programs at HUD are oversubscribed, but the
housing programs are designed and funded (at 15 times the size
of the homeless programs) to serve people with unstable housing
and rent burdens.

With respect to the definition, specifically, there are people who
are doubled up and who have to leave their residence
imminently. HUD defines them as homeless. There are many,
many more people — millions in fact -- who are doubled up and
who may be trying to avoid homelessness. These are the
Jfamilies that would become the responsibility of the
homelessness system if the definition were to change. But they
do not need homelessness assistance — they need housing
assistance.

It is certainly difficult to know exactly where to draw the line
between a family that is homeless and one that is not, but it is a
necessary policy decision. After considerable bipartisan
deliberation during the reauthorization of the HEARTH Act,
Congress determined that families that are doubled up but must
leave where they live within 14 days are homeless, and those
that can stay longer are not. This was the compromise reached
after literally years of negotiation, and communities have
generally found it to work well to ensure families that are
literally homeless are helped (and even so, over 16,000 people
in families are unsheltered every night).
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As to families that are poor and “not fully or individually
housed, ” the Alliance encourages Congress to increase the
supply of rental assistance so that these families can afford to
pay the rent on their own apartmenst and avoid becoming
homeless.

The Education Department’s homeless program does an entirely
different job than the HUD homeless program. Its goal is to
make sure every child can stay in their home school. For that
task, casting a wider net is appropriate.

Question 6: In my opening remarks, I noted that HUD
Secretary Ben Carson suggested the federal government acting
through HUD should “identify and incentivize the tearing down
of local regulations that serve as impediments to developing
affordable housing stock.” It’s a concern that a rental housing
supply that expands too slowly, can really undo rental assistance
and ultimately bid up rents and transfer assistance increases into
land rents. That can set up a cycle where we make little
progress — assistance payments go up and without supply
responding, a lot of the assistance goes into increased rents.
Increasing supply through the market is a very attractive
alternative to ease homelessness. Can our witnesses provide any
recommendations for how we can do what the Secretary
suggested?

Response 6: We agree that local regulations frequently drive up
the cost of rental housing and impede the development of
affordable housing. The ability of communities to stop
affordable housing projects through NIMBY (Not In My Back
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Yard) strategies is an example. Unreasonable parking space
requirements, lengthy approval processes, and inefficient zoning
are others. There have been suggestions that sought-after HUD
resources such as the Community Development Block Grant or
even non-HUD resources such as federal transportation dollars
be linked to the reduction of local impediments to affordable
housing development. While the Alliance is not an expert on
housing development, this seems like a possible avenue for
reducing costly local regulations.
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NATIONAL COALITION for HOMELESS VETERANS
1730 M S, NW Suite 705
Washington, DC 20036
202-846-1969 7 8GO-VET-HELP
Wehsite: www.nchv.org Email: info@nchv.org

Response from Joshua Stewart, NCHV Director of Policy, to questions from Representative Posey

1.

1t's important to note that Housing First as a philosophy and set of practices requires the full
spectrum of services to be effective. It is not merely the idea of placing a veteran into permanent
housing as rapidly as possible — though that is a critical element — it is also the provision of
services once a veteran is housed. The Housing First model merely requires the moving around of
the order of those steps. At NCHV we like to say “Housing First” is not “Housing Only”. The full
spectrum of services remains a crucial element to any successful housing program or wider
continuum of care. All VA homeless programs have a strong case management element to them;
our permanent supportive housing program (HUD-VASH) is built around the idea, and our Rapid
Rehousing program (SSVF) likewise has a strong requirement for case management services. The
difference between these programs is the level of acuity of the veteran being served. Each
program has a place in a system of care, and each has a target population of veterans who need a
given level of care. One last note on the VA’s transitional housing program (GPD), which has
gone through a reorientation to Housing First principles over the last 5+ years: the program which
theoretically would have been “penalized in competing for funds™ has never received a funding
cut, and in fact has seen increased appropriations almost every year since the move towards
Housing First began. It remains a critical part of community’s response system for homelessness
among veterans.

I apologize for not being clear in my remarks Congressman Posey — by including Florida in my
list I was referring not necessarily to a more acute housing crisis in your State, but rather to the
high number of homeless veterans in Florida. This density of our population exacerbates the
nature of the national affordable housing crisis, from which Florida is not immune. In fact, in
2018, our annual Point in Time count indicates that there are 2,543 homeless veterans in the State
of Florida on a given night — making it the State with the second largest population of homeless
veterans after California.

As for the second part of your question, regarding adjustments to housing programs which would
deal more effectively with regional disparities, the answer is clear. The HUD-VASH program has
the ability to permanently house formerly-homeless veterans in every state of the nation. By
project-basing these vouchers, it allows communities to build blocks of new affordable housing
for the explicit use of formerly-homeless veterans. The authority to project-base these vouchers

- already exists, and in fact was done as recently as 2016. It is time however, for a new round of

project-basing. NCHYV is calling for 5,000 vouchers to be project-based — either new vouchers
created by Congress, or existing vouchers that can be recaptured and redisbursed.

Mission: The National Coalition for Homeless Veterans will end homelessness among veterans
by shaping public policy, promoting collaboration, and building the capacity of service providers.
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The lessons learned from ending veteran homelessness are directly applicable to ending all
homelessness — both the practices and policies that we learned worked, but also those that we
learned were ineffective. What worked that is applicable? By name lists, coordinated entry, and
balanced spectrums of services tailored to different subpopulations. I would encourage all
providers to ook to the best practices in these areas from the veteran-side and replicate them as
best as possible.

NCHV fully supports the idea, and thank you for your leadership on this issue. For veterans
experiencing homelessness with their families, the choice to enter shelter or other services (such
as GPD) is often made impossible because to do so they must be separated from their children.
By offering per diem payments to GPD providers who care for the dependents of veterans
experiencing homelessness, we can alleviate this problem. However, at 50% of the per diem rate,
we would merely be rewarding those few providers who already do this work — and not
incentivizing others to offer those services, and therefore not expanding the amount of services
available to these veterans and their families. It is expensive to modify the existing physical
structure of programs to provide the safety and security necessary to house families and children.
50% of per diem is not enough to incentivize programs to invest in these changes, but 100% of
per diem would. To that end, NCHV supports S. 91, the “Creating a Reliable Environment for
Veterans’ Dependents Act of 2019” in the Senate, which shares the goal but achieves it by
offering 100% of the per diem rate. NCHV strongly recommends that Congress as a whole takes
up this issue in the 116®, and uses the language contained in S. 91 as the final bill which it passes.

The homelessness response system in this country is already heavily overburdened and
underfunded. Wait lists for affordable housing vouchers nationwide are years long or even closed
to new applicants, shelters are at capacity, and funding for temporary financial assistance often
runs out before a fiscal year is over. This is the status quo of our system as it tries to end the
homelessness of people who meet the existing definition of homelessness. These are people who
have nowhere else to go but shelter, or have been living on the streets for years, or else have
multiple barriers to stable permanent housing. Expanding the pool of eligible applicants without
vastly increasing funding would lead to even longer waits for assistance and worse targeting of
resources. At this time, NCHV cannot recommend expanding the definition of homelessness.

First, NCHV wholeheartedly agrees with you that increasing the supply of affordable housing is
absolutely critical. The lack of it impacts every aspect of the homeless system, from inflow to
long-term housing stability. It is the missing piece. Without expanding the supply of affordable
housing we will be unable to make the kind of progress we all want. The local regulations the
Secretary has referred to are outside of my expertise, but I can identify plenty of federal-level
impediments. The largest currently is a recent IRS decision which is blocking affordable housing
for veterans. IRS has informally interpreted how the “General Purpose Use” criteria are applied to
private activity bonds; the upshot is that IRS has interpreted that these bonds can no longer be
used for veteran housing projects. This has not been an issue in the past, and private activity
bonds have long been relied upon as an important source of funding for the construction of
veteran housing projects. This serious impediment needs to be addressed as soon as possible to
allow these housing projects to go forward.

Mission: The National Coalition for Homeless Veterans will end homelessness among veterans
by shaping public policy, promoting collaboration, and building the capacity of service providers,
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