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The Corporation for Supportive Housing (CSH) respectfully submits the following comments in
response to the proposed ordinance to change the definition of “family”” and to define a “single
housekeeping unit” and “correctional and penal institutions.” The proposed definitions would
unintentionally undermine the City’s ongoing efforts to address homelessness.

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING

CSH is a non-profit that helps communities create permanent housing with support services,
“supportive housing,” to prevent and end homelessness. Supportive housing enables homeless
people with disabilities to achieve housing stability. Supportive housing tenants do not require “care
and supervision” and are able to live independently, enjoying the rights and responsibilities of
tenancy. As a result, under California law, supportive housing does not require a license.'

Studies prove supportive housing is a cost-effective approach to addressing homelessness.” A recent
Los Angeles Homeless Services Authoriry-commissioned report found costs of hospital, ambulance,
jail, police, and other services used by homeless people with mental illness and substance abuse
disorders total $5,038 per person, per month. Homeless people moving into supportive housing
decrease costs by 79%." Supportive housing is also linked to improved neighborhood property
values,’ as well as reductions in crime.” The City, County, State, and federal government recognize
supportive housing as an essential ingredient to ending homelessness and federal courts have found
supportive housing to be an effective means of allowing disabled people to live independently.

CSH is concerned that the proposed ordinance  would construct barriers to supportive housing,
while undermining California law, which requires local government to consider supportive housing,
for zoning purposes, the same as housing of similar type.’

DEFINITIONS OF FAMILY AND SINGLE HOUSEKEEPING UNIT

As part of the State’s Mental Health Services Act Housing Program, which enables Los Angeles
County to provide supportive housing to homeless residents with mental illness, the County has
committed to creating 100 shared housing units, in which residents of a single unit share common
areas, bathrooms, and kitchens, but each occupy his/her own room. Each resident, by State
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requirement, has a lease. Shared housing does not, in any way, resemble boarding or rooming
houses. Though shared supportive housing tenants have typically been excluded from housing due to
their disability, receive an array of services,qare responsible for their own rent, live independently,
and could remain housed for long periods,’ the proposed definition of 2 “single housekeeping unit’
would consider their housing a “rooming or boarding house,” leaving these tenants few alternatives
but to enter into an arrangement that makes them more dependent on others, to live more
restrictively, to live only in cerrain areas, or to face homelessness. It would also violate court-
recognized privacy rights among such tenants.” As such, the proposed definitions, due to their
breadth, could not only put at risk of homelessness people living in overcrowded housing
throughout the City,” but would also erect unnecessary burdens on shared supportive housing,
potentially placing in jeopardy of homelessness people who would otherwise live independently.
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DEFINITION OF CORRECTIONAL AND PENAL INSTITUTIONS

The proposed definition of correctional and penal institutions, which would have the effect of
requiring a conditional use permit of any housing for probationers or parolees, would similarly
impact residents of supportive housing. People with histories of homelessness and mental illness are
23%, more likely to be incarcerated due to their homeless status." Over half of all homeless people
have a history of incarceration.' The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
reported that one-third to one-half of all parolees in Los Angeles experience homelessness.

As a result, supportive housing tenants are often parolees, “under the supervision of the State of
California Department of Corrections” and Rehabilitation or probationers. Yet, studies find that
supportive housing tenants make good neighbors'’ and decrease their likelihood of re-offense.
Supportve housing has been associated with improved public safety in neighborhoods across the
country.” The proposed ordinance would require supportive housing providers to screen out
applicants with the greatest vulnerabilities, many of whom will reoffend without the services and
housing necessary to diminish the effects of their disabilities.

CONCLUSION

Despite evidence that creating supportive housing improves neighborhoods, saves costs, and
increases public safety, siting supportive housing remains difficult due to fear and misinformation.
However unintentional, erecting additional barriers to supportive housing would not only frustrate
the City’s larger policy goals to create more supportive housing, it would disproportionately impact
homeless people with disabilities, when feasible alternatives exist to achieve the Commission’s
objectives. As the Executive Summary states, City ordinances already include provisions for
transient residential uses of single-family homes. CSH urges the Commission, therefore, to reject
proposed definitions of “family,” “single housekeeping unit,” and “correctional institutions.”
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