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THE HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH
ACT OF 2011: PROPOSALS TO PROMOTE
ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE FOR HOMELESS
CHILDREN AND YOUTH

Thursday, December 15, 2011

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INSURANCE, HOUSING
AND COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:07 a.m., in room
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Judy Biggert [chair-
woman of the subcommittee] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Biggert, Capito, Stivers;
Waters, Cleaver, and Capuano.

Also present: Representatives George Miller of California, Green,
and Davis.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. The Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing
and Community Opportunity will come to order. We are having a
hearing today entitled, “The Homeless Children and Youth Act of
2011: Proposals to Promote Economic Independence for Homeless
Children and Youth.”

I would like to welcome you all here today. And first of all, I
would like to thank the Judiciary Committee for allowing us to
hold our hearing in this room. We usually are in our Financial
Services Committee room, but they are doing some work to fix the
walls because of the earthquake that occurred about a month ago.
I never thought that Washington would have to repair walls from
earthquakes, but that is the way it is.

I will now turn to opening statements, and without objection, all
Members’ opening statements will be made a part of the record.
And I will yield myself such time as I require.

Good morning, everyone, and I would like to welcome our special
guests on panel one, and especially the current or former homeless
children and youth, also in the audience. Welcome, to you, and
thank you so much for being here. And we hope that your first ex-
perience—I assume this is your first experience—with the U.S.
Congress as a witness or in the audience here is a good one, one
that will help many children in this country.

And I would also like to recognize a now formerly homeless fam-
ily that was featured on “60 Minutes” recently, the Metzgers—
Arielle, Austin, and their dad, Tom. So welcome—maybe raise your

o))
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hands so we can see where you are. Thank you. Thanks for being
here.

Children should not be without a home and they should not have
to fight to prove that they are homeless, and on this, I hope we all
agree. Today’s hearing will examine H.R. 32, the Homeless Chil-
dren and Youth Act of 2011, which will expand the McKinney-
Vento definition of “homeless person” so that homeless children
and youth verified as homeless by other Federal programs can ac-
cess HUD housing and services.

We have a unique opportunity to hear from witnesses about the
bureaucratic barriers that are preventing homeless children and
youth from securing HUD homeless assistance. Our ultimate goal
is to ensure that homeless children and youth are eligible for HUD
homeless housing and supportive services.

Secure and more stable housing as well as supportive services
will help kids stay in school and avoid becoming tomorrow’s home-
less adults. These goals must be a top priority for Federal agencies
that have homeless programs.

If Federal programs are not working for the people they are in-
tended to serve, it is our job to find the flaws and reform those pro-
grams. During the past decade, two significant reforms to the
McKinney-Vento Act have been intended to help children and
youth to more easily secure homeless assistance, but our work is
not complete. This week, the National Center on Family Homeless-
ness released a report revealing that 1 out of every 45 children in
the United States is homeless.

The Department of Education reported that student homeless-
ness is on the rise. There are nearly 1 million homeless children
in the United States, and these statistics are absolutely unaccept-
able.

Our subcommittee will work to identify the Federal red tape that
is standing in the way of local providers who are helping homeless
children and youth to increase what they can do. We will pursue
reform measures that break down those barriers. One such reform
measure, H.R. 32, our subcommittee will likely consider when we
come back in 2012.

With that, I recognize the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Cleaver,
for an opening statement.

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

I would like to first of all extend a very warm welcome to the
two young men and four young women who are testifying before
this committee. You are having an experience that hardly any
other individuals your age will ever have, and that means that you
are now famous. You can start your own reality TV show. Thank
you for being here to share your own personal experiences.

You can’t turn on the television or go out anyplace during this
time of year without seeing at least the attempt to create a festive
environment. This is a holiday season that generally captures the
attention of just about everybody in this country.

It is difficult, however, for me, having read your testimonies, to
feel the kind of festive atmosphere that I would normally enter into
during this time of the year. While I have four children, and while
I look like I am in my thirties, I actually have three grandchildren,
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and it is a bit painful to read your testimonies. There is nothing
that can touch my soul as much as finding pain with young people.

In my real life, I am a United Methodist pastor, and from time
to time I do become involved in issues adversely affecting young
people. And this testimony that I was able to read actually touched
my soul and caused me to do a great deal of thinking last night
as I was trying to sleep. And in my struggles last night trying to
sleep after having read this, I thought to myself, “Now, what about
all these other kids around the country who have no place to
sleep?” I am in my bed across the street—I live in the Methodist
building—and I am not able to sleep because I am thinking, “Boy,
this is terrible.” And then, I thought about people without a place
to sleep, and that really created more pain.

Sometimes, our discussions on the issues of homelessness can be-
come extremely technical and we become more involved in program
descriptions and specifics, but we cannot lose sight—we must not
lose sight of the fact that this discussion today is about real peo-
pﬁe—real stories. And your testimony will help us to remember
that.

One thing we all know is that despite the efforts we have made
over the past several years, and the improvements that we have
made with the HEARTH Act, there is still much that our Federal
agencies could do to improve coordination across programs and in-
crease access to the services that are being provided. I think that
today we will hear some valuable perspectives on how we in Con-
gress can help.

I understand that our subcommittee Chair, Mrs. Biggert’s, bill is
intended to reduce the barriers to services for children and youth
who are in highly unstable housing situations but don’t currently
meet the HUD definition of homeless. So I want to thank Mrs.
Biggert for her work.

And, there are very few conversations that we can have here in
Washington that will not include a discussion of dollars. For good
or bad, that is the way it goes. And this discussion is no different,
so we have to acknowledge that fact as we move forward.

I want to thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for what you have
done, and I look forward to hearing the testimony today.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you, Mr. Cleaver.

The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Stivers, is recognized for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. STIvERS. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. And I would like
to thank you for holding this hearing today to ensure that homeless
children and youth have access to homeless assistance and serv-
ices. I appreciate that.

I am pleased to welcome Private First Class Brittany Amber
Koon, who spent much of her childhood in Upper Arlington, Ohio,
in my district, and she recently joined the United States military—
the Army—and completed her initial service and is stationed at
Fort Hood, Texas. I am looking forward to hearing her testimony
today, and I want to thank her and all the witnesses for sharing
their stories.

One of the things that Private First Class Koon’s testimony re-
minded me, she has a quote in there that she liked the idea of tak-
ing her leadership skills to the next level to serve her country and
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she decided to go on active duty because she would have training
and a stable place to live. We have a lot of young folks in this coun-
try who have a lot to offer, and many of them are fighting home-
lessness. And I can tell you, I am pleased to join that fight with
Private First Class Koon and to try to fight homelessness.

I am looking forward to hearing the testimony of all of the wit-
nesses today. I appreciate your time, and I look forward to hearing
your testimony.

And I appreciate the chairman for holding this hearing, and I
look forward to continuing the fight to make things better for
young folks who are suffering from homelessness.

Thank you so much.

And welcome, Private First Class Koon.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

Mr. Cleaver?

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. George Miller is here with us. He is not a
member of this subcommittee, but I would ask unanimous consent
to allow him to speak on this issue that he feels very strongly
about.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The gentleman from Massachusetts is recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. CApUANO. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Madam Chairwoman, thank you for having this hearing, and I
congratulate the young people who are here today. I don’t think
this is a usual situation. Congress is not a usual place. So don’t
think this has anything to do with most of your real life.

But I want to be really clear: This proposal today is a good pro-
posal. It is something that is long overdue and I congratulate the
chairwoman for submitting it.

But I also want to be very clear: This is not going to be the final
answer to ending homelessness with children or with others. The
only way this country is going to do that is to put money on the
table to build more affordable housing. Simple.

Otherwise, there will be no place to go. Simply getting a family
into a shelter is better than not, but we can’t just leave them in
a shelter. That is not real advancement; that is not real oppor-
tunity.

It is better than not, but we need to build affordable housing in
this country right up the ladder for the people at the bottom, the
people on the next rung up, and the next rung up. And we need
to make sure that those people can afford to buy a home. In today’s
world, we will be able to afford tomorrow by keeping mortgage
rates at a reasonable level.

Otherwise, most of the world will be forced into subsidized hous-
ing if they can’t get into their own home or homeownership. And
if that happens, we will never be able to build our way out of it.

So I want to be really clear: This is a good proposal that is long
overdue that I strongly support and I look forward to passing.

But as far as I am concerned, we really have to get serious about
addressing homelessness in this country, which, to me, is a na-
tional embarrassment. It is a national embarrassment that we
have children on the streets. It is a national embarrassment that
we have veterans on the street. It is a national embarrassment
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that we don’t take care of some of our people with mental chal-
lenges who are also on the street.

I think it doesn’t speak well for us as a society. So for me, this
is a great thing, but I want to be very clear that this will not end
homelessness. The only way for us to do that as a society is to be
honest about it and to try to put money on the table to build more
affordable housing so that people will be able to move up the lad-
der on their own.

Madam Chairwoman, I yield back the remainder of my time.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

Mr. Green, from Texas, you are recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Please permit me, Madam Chairwoman, to thank you for hosting
this hearing. It is, without question, one of the most important
hearings that we will have, and one of the most important hearings
that I think that I have been a party to. So I am grateful that you
have had the vision and the foresight to cause us to visit these
issues.

I would like to concur with my colleagues who have stressed the
importance of the issue. I also want to stress the importance of the
fact that we can solve the problem. It is not something that is be-
yond our ability to resolve.

So the question really isn’t whether there is a way to resolve this
issue of homelessness with our young people. The question is really
whether we have the will.

Do we have the will to do it? If we only have the will, this coun-
try, which prides itself on its future, will take charge and make
sure that the future continues to be bright for all of our children.

I thank you, and I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you, Mr. Green.

We are joined by Ranking Member Miller, the ranking member
of the Education and the Workforce Committee.

Thank you for joining us, and you are recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. Thank you, Chairwoman
Biggert, for holding this hearing on such a critical issue facing our
Nation today. I want to thank you for your leadership on this issue
and the Committee on Education and the Workforce. You have
been a consistent champion of homeless children and families, and
it has been a pleasure to partner with you on such important
issues.

I also want to thank all the young people who are here to tell
their stories today to the committee and to the Congress. I can’t
tell you how important it is that Congress hears directly on the re-
alities that you and your families face because of the lack of ade-
quate housing. I have served on the Education Committee for my
entire time in public office, and I know what a dramatic impact
housing and mobility have on a student’s education.

Public schools have a unique perspective on social and economic
issues like homelessness. Unlike other community service organiza-
tions, schools see the full range of children without housing, not
just children and youth who make it into a shelter. They see kids
moving from place to place, from couch, to basement, to car, to
motel, and to another couch. None of these places should be consid-
ered a home.
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We know that homelessness puts kids at a much higher risk of
educational failure. Students without stable homes have more at-
tendance problems and they don’t do as well in school. Student
homelessness is also often overlooked as a contributor to the Na-
tion’s dropout crises.

Without an education, these students will have a more difficult
time obtaining jobs that pay decent wages, and they are more like-
ly to experience homelessness as an adult. Federal education law,
through the McKinney-Vento Act, requires schools to support
homeless students in a number of ways, including keeping home-
less students in the same school when it is in their best interest
an};:l plroviding transportation or immediately enrolling them in new
schools.

However, education is only part of the answer. In order for home-
less students to succeed in school, they must receive housing and
other supportive services that will stabilize their situations and en-
able them to concentrate on their education.

Unfortunately, school districts face barriers when they try to
refer kids to the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
homeless programs because of the difference in the definitions of
“homeless.” This prevents kids from getting services they need and
limits community collaboration. And perhaps equally disturbing,
this mismatch in definition also keeps the true scale of children
and youth homelessness hidden from view.

H.R. 32 is similar to legislation enacted by the Education and the
Workforce Committee, the Child Nutrition and Higher Education
Act. Both of these laws help homeless kids get services through the
programs by taking advantage of point people in the public schools.
Similarly, H.R. 32 gets rid of the interagency barriers by allowing
school districts and liaisons and others in Federal and child youth
programs to verify children and youth in HUD homelessness serv-
ices.

It is absolutely critical that this coordination, collaboration, and
availability be made acceptable within the laws of this country so
that these children will not have these artificial barriers put up to
stability in their residencies, and in stability in their education at-
tainment, and stability in their family life so that they can con-
tinue to seek and to successfully complete their educational oppor-
tunities in this country.

And I want to thank you again, Madam Chairwoman, for holding
this hearing.

And again, thank you to the students we are going to hear from.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you very much.

And now, we will introduce all of the panel members, and then
we will come back and you will each have 5 minutes for your state-
ment.

We have: Brandon Dunlap, from Chicago, Illinois; Rumi Khan,
who is in sixth grade at Lamberton Middle School, Carlisle, Penn-
sylvania—thank you for being here; Brittany Amber Koon, PFC,
Fort Hood, Texas—thank you for being here; Brook Pastor, who is
in seventh grade at William Paca Middle School, Shirley, New
York—thank you for being here, also; Destiny Raynor, who is in
ninth grade at Winter Springs High School in Sanford, Florida—
it is a little cold here, isn’t it, compared to that; and Ms. Starnica
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Rodgers, from Truman College in Chicago, Illinois. Thank you all
for being here.

With that, without objection, your written statements will be
made a part of the record, and then you will each be recognized for
a 5-minute summary of your testimony.

So we will start with you, Brandon Dunlap.

STATEMENT OF BRANDON DUNLAP, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Mr. DUNLAP. Good morning. Thank you for having me here today
to testify in support of H.R. 32.

I am from Chicago, Illinois. I graduated from Kendall College
and currently work in the food and beverage department of the
Union League Club. I am proud of what I have accomplished so far
but it has been very difficult. A safe and secure place to live would
have been very helpful to me in many ways.

For most of my childhood, I did not have a stable place to live.
My parents separated when I was young. After they split, my mom,
sister, and I ended up living with different relatives and friends.

Since then, my mom got and lost a number of apartments, and
when we were not together, I had to move from place to place. The
summer before my junior year, I received a phone call just before
work from my sister stating that the sheriff was there to put our
things on the street. My mother was nowhere to be found.

I went to work with tears in my eyes, not knowing where I was
going to go for the night. The tears wouldn’t stop, so my manager
offered to let me go home. The tears came even stronger than pos-
sible because I had no home to go to.

That night, I stayed with my cousin. However, he didn’t allow me
to have a key to come and go as I pleased, and there wasn’t enough
room for me or even a bed. I slept on the floor under the pool table.

Some nights, I would travel a long distance on public transpor-
tation from school to work, often in bad weather, only to find that
my cousin was not home and I needed to find somewhere else to
stay for the night. I would scramble to call different friends and
family members and then get back to the bus to travel a long dis-
tance to another place to stay.

I developed a rotation theory in which I would try to avoid stay-
ing in the same place two nights in a row. I had to have a plan,
and then a backup plan, and then more plans just in case the
backup plan didn’t work.

The time and energy it took for me to figure out where to sleep
each night and travel to get there, plus my job at Subway, left little
time for homework. I have faced many barriers to housing in my
life. My mom had issues she needed help with, but if she had had
stable housing and services, she may have been able to address
those issues, and my homelessness could have been prevented.

After I was on my own in high school, I could not afford my own
housing, and even if I could have, no one would rent to a teenager.
Although people at my school were helping me with other things,
nobody was able to help me with my living situation. I would have
loved some place to live that was safe, warm, and consistent, and
a healthy place to do homework, go to school, work, eat, and live
my life.
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It would have been very difficult to verify my living situation
growing up. To ask for proof that an adult allowed me, a homeless
child, to live with them for only 14 days would possibly cause some
adults to feel guilty or worry that they could get in trouble.

I didn’t want anyone who was helping me to get tired of my pres-
ence. Asking them for verification would be another burden for
them.

For the same reasons, I would not feel comfortable asking them
to state that I moved twice within 60 days. Most people knew only
what I told them about my living situation and didn’t keep track
of the number of days or moves.

Also, family members would have been reluctant to verify some-
thing that might show my parents were not caring for me. I also
didn’t want to risk doing anything that might involve any authori-
ties because I didn’t want them going after my parents.

If, in order to access housing services, I had to show that I would
likely be homeless for a long time, that would be difficult for me,
as I always hoped that I wouldn’t be homeless for too long.

I would also like to repeat something I said in the beginning of
my statement: I am proud of what I have accomplished. When I
was homeless, it was like steering a ship in a storm on the open
ocean. Above all else, this situation has forced me to look to myself
for success.

However, I hope that other young people do not have to go
through what I went through. I hope that the situation of young
people who are staying temporarily with friends and families is
considered homeless by all government agencies, and they are
given assistance with a stable place to live.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to share my experience
with you today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dunlap can be found on page 66
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

Rumi Khan, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF RUMI KHAN, 6TH GRADER, LAMBERTON
MIDDLE SCHOOL, CARLISLE, PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. KHAN. Good morning, Mrs. Biggert, and members of the sub-
committee. Thank you for holding this hearing so you can learn
about homelessness from how we see it as kids.

My name is Rumi Khan, and I am 11 years old. I am in 6th
grade at Lamberton Middle School in Carlisle, PA.

Me and my mom are homeless. We got that way because my dad
was abusing me and my mom. He hit me, and called me stupid and
retarded. He tried to choke my mom.

We left our home in June last year and went to stay in a hotel
for a couple of nights. She tried to find a shelter for us to stay in
but they didn’t have any room.

One of her friends from work offered to let us stay there. Her
friend changed and would get really mean with me. Sometimes she
was nice, but you never knew when she would smack her son or
pull his hair.
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Once the lady pushed me up the stairs and she was really mad
at me. When my mom said something to her about pushing me up
the stairs, she told my mom to leave.

Another friend that my mom grew up with heard about our situ-
ation and invited us to stay with him. It turned out that he had
mental problems and was a big liar.

My mom tried to get us into shelters for families who have been
abused but we couldn’t because of me. They don’t allow older boys
like me to stay there.

We were in one shelter for a little while, but had a time limit,
so they moved us into a hotel. It was really scary because drug
dealers stood around outside. Sometimes men would knock on our
door, and when my mom would open it they would just look at us
and my mom would try to not say anything to make them mad and
tell them they had the wrong door.

I didn’t want anyone to know where I was staying. When the
school bus dropped us off, I waited until no one would see me, and
I then went to the hotel.

Another friend said he had a spare room we could stay in, but
then his wife got mad, and we got kicked out. So we went and
stayed at a motel for one night. It was better not being around all
the fighting, but we couldn’t afford to stay there longer than one
night.

We had to change States to find a place to stay. My mom’s friend
invited us to stay with her until we could find a place. It was really
hard having to start all over again.

We had to leave there, too, and stay in another hotel for one
night, and then we got into Safe Harbor.

Staying with other people was tough. It was really hard adjust-
ing to families’ different lifestyles. If we crossed the line for some
reason—boom—we were out.

The hardest part of having to move so much and stay in so many
different places was we lost everything. It affected my attitude be-
cause I lost all my friends over and over again. I was afraid to get
close to people because I knew we had to move again.

I struggled in school and came to school very exhausted because
of having to sleep in different places, constantly moving and not
being able to rest. I know my mom was thinking that we should
maybe go back to my dad. I missed him a lot, but I knew he hadn’t
gotten any help, and I was too afraid that he would hurt us again.

Now we are at least in one place, and I don’t think we will get
kicked out, at least not for just nothing. Moving around and stay-
ing with so many different people was really hard.

I hope that now that we are at Safe Harbor, we will be able to
stay for a while and find a place to live. Thanks for listening to
what homelessness is like for me and my mom.

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

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

Brittany Koon, you are recognized for 5 minutes.
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STATEMENT OF BRITTANY AMBER KOON, PFC, FT. HOOD,
TEXAS

Ms. KOON. Good morning. Thank you, all the members of the
subcommittee, for this opportunity to share my story today.

My name is Brittany Amber Koon. I was born in a little house
in Upper Arlington, Ohio, that had been in the family for years
until it was foreclosed on in the middle of my 7th grade year.

My mom, my sister, my brothers, and I doubled up with a neigh-
bor. That was the beginning of a long, scary journey of instability
and lonely transition that would lead me to foster care and home-
lessness, but finally success as a proud member of the United
States Army.

After aging out of foster care during my senior year of high
school, I became homeless again. I had a scholarship to college but
I lived in my car and on the couches of some relatives and friends
for 2 months before college. Housing solutions just didn’t really
exist.

I made it through my first year of college, but as the year ended,
I was again without housing. I crashed out on the couch of a girl
I met at a party. After a couple of weeks, I was buying all the gro-
ceries, and because she did not have a car and I did, I was expected
to drive her and her kids wherever they needed to go. I was not
able to find other housing, so I felt stuck.

This happens a lot when you are doubled up. You feel indebted
to the people who are letting you stay, but then you are taken ad-
Varlltage of by them. They took my money and then told me I had
to leave.

I started hanging out at bars and nightclubs so I would have
somewhere to go at night. I know it sounds dangerous, but I was
making friends at the bars because they would let me come back
and crash on their couches.

At the time, I thought staying with these people was better than
my car, but it really wasn’t. In my car, I was in control and didn’t
have to worry about what would happen to me, or people who
would try and touch me when I was asleep. I wondered why there
was no help.

As it got colder, I asked Angela, from the Youth Empowerment
Program, to take me to a shelter, but there was a waiting list. I
decided to move in with my boyfriend. Then, my relationship went
bad and he kicked me out. I was so stressed that I had to quit
school for the second time.

That is when I talked to Angela’s husband about going into the
military. I decided to go active duty so I would have training and
a stable place to live.

I am now stationed at Fort Hood, Texas. Even though I feel more
stable and supported than I have in years, I still don’t have a place
to call home. I am coming back from Fort Hood for the holidays,
but I still have to couchsurf while I am home.

I feel that making youth document their homelessness through
the people they couchsurf with will only create problems and stress
on us and more frustration with the system. None of the people I
lived with would have been willing to document that I was living
there. They would have been suspicious and afraid of getting in
trouble. Also, I didn’t know many of them well enough to ask them.
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I believe that allowing homeless education liaisons and others to
help youth document their situation would be best because it would
be easier for a youth to trust adults we know. Most youth who are
doubled up are getting used. This is true of too many youth. In
fact, Danielle Jinx and Shannon McDaniels are here to support me
today, because they also have been in my situation.

It is very important for HUD to count doubled-up youth, because
I don’t think people realize how hard it is for them. If we were not
counted, we could never be served effectively.

Recognizing that there are limited resources, I would suggest in-
creasing resources to those programs so that every youth could be
housed. But ignoring us has only reinforced our knowledge that our
community has abandoned us and that nobody cares about us.

Like me, you have chosen to serve your country—you here in
Washington, and me in the field. Just as you have faith in me that
I will be out there protecting you, it is my hope that you will use
your power here to protect youth like me.

Thank you again for this opportunity.

[The prepared statement of PFC Koon can be found on page 88
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

Next, Brooklyn Pastor is recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF BROOKLYN PASTOR, 7TH GRADER, WILLIAM
PACA MIDDLE SCHOOL, SHIRLEY, NEW YORK

Ms. PASTOR. Hello. My name is Brooklyn Pastor. I am 12 years
old and I am in 7th grade at William Paca Middle School in Shir-
ley, New York. I am here today with my mom, and also Ms. Ben-
jamin, from Parent-Child Home Program.

I have lived in over 16 places in my life—6 shelters, 4 times dou-
bled up with many different people, and we had our own house 6
times. We had to go to emergency motel rooms many other times
in between shelters and houses.

I really hate moving from place to place. It is so hard because
you get to know people and then you have to move. It made my
life hard.

When we lived with other people, they were not nice to us. We
couldn’t ask them for anything. They were mostly mad that we
were there and did not want anyone else to know, especially their
landlord.

They would never let us stay where we were. My mom couldn’t
tell anyone where we lived or for how long. It was like being invis-
ible.

The hardest thing about living with other people is watching my
mom cry because the people would yell at my mom because we did
not have any money and they would yell at us to get out. It hurt
me to see my mom hurting and I couldn’t do much to help her.

I am always trying to help my younger sister and brother to de-
crease my mom’s load when I come home from school. Mom has
enough to do so I try to play with them and keep them happy. So
I do that at home and maybe not so much homework.

I do not have time to socialize because I am looking to see if I
can help Mom. I follow her around to try to keep things going. If
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my mom is late for a bill, I worry and get afraid, and do not ask
her for anything until it is paid.

It is especially hard for my 2-year-old brother because he does
not understand why Mom is always crying. He cries, too. He asks
her not to cry.

He wants Mom’s attention. She has to go out a lot to work and
to appointments. He has to stay with different people.

He has no daycare or preschool because there is no money for
that transportation and no openings near us. There are no services
for his age except the Parent-Child Home Program that comes to
us.
We are in a house now, but things are not perfect. We had a hur-
ricane and the roof caved in, and my ceiling is still hanging, and
it is not fixed, and the landlady yells at my mom.

I do not want to ever be homeless again. I think the only way
we will never be homeless again is if my mom got a different job—
a real job in an office or something. She works in a restaurant, and
I hope that will happen soon.

This year, my mom got her high school diploma and a driver’s
license and she is going to school in a few weeks to be a certified
nurse’s assistant.

The thing that helped us go all through this is being close to my
mom, and being close to God. Mom does good things for people
even when we don’t have enough money, and I know God will help
us.

I would like people to know that it is different going through this
than just hearing about it. You never experienced being homeless.
It is worse than hearing about it or watching a movie about it. You
are in it. There are a lot of kids going through it.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Pastor can be found on page 92
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

Destiny Raynor, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF DESTINY RAYNOR, 9TH GRADER, WINTER
SPRINGS HIGH SCHOOL, SANFORD, FLORIDA

Ms. RAYNOR. Hello. My name is Destiny Rayner, and I am a
freshman at Winter Springs High School in Florida. I am here
today with my father and my sister, Kimberly. I would also like to
introduce you to the Metzger family—Austin, Arielle, and their
dad. They were homeless in central Florida, too.

My parents used to have this thrift shop and a beauty store. We
lost our housing when the economy got really bad and we had to
close all of our stores. Neither of my parents had a job, and they
just kept looking for several months.

That summer, the power and water got shut off. We didn’t have
electricity or water for 6 months. We had to eat at the gas station
at the corner because they had a microwave.

The toilet smelled really bad because we couldn’t flush because
the water was shut off. We had to bring buckets to a local church
to fill with water for the toilet bowl.

My parents didn’t want to go to a shelter because the shelter
split families up and we wanted to be together. So after we lost our
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home, we ended up moving in with my grandmother. This was hor-
rible. It is a three-bedroom mobile home but only two rooms were
usable.

My mother, sister, and I slept in one bed. My dad slept on a
small couch and my brother slept on a lazy boy chair. We stayed
there for 2 to 3 weeks until we couldn’t take it anymore. My grand-
mother was also dying of cancer so it was really hard.

With our last bit of money, we moved into a motel. The school
district homeless coordinator, Beth, met us after 1 week and start-
ed to help us.

My parents pay the bill if my dad is able to make money at the
day work labor place. When we don’t have the money, Beth pays
from her donations from her program. Beth is here today, too.

The hardest thing about living in a motel is being on a bus and
watching all of the other kids getting off knowing that they are
going to their own home and I am going back to a one-room motel.
It makes me feel really upset.

Prior to planning the trip to Washington, I only told one friend,
Jona, about the situation. I was afraid that people would talk badly
about the situation and we would be called poor and homeless.

My teacher announced in class that we should all donate and
help the homeless kids because they are poor. She was talking
about me.

I know how bad it feels. It is just that any minute, you can be
kicked out of the motel if you do something wrong or if your par-
ents don’t have the money. You just can’t go to your own room and
have your own privacy.

I was doing really well in school—As and Bs. But since this has
happened, three of my grades dropped to Cs and Ds. I am now
working on bringing them back up.

Once the school program, Families in Transition, started helping,
it made it easier and took a little weight off my shoulders. Now,
I feel that I can focus more on my school rather than the home sit-
uation.

It is still hard for me and my family. Everyone is just too loud
in one room and my brother always gets a headache. He gets so
much more aggravated than he used to get.

My parents have no personal bonding time with each other any-
more. They are always busy making sure that we are taken care
of and they have enough money to pay for the room.

I have seen my dad cry in the last month more than I have in
my entire life. When I see my father cry it hurts me a lot because
I know he is trying his best and it just still isn’t good enough.

It makes me feel scared that we will never get out. Last week,
he went the whole week without getting a job and it was horrible.

The Families in Transition program from the school was the big-
gest relief because they helped with so much. They helped set up
a school bus so my parents wouldn’t have to stress about getting
us to school.

They helped sign us up for a free breakfast and lunch program
and sign us up for a backpack program so every Thursday, our
backpacks are filled with food. Our food stamps didn’t cover the
whole month and we would always run out the last 2 weeks.
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There are some programs that provide housing help, but we don’t
qualify because my dad doesn’t have a regular job and he doesn’t
make enough money. When Beth pays for the motel room, we are
considered homeless; when my dad pays for the hotel room, we are
not considered homeless. That doesn’t make any sense to me. It is
the same hotel room and it is hard to live in when you are young,
no matter who pays.

What we really need is a home of our own, and since two nights
ago, that has now happened. Because of the “60 Minutes” segment,
our community came together and provided my family with a
home.

I now know that my family’s basic needs will be met, and I can
concentrate on what is really important—my education. My prayer
for today is that not only has our community stepped up for us, but
now for our government to stand up for us as well and help all of
the other homeless children so that they, too, can get a home, as
well.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Raynor can be found on page 105
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much for your testimony.

We have been joined by another Member from Illinois, Danny
Davis. I ask unanimous consent that he be allowed to participate.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Starnica Rodgers, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF STARNICA RODGERS, TRUMAN COLLEGE,
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Ms. RODGERS. Good morning, everyone. My name is Starnica
Rodgers. I am 18 years old, and I have lived in Chicago my whole
life.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify here today. It is a true
honor.

Currently, I am a student at Truman College. I just finished my
first semester and received one A and two Bs. I am also 8 months
pregnant and I am expecting my baby boy next month. Don’t
worry; I checked with my doctor and she said it is safe to fly.

Right now, I am staying at a shelter for parenting teens on Chi-
cago’s north side. It is run by the Night Ministry.

When 1 first got there, I was very nervous. I was worried about
being in a new environment. But now, I realize that everyone is
there for the same reason: We are all homeless and alone.

Since I have been there, I have found support from other girls
and staff. They helped me with my homework and found clothes for
me to wear to school and they are helping me find a more perma-
nent place to live.

I have been homeless on and off for my whole life. My mom was
a single mother with four kids and has worked minimum wage jobs
her whole life. I remember watching my mother struggle to pay the
rent and us having to go to a shelter when I was five. I want my
life to be better.

As I grew up, my mom and I started getting into a lot of fights.
She was verbally abusive to me and sometimes physically abusive.
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By the time I was 16, I knew I had to leave for my own safety.
There I was, 16 and homeless.

I went from house to house, staying for 2 or 3 days at other fam-
ily members’ houses, not knowing where I was going to end up.
Throughout the struggles, I was dedicated to graduating from high
school, no matter what.

I worked with the McKinney-Vento counselor so I could get free
transportation to get to school. I graduated this year and I am very
proud of that accomplishment.

I am now in college. I am on the drama team and I was elected
to student senate. I will graduate college no matter how hard the
obstacles may be.

With a college degree, I know that I will be able to get a good-
paying job with a guaranteed salary. My dream is to be a social
worker and help people who are going through the same struggles
I have faced.

Right now, I am working into a transitional program also run by
the Night Ministry. The program receives Federal HUD funding,
but there are not enough housing programs in Chicago for people
like me. Before I got into the program, I had to call over 25 dif-
ferent programs but they were all full or had a wait list.

I have had to struggle my whole life to find a place to call home,
so I hope that you understand how important stable housing is to
a young person. Without these programs, I know that I wouldn’t
be able to attend college. I would be too busy worrying about where
I was going to stay every night.

Thank you for listening to my story, and thank you for the sup-
porting programs that are helping me. I hope that you will think
about the 10,000 youth in Chicago who are homeless or the teens
in your town who don’t know where they are going to sleep tonight.
Our country should give more money to programs that help home-
less youth so we can be able to break the cycle of homelessness and
become successful adults.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Rodgers can be found on page
110 of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

And thank you all for your compelling testimony. I don’t know,
this must be your first time testifying, but I think you have a ca-
reer. That was very, very, very good.

We are now going to have questions from the Members of Con-
gress, and we will each take 5 minutes to ask questions. And I will
yield myself 5 minutes to start.

Brandon, if I may call you Brandon, you said you were concerned
about HUD’s documentation requirements, and I think you said
that in order for you to be successful in accessing housing services,
you had to show that you would be homeless for a long time. Does
that kind of—

Mr. DUNLAP. Sixty days, if I am not mistaken, or 14 days in
more than one place. And that would be really inconvenient to put
on the person I was staying with. I didn’t want to overstay my wel-
come; I was already asking a huge favor, and to ask for documenta-
tion I think would be—I didn’t want to jeopardize my situation.
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Chairwoman BIGGERT. It seems, too, that certainly you didn’t
want to be homeless for a long time, so that it defeats the purpose
of—

Mr. DUNLAP. Yes.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. —HUD helping.

And then you also said that in school—schools that really recog-
nized the homeless and provided the services.

Mr. DUNLAP. Yes.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. And I think that has been mentioned a
couple of times that—we are trying to not—and we have already
worked with the schools and the definition there. We are really try-
ing to move this into Health and Human Services and HUD to pro-
vide such help. Why do the schools seem to have the ability to help
the homeless?

Mr. DUNLAP. At school, the teachers would be able to recognize
certain patterns in students, and no representative from HUD
knew my situation, and I wouldn’t tell them if they asked because
I didn’t know this person. But at school, I am familiar with the
teacher; if the teacher asked and showed genuine concern, I would
share information.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

And then, Rumi Khan, you testified about finding Safe Harbor.
Could you tell us a little bit more about Safe Harbor, how you got
into that, and what it means to you?

Mr. KHAN. Me and my mom came in and asked for a place to
stay and they gave—first we were in the emergency side for a little
while and—

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Who is they?

Mr. KHAN. Safe Harbor.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Okay.

Mr. KHAN. Safe Harbor gave us a place to stay which is on the
emergency side, and we stayed there for a little while and then
they got to move us up to the transitional side, and it is like a little
apartment. And we have our own space, we have our own room,
and it feels very safe.

And sometimes, I don’t feel homeless because I do have a roof
over my head. And me and my mom are together in that room, and
we have neighbors and we have friends in there.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. How did you find Safe Harbor? Was it
recommended to you by somebody?

Mr. KHAN. Yes.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. That was fortunate, wasn’t it?

Mr. KHAN. Yes.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

And, Brooklyn, you said that your mother now is going to school
to get a diploma and a driver’s license and then is going to be
trained to be a nursing assistant. Who helped your mother during
the hardest times and how did she figure out how to do that as
well as take care of you?

Ms. PASTOR. I would say Ms. Benjamin helped us the most
through everything.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. What kind of help do you wish your moth-
er had when you were moving between places?
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Ms. PASTOR. I don’t know. I just wish—because she was always
there for everyone else, even when we didn’t have it, and I wish
that they would have done the same for her when we needed help,
but they didn’t.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

And then, Brittany Koon, you certainly had some bad experi-
ences, and—but it seems like with—you are wearing the uniform,
that things have really straightened out for you?

Ms. KOON. Yes—

Chairwoman BIGGERT. In your statement, you said that ignoring
the youth has only reinforced your knowledge that your community
abandoned you and that nobody cared about you. Do you still, as
you have moved on, feel that way, that—

Ms. KooN. Honestly, yes, I do.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Okay. Thank you.

My time has expired and, Mr. Cleaver, you are recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

I really have reservations about asking you a lot of questions, or
any, for that matter. In my State of Missouri, we have approxi-
mately 24,000 homeless children, which means, to me at least,
there is a certain level of invisibility, and some of you kind of men-
tioned it, and that is you try to stay under the radar, you don’t
want to be noticed.

I am wondering, as you have struggled, have you met other
young people who were in your same situation, and if so, how did—
was there any attempt to measure each other’s situation to see if
there was a place or a way to get help? Did any of you meet others
in your same situation?

Which even promotes the whole issue that it is probably more se-
vere that—this invisibility. They wouldn’t want anybody to notice,
to be accurate.

Ms. Rodgers?

Ms. RODGERS. Yes. I am actually in a program now where there
are several other girls in my situation, and we all connected and
asked, “Okay, how did you get here and did you call other re-
sources that maybe turned you down or that we can get in, because
we all are in the same situation?” Well, we are. We are either preg-
nant or have a child.

So the programs that they were into we just asked, “Okay, well
could we get into those programs?” and the answer was always no.
This is probably the best way for us to go is to stay in this shelter.

Mr. CLEAVER. One final question: My wife and I took in a young
man and kept him and actually sent him off to school with our
kids—our twin boys. He was later killed in a Valudet crash in the
Everglades. But the one thing that we discovered was that he had
never been to a dentist. He had never been to a doctor, for some
obvious reasons.

And I don’t need any details, but I am wondering how much
health care you have had—going to dentists or getting checkups.
Anybody?

Mr. DUNLAP. As a child, I was well taken care of, but as the
years went on, like in high school, I don’t recall ever really going
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to the doctor. It is a question of how did I get past the physicals
now, so I am just—no doctor visits, no dentists, nothing.

Mr. KHAN. I have, also. I go to the doctor or the dentist, too, all
the time.

Ms. KooN. I didn’t have a lot of health care, but I had to go do
a lot of work at the dentist in order to get into the Army.

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you very much—

I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

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

Mr. STIVERS. Thank you so much, Madam Chairwoman.

I think many of you mentioned in your testimony—I think Bran-
don, and Brittany, and I think Destiny all talked a little bit
about—or maybe it was Brooklyn—about grades, and how your
housing situation really impacted your schooling and your ability
to continue your education. Can you just help me understand—ob-
viously those businesses are linked, and it then can change the
course of your life in a negative way because you don’t get the edu-
cation you are pursuing or you don’t get as good an education.

Do any of you want to expound upon the—sort of the impact and
the connection between your experience when you were homeless
and—or having to jump between home and home, and what it
meant to your schoolwork and your ability to ready yourself for
your future?

Mr. DuNLAP. It was very difficult to study, given the long dis-
tance traveling, and maybe even traveling again after I traveled
the initial long distance. There was no real time for homework. It
was a lot of planning and, okay, it is late now; I have to go to sleep
because class starts at 8:00.

Mr. KHAN. It is hard for me because I lack sleep, too, and when
we were moving, it was very stressing and tiring, and staying up
late was affecting my schoolwork because I couldn’t focus in school,
and my grades have gone down a little bit, but I am trying to go
to sleep earlier and bring my grades up so I can get As.

Ms. KooNn. It affects you that when you are sitting in class you
are sitting there worried about where are you going to go after,
where are you going to eat, how are you going to get your home-
work done? Half the time, you don’t have Internet access, or if you
break a pencil, you might not have a pencil sharpener to complete
it.

And then, you are worried about all night, well, am I going to
be safe? What is going to happen to me?

Do I have the gas—for me, I was living in my car—do I have the
gas to get back to school tomorrow? Should I sleep in the school
parking lot and let the cops bang on my door again and wake me
up? You are always worried about something.

Ms. RODGERS. Yes. I can speak on that.

In high school, it was harder than college because there were
people I grew up with and it was hard to let them know that I was
homeless or that I needed help. But in college, I got more help at
the shelter that I am living in, like I got more help with my essays.

In high school English, I had to do a lot of papers, and I didn’t
have a lot of the equipment that I needed to do the papers with.
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And the after-school programs that I was involved in didn’t help
me either.

But going on into college, I got a lot more support at the shelter
I have lived in. But when I was homeless, my grades were maybe
Ds and Cs. I was barely passing. And in high school, I got As and
Bs for my first semester.

Mr. STIVERS. I think many of you talked about the HUD require-
ment on documentation, and I think Chairwoman Biggert had
asked the question before. But obviously that came up in multiple
testimonies from you, and I think that is something we need to
take a pretty serious look at because obviously, I think Brandon
did a good job of explaining how it created a hassle on the people
who were trying to help you, and a lot of you brought it up, and
so I know that is something else we need to take a serious look at.

Are there any other specific issues that you think we should take
a serious look at? I think the chairwoman’s bill addresses a lot of
things that will help homeless youth. Does anybody have anything
other things that—Ilike that that this—through the system that you
experienced?

Ms. RAYNOR. When you live in a motel, if you can pay for it at
least for 14 days, you are not categorized as homeless, but it is still
not your home. Because, as I mentioned, at any moment you can
be kicked out for anything.

We had a lot of help from Beth. Like, when someone else paid
for it for you, you were homeless. If you can pay for it for 14 days,
you are not.

But it is the same room either way it goes. It is not your home.
You don’t have your own privacy. You are all crammed in one little
room.

That makes no sense because it is the same place. And I think
that should be changed.

Mr. STIVERS. Great. Thank you.

And T appreciate your time. It looks like my time has almost ex-
pired. I really appreciate you sharing your stories and experiences
with us, and we are going to work hard to do the best we can to
help. So thank you so much.

And I yield back.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you, Mr. Stivers.

Ms. Waters, do you have any questions?

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much—

Chairwoman BIGGERT. You are recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WATERS. Yes.

I would like to first thank all of our young panelists who are here
today for coming to share your stories so that we can be better in-
formed and know how best to use our public policy influence to do
much better than we are doing about homelessness. I would like
to share with you that recently I decided to walk through the sys-
tems in Los Angeles, and what I saw disturbs me greatly. I do not
flhink the systems are working the way we think they are from up

ere.

And for the last 3 or 4 weeks, I have been trying to get a fam-
ily—a mother with three children—placed in transitional to perma-
nent housing, and I have not been able to do it. So I have gone to
the big agency, called the oversight agency, and I am confronting
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them on how the systems are not working. And I think that the
members of this committee, Mrs. Biggert—under her leadership—
we should all not just visit shelters and sit down and talk with peo-
ple who are supposed to be implementing what we think is public
policy; we have to walk through the system with people who re-
quire shelters and are—transitional housing or permanent housing.

I discovered that this mother with three children was being
asked for all kinds of documentation before she could get into this
shelter. They wanted the birth certificates of all the kids, which is
unreasonable, and some other documentation that they were ask-
ing for.

So let me just say to you that a priority on my list of how I spend
my time will be to try and correct some of these problems. Other
things I discovered: In one shelter, they had to be in by 4:00 or
they lost their bed, and this person had stayed out till 5:00 so I
had to put them in my car and take them back and tell them that
I wanted them to be sheltered despite the fact he had missed by
1 hour. And it goes on, and on, and on, so I know what you are
going through.

One question I may follow up on from Mr. Stivers, and that is,
I am very concerned about while you are trying to get into perma-
nent housing, your families—what is happening with your edu-
cation and school? Because long distances—many of our homeless
young people are long distances from the schools.

Would it help if somehow we could put something in the system
that would require tutoring at every shelter where there are chil-
dren? What kind of assistance could help while your families are
working on getting permanent housing? Do you have any sugges-
tions what we could do to help with—how we could give support
so you don’t fall behind and you don’t get bad grades simply be-
cause you can’t sleep at night because you are in a situation where
you don’t feel safe, or there is noise?

Would tutoring help, with someone on the site, or places where
you have numbers of young people? Would it help to try and get
some assistance from the school district to have teachers or a
teacher on site? Would any of that help?

Mr. DUNLAP. I definitely feel tutoring would help a lot. And I
also feel that someone trained to deal with children in high-stress
situations would also help.

Mr. KHAN. I think transportation to school would help a lot be-
cause I ride my bike to school and it is very tiring, and I get to
school very exhausted and my legs hurt.

Ms. WATERS. How many schools have you gone to, or stories
about young people who may have gone to three, four, five schools
in a year? Have you heard that?

Ms. RODGERS. Yes. I actually tried to stay at the same school,
which I shouldn’t have done because I was—I missed so many days
going from house to house. I was going from the south side and my
school was on the west side. And I should have transferred schools
but I knew that I wasn’t going to be on the south side for long.

So either way, it was hard.

Ms. WATERS. So if you had a teacher or a tutor who was in the
area of the shelter who could keep you on track until you could get
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in a permanent place so you wouldn’t lose time or lose grades,
would that help?

Ms. RODGERS. Yes. That would help a lot. And it would especially
help high school students. Because I know the classes that are
mandatory, those are the classes that I need help with the most.
Those are the classes that the tutor can help me with.

Ms. WATERS. So if there was a teacher who was helping you and
then could help you transfer your work to your permanent school
once you got permanent placement and be like an advocate and a
support person, that would be helpful?

Ms. RODGERS. Yes.

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much. I yield back.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

Let me just say that the first thing that we did work on in this
whole issue was the education, and to make sure—this was a—it
was put into No Child Left Behind and it was to makes sure that
no homeless child was turned away from school. And we didn’t
have to have the records; you didn’t have to have your grades and
whatever, but you could be enrolled immediately in school where
you were homeless living at the time or where you had been in
school. And I know that it took us, then, several years—and this
was under Mr. Miller’s committee at the time, and—

Ms. WATERS. Would the gentlelady yield for a second?

Chairwoman BIGGERT. —and just was that—go ahead—

Ms. WATERS. I just wanted to add to that, that is absolutely very
helpful, but the real problem I am running into is the number of
schools—

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Right.

Ms. WATERS. —that the young people end up going to while they
are homeless, and they lose credit.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. And having to switch so often, and you
are absolutely right. But we did add transportation, too. I think
that took us a long time to get that in.

But I think you are absolutely right that we should really look
at maybe the tutor or the teacher actually at these shelters. That
would be a big help. And that would go through the HUD. But that
is something we should look at for this bill, so I appreciate it.

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Mr. Green, from Texas, you are recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman.

I also would like to thank the ranking member, Mr. Gutierrez,
for his efforts in these areas, as well.

I am very concerned about your indications that you were home-
less but you did not want anyone to know that you were homeless.
And I understand why. You have all spoken quite well, and let me
compliment you. It took a lot of courage to do it as well as you
ha&ze, and I thank you for the courage that you have exhibited
today.

But you all said that you didn’t want people to know. Was there,
on any of the school campuses, a counselor or someone who had
some degree of responsibility to work with you and help you from
the school campus? Did anyone have a counselor or anyone on the
campus that you were able to work with?
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Mr. DUNLAP. There were counselors on staff at school but I didn’t
speak to them until I had a connection from someone who didn’t
work at the school.

Mr. GREEN. Until you had—did you say a connection?

Mr. DUNLAP. Yes.

Mr. GREEN. Would you—

Mr. DuNLAP. Rhonda Perwin—she helped me get scholarships
and introduced me to the Coalition for the Homeless, and from that
point on, that is when I talked to the counselor, Mr. Murphy, at
my high school, but he didn’t help any.

Mr. GREEN. Was there any outreach? Did you feel that you were
in an environment wherein you could go to someone at the school
and say, “We need help. We have this situation and I just want to
talk to someone?” Did any of you feel that there was any avenue,
any means available for you to do this?

Mr. DUNLAP. I personally didn’t reach out because I didn’t want
any authorities going after my parents.

Mr. GREEN. Yes, Ms. Raynor?

Ms. RAYNOR. I didn’t have on-school help, but we had a coordi-
nator named Beth. She is actually here today. She is helping with
a few hundred families, helping them with food, places to stay,
making sure they keep up with their education.

If it wasn’t for her, I would still be staying in a motel, and my
grades would still be horrible. At my school, we don’t have anyone
on campus, really, who helps, but there are a lot of kids there.

We had a program that everyone got to come and have a free
lunch and stuff. We had hundreds and hundreds of kids there who
came because they were homeless, and there is nothing—there is
no one at the school to help, but most of the kids don’t want every-
one to know. There is no point in telling people if nothing is going
to happen.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Ms. Raynor.

Ms. Rodgers?

Ms. RODGERS. Yes. I actually didn’t feel comfortable telling ev-
erybody that I was homeless because I knew that they were going
to look at me differently. I was afraid that it would get out in the
whole school and that I was going to have to transfer because the
people were looking down on me.

But I did talk to this one lady who came up to the school and
who got me into the McKinney-Vento program that gave me bus
cards so I can get to school, and they noticed that I was homeless
because of my attendance, and I was coming in late—like, I was
doing all the work and I was getting good grades doing the work,
but my attendance was affecting my grades. So they actually came
to me, but I didn’t actually tell anyone my whole story.

Mr. GREEN. Yes, Ms. Koon?

Ms. KooN. It is not always that you don’t want to share, because
I am very open when it comes to sharing with people. It is just that
society puts a label on you.

Like, I was talking to people in my unit about—they asked me
what I was going to D.C. for, and I let them know, and they
laughed at me. They said, “You can’t get into the Army if you are
that way,” or, “Why are you going to this expensive college and you



23

are living in your car? That is not possible.” People just label it
based on what you are doing with what you have.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Khan?

Mr. KHAN. Also, I haven’t gone to my friends because I am em-
barrassed and I am afraid that they are going to make fun of me
because they have everything and I am homeless, and it is kind of
embarrassing for me. And I don’t go to the counselor at my school,
but me and my mom went to a counselor and she was supposed to
come to the school every other week or something, and she has
never come, and I can’t share with anybody but my mom.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you very much.

Madam Chairwoman, I just think I will close with this: We all
have a duty to do all that we can, even if it is not enough. We have
a duty to all that we can, and from my perch, I am convinced that
we are not doing enough. There is more that we can do that we
are not doing.

And while we have addressed the young people who have spoken,
I do want to thank the adults who came today who are with them,
whether you are a mother, father, brother, significant other—what-
ever. I just want to thank you for the role that you are playing in
helping us to give these young people a brighter future.

And with this, I will yield back the balance of my time. Thank
you.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you, Mr. Green.

And let me just say that we are very happy that you have told
us, because—and not been afraid to come to the U.S. Congress, be-
cause things are going to change, and it is—we are working on this
bill, and just giving us a lot more to put into it. So we really appre-
ciate that.

Mr. Miller, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. Thank you very much,
Madam Chairwoman.

Let me certainly begin by thanking you so much for coming and
sharing your stories with us, as Members of Congress. The legisla-
tion that is under consideration this morning is really designed to
address many of the things that you have mentioned, and some
parts of the Federal law already do that, and other parts are incon-
sistent with that, and we are trying to remove those barriers so it
would be easier for you, and your parents, and the counselors to
access the services that you need while you and your family mem-
bers are homeless.

So that is our goal is to address exactly what you have told us
in person here today. But I think it is very important that we hear
from you.

And I want to tell you that you just—all of you just exhibit a re-
markable strength and maturity beyond your years, and I recog-
nize that adverse situations, such as being homeless, can make you
grow up very fast, and that is unfortunate. But you have obviously
responded to help other members of your family in this same situa-
tion, and it is an exhibition of strength and character that some-
times we don’t always see.

But also, I want to just commend you for your own achievements
in school, as difficult as it has been. There have been ups and
downs, but you have persevered, and you should really feel very
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good about yourselves, and certainly we feel very good about your
willingness to come here and to publicly demonstrate to us the
need for this legislation so that it would be easier for you and your
families and for other homeless children.

On the other side of this ledger, on the education side, we have
put many provisions into the law to try to reduce the barriers and
the obstacles to you getting services in schools—transportation and
counselors being required. But again, when they go to some of the
housing agencies, they find that there are barriers, and we are try-
ing to reduce those. So hopefully, your testimony will turn out to
be very valuable to us and very helpful to us.

And you look back and you will remember this, when you made
this kind of contribution on behalf of others who will be homeless
in the future. So I hope you take that away from this hearing. And
thank you again so very, very much.

And obviously, our very best wishes for you and your families
and that circumstances will change for the better for all you.
Thank you.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. Yes, I yield back.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Davis, is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman. And let
me first of all thank you not only for calling this hearing, but cer-
tainly for giving me the opportunity to participate, though I am not
a member of this particular committee.

I also want to commend you. We get an opportunity to ride back
and forth together on the airplane, and sometimes we even get
seated in the same row. And I want to commend you for your pas-
sion and your sensitivity to this issue. I know of it firsthand be-
cause we do get a chance to talk, and I am aware of how high you
hold this as a priority and the work that you have done on it over
the years, so I thank you very much for that.

I also want to commend Representative Miller for the leadership
he has provided as chairman and now ranking member of the Edu-
cation Committee, trying to make sure that we merge together the
housing and social service needs with the educational needs of stu-
dents who are homeless.

I want to commend all of the witnesses. I have been totally in-
trigued by your testimony and I appreciate your level of under-
standing and recognition of where our country not only is, but
where we need to go.

Particularly do I want to welcome Brandon and Starnica, since
both of them are from Chicago, where I come from. And I think the
Night Ministry, which I am very familiar with, is one of the most
innovative and creative programs I have ever heard about, read
about, participated with, or observed what it does not only with
homeless youth but with other homeless individuals, and we are
fortunate that the Coalition for the Homeless has been one of the
most effective advocacy groups for homeless persons in this coun-
try, at least for the last 20 years. And so, I would commend them.

Brandon, I didn’t get a chance to hear your testimony, unfortu-
nately. Are you associated with a program, or what program are
you connected with?
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Mr. DUNLAP. I am here with the Coalition for the Homeless.

Mr. DAvis. All right. So you are connected with the Coalition for
the Homeless, and I am sure you can verify what I said about
them, because not only do they pinpoint the need for services, but
they are so inspirational in terms of their approaches to doing it.

Starnica, where do you get your health care?

Ms. RODGERS. Iriteen, which was connected with the Night Min-
istry. The recommended me over to Iriteen.

Mr. Davis. Is it a clinic? Is it a—

Ms. RODGERS. It is the clinic.

Mr. DAvis. Is it a school-based clinic?

Ms. RODGERS. No.

Mr. DAvis. It is not a school-based clinic but is it a community
health center clinic?

Ms. RODGERS. It is for teens, so it is a teen clinic.

Mr. Davis. It is a teen health clinic, which I think also do fan-
tastic work. So I am just delighted that you all came to share with
us.
Chicago is somewhat fortunate. Truman College, which you at-
tend, which is a part of the city college system, does, in fact, have
a level of sensitivity to all kinds of students. It is also a college that
is a united nations of students, and so they pay particular atten-
tion to the needs of young people, the needs of their students, and
they are located in an area where I think individuals from every
race, creed, nationality, color—everybody lives in Uptown, in the
area where it is located, and I think that also helps.

The Chicago Board of Education has tried—I happen to be very
much aware of what they do because the woman who directed their
homeless program for several years happened to have been my sis-
ter’s classmate in college, so I became very familiar with them. The
one question that I wanted to ask is, do any of you know other
homeless young people who have not been able to connect with any
program?

Ms. RODGERS. Yes.

Mr. DAvis. So you know young people who are not connected to
a program or a service?

Ms. RODGERS. Yes.

Mr. DAvis. Brandon, do you know young people who—a few. A
few.

And that kind of projects and indicates that we not only need the
legislation, but we also need to make sure that there is adequate
funding for the programs that are authorized.

So again, I thank you all for coming, for your participation.

And I thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for your diligence and for
the opportunity to be here. And I yield back.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

We have a second panel, but we—I have just one question, so if
people would like the second round, if you could keep it to 2 min-
utes so that we could have the second panel.

But I just want to come back to—Rumi, you talked about the fact
that you and your mother were turned away from a shelter because
you were an older boy.
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And I think, Destiny, you talked about the fact that going to a
shelter, you were afraid that the family would be split up. So I
wanted to come back to that.

If you two could explain a little bit more. I know that this has
been true, and I have heard this before, that they don’t want to
take in older boys. But what happened, and did this happen in
other places, too?

Mr. KHAN. It has happened in—like in Safe Harbor, they don’t
accept older males or single males. I guess it is because they don’t
want to start relationships in a shelter. That is my best guess.

And, yes, that has happened to me, and I am not sure why it has
happened. So, yes, I—

Chairwoman BIGGERT. That is something we will have to look
into, then. Thank you.

And Destiny?

Ms. RAYNOR. Most of the shelters down in Florida separate the
males and females not depending upon the age, and we all wanted
to stay together because it would separate my younger brother and
my dad. They would go to a separate shelter and it would be me,
my little sister, and my mom. And we didn’t want that to happen.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. What would happen, let’s say, to a family
that has—the father and two daughters who are young?

Ms. RAYNOR. They would be separated. The children would go to
a different shelter, and I guess the leaders of the shelter would
take care of them.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you. We will look into this, too.
Thank you.

Mr. Cleaver, do you have anything just—okay. Thank you.

Mr. Stivers?

Mr. STIVERS. Thank you. I will be brief.

I just wanted to say to Brandon, and Rumi, and Brittany, and
Brooklyn, and Starnica how proud we are of you and what a great
job you did on your testimony today. We are proud of your accom-
plishments, your college graduation, joining the military, but we
are also proud of your perseverance and your passion on this sub-
ject.

I want to share just a really quick story so you understand that
while homelessness affects a lot of people, it certainly does not
have to get in your way. We have a colleague—a good friend of
mine named Hansen Clarke, from Detroit, Michigan—who was
homeless, and after his homelessness he went on to college, and
then became a State representative, State senator, and now he is
a Member of Congress.

So I just want all of you to know that you have bright futures.
You have a lot to offer our society. And we, as a society and as an
institution here in Congress, need to do a better job of trying to
help get folks the resources they need, and that is what I think the
chairwoman’s bill is about. And I am looking forward to supporting
that and I appreciate your testimony today, and we are going to
take it and try to address the situations you brought up. But I just
wanted to make sure you know how proud of you we all are. Thank
you.

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.
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Mr. Green, do you have any comments?

Mr. GREEN. Just a brief comment, Madam Chairwoman. I think
these young people have given us an opportunity today to under-
stand that this is not a problem for Democrats or Republicans or
conservatives or liberals. This is an American problem and it de-
serves an American solution.

I look forward to working with you to reach that solution. Thank
you, Madam Chairwoman.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Mr. Miller? Thank you.

Mr. Davis?

Mr. DAvis. Madam Chairwoman, the only thing that I would say
is, I remember my mother telling me when I was a young person
that problems are like babies—the more you nurse them the more
they grow—and that it is not always what your problem does to
you but it is a matter of what you do with what could have been
your problem.

I think you all are well on the way to not having problems but
having solutions.

Thank you very much.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

And with that, we will excuse this panel, and there are seats
available for you to listen to the other panel.

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 30 days
for Members to submit written questions to these witnesses and to
place their responses in the record.

If we could have the second panel come up.

I know it is going to be hard to top that panel, but thank you
all for being here, and I will now introduce the second panel: Ms.
Alicia Cackley, Director of Financial Markets and Community In-
vestment, U.S. Government Accountability Office; Mr. Seth Dia-
mond, commissioner, New York City Department of Homeless Serv-
ices; Ms. Maria Estella Garza, homeless liaison for the San Antonio
Independent School District; Mr. Mark Johnston, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Special Needs, Office of Community Planning and De-
velopment, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
commonly known as HUD; Ms. Barbara Poppe, executive director,
U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness; and Dr. Grace Whitney,
director of Connecticut Head Start State Collaboration Office, Con-
necticut State Department of Education.

Thank you all for being here, and you will be recognized for 5
minutes.

We will start with Ms. Cackley.

STATEMENT OF ALICIA PUENTE CACKLEY, DIRECTOR, FINAN-
CIAL MARKETS AND COMMUNITY INVESTMENT, U.S. GOV-
ERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Ms. CACKLEY. Chairwoman Biggert and members of the sub-
committee, good morning. I am pleased to be here to participate in
today’s hearing on homeless children and youth.

The Census Bureau indicates that 22 percent of all children in
the United States lived in poverty in 2010, and the Department of
Education identified nearly 940,000 homeless students during the
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2009-2010 school year, an 18 percent increase since the 2007—2008
school year. Multiple Federal agencies administer programs de-
signed to address the needs of children and youth experiencing
homelessness, but some programs use different definitions to deter-
mine eligibility. These definitions range from people living in emer-
gency or transitional shelters or on the street to those living with
others because of economic hardship or living in motels or camp-
grounds because they lack other adequate accommodations.

My statement today is based on GAO’s June 2010 report on dif-
ferences in the Federal definitions of homelessness and other fac-
tors that impact the effectiveness of programs serving persons ex-
periencing homelessness. In that report, we found that definitional
differences have posed challenges to providing services for persons
experiencing homelessness, including children and youth. In par-
ticular, children and youth living in certain precarious situations,
such as doubling up with others or living in motels, historically
were excluded from receiving government-funded housing services,
and we certainly heard about that this morning.

In our work, we also found that the data collected on the home-
less have a number of shortcomings, and consequently do not fully
capture the true extent and nature of homelessness. Further,
counts of homeless children and youth vary by agency, partly be-
cause various Federal programs have used different definitions.

Congress enacted the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid
Transition to Housing Act of 2009, the HEARTH Act, which broad-
ened the general definition of homelessness and provided great
statutory specificity concerning those who should be considered
homeless. Last month, HUD issued a new rule on the definition of
homelessness, adding a new category: unaccompanied youth and
families with children and youth who are defined as homeless
under other Federal statutes.

The HEARTH Act and HUD’s recent definitional changes may al-
leviate some challenges previously faced by children and youth in
accessing services. In particular, some children and youth who pre-
viously were not considered homeless by HUD will now qualify as
homeless. However, not enough time has passed for us to assess
the impact of these changes, and the broadening of the definition
does not mean that everyone who meets the new definition will be
entitled to benefits in all homeless assistance programs. Con-
straints on resources will likely continue to restrict access to hous-
ing services for many children and youth.

Another finding in our 2010 report was that different definitions
of homelessness make effective collaboration across Federal pro-
grams more difficult. Based on our work, we recommended that
Federal agencies develop a common vocabulary for homelessness.

The agencies agreed with our recommendations and have taken
some steps toward implementing them. For example, in January of
this year the Interagency Council convened a meeting of experts to
discuss the development of a common vocabulary and issued a re-
port to Congress in June that summarized the feedback received
during that meeting. The report notes that a common vocabulary
would allow Federal agencies to better measure the scope and di-
mensions of homelessness and may ease program implementation
and coordination.



29

Recently, Interagency Council staff told us that they held three
meetings this fall to discuss implementation of a common vocabu-
lary and data standard with key Federal agencies. The Interagency
Council also noted that individual Federal agencies have taken
some positive steps to create this common data standard and im-
prove coordination across agencies. For example, HHS and VA have
been working with HUD to plan the potential transition of some of
their data collection and reporting to HUD’s Homeless Manage-
ment Information System.

To sum up, we believe that a common vocabulary and data
standard used by all the Federal agencies that provide services for
the homeless is an important step toward the goal of providing effi-
cient and effective programs to end homelessness. It would allow
for the collection of consistent data that agencies could use to bet-
ter understand the nature of homelessness and it would allow for
more effective communication and collaboration across Federal,
State, and local programs that serve the homeless.

Chairwoman Biggert, this concludes my prepared statement. I
would be happy to respond to questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Cackley can be found on page 50
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

Mr. Diamond, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF SETH DIAMOND, COMMISSIONER, NEW YORK
CITY DEPARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES

Mr. DiaMOND. Thank you.

Good morning, Chairwoman Biggert, and members of the sub-
committee. I am pleased to be with you today to discuss New York
City’s ongoing efforts to prevent family homelessness and to work
with those who are homeless to return to the community as quickly
as possible.

New York City’s approach mirrors President Obama’s Federal
strategic plan to prevent and end homelessness. It emphasized pre-
venting homelessness, increasing economic security through em-
ployment, improving access to mainstream programs, and improv-
ing the health and stability of vulnerable populations.

As we heard so powerfully this morning, shelter can be particu-
larly difficult for children, many of whom have to leave their school
and community they know when coming into the shelter system.
There are 16,500 children in New York City’s shelter system, and
we work closely with all our families to ensure we can bring as
much stability as is possible into the lives of children living in shel-
ter.

The most important service we can provide for children is to
make sure they are enrolled in school and are attending each day.
We recognize that teachers and Education Department officials are
critical in those efforts. We try and place families in shelter as
close as possible to the school where their youngest child was en-
rolled, and staff from the City’s Department of Education is located
at our family intake center to assist families and enroll children in
a new school if that turns out to be necessary.

Once families are placed in shelter, education staff collaborates
with shelter-based staff to ensure children have transportation to
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reach school. We have also begun to provide attendance data to
shelters so they can track how children are attending school and
work with families where attendance is an issue. We have also es-
tablished homework rooms in shelters as a quiet place for students
to work and receive tutoring from the many not-for-profit organiza-
tions that partner with us.

It is far better for families not to be in shelter at all. To help
those already in shelter, we have worked to increase our employ-
ment efforts, and this year, alone 7,500 shelter households have
moved into jobs providing not only income, but greater stability.

For those at risk of homelessness, New York City prevents home-
lessness primarily through a network of 13 prevention offices,
called Homebase, located throughout the City. These offices use a
range of services in their efforts to fight homelessness. Among the
services is a close coordination with local schools. Homebase does
regular presentations to parent and teacher groups and school offi-
cials so that if they become aware that a family is dealing with
housing issues they can be referred for services.

The service mix that Homebase offers is different in each case,
but our offices are operated under two important principles. First,
those who ask for assistance must take concrete and verifiable
steps to improve their situation, and assistance is contingent on
their taking those steps.

Individuals working with a caseworker must design a plan to ad-
dress the circumstances that put them at risk of homelessness and
put that plan into action. The plan might include, for example, an
aggressive job search, looking for a new apartment, or attending fi-
nancial counseling.

Second, as called for in the Open Door report, Homebase is an
evidence-based effort where we continuously and rigorously review
our work to ensure it is efficient and cost-effective. Especially at a
time of limited resources, it is critical that our services be based
on solid and reliable data. Homebase meets that test and its pro-
grams are continually evaluated to both ensure we are targeting
those most in need of services and that wherever possible, we are
providing the services that are not only beneficial to the family but
will prevent those households from needing shelter.

To further ensure Homebase prevention services are effective, we
have undertaken a series of independent evaluations of the pro-
gram. These reviews, conducted by leading researchers at univer-
sities across the country, as well as a random assignment study un-
dertaken by Abt Associates, one of the Nation’s leading social
sciences research firms, looks at a series of the most critical ques-
tions involving our prevention efforts. The research is under way
and we look forward to sharing the results as those findings be-
come available.

Prevention efforts have become a greater part of the national dis-
cussion of homelessness, and we are gratified that the new Emer-
gency Solutions Grants (ESG) supports prevention work. We think
this change will be critical in encouraging communities across the
country to direct more resources towards prevention, and believe if
those programs are established and operated under the high stand-
ards we have used, they can be effective, and believe it would be
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a good investment of taxpayer dollars to expand the ESG funding
to allow additional prevention resources to be put in place.

HUD resources now are primarily dedicated to shelter, however,
should be focused on those with the greatest need. With financing
already stretched thin, to further dilute those allocations would
hurt the substantial efforts being made in New York and across the
country to assist those in shelter.

Dedicated resources are essential to provide those in shelter with
needed housing, employment, and rehabilitative and case manage-
ment services. While those living with others may be in need of
services, those needs can be addressed through other funding
streams, such as ESG. Existing allocations, such as the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, also provide an op-
portunity to assist those at risk of homelessness.

I thank you for the opportunity to testify and look forward to an-
swering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Diamond can be found on page
63 of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

Ms. Garza, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF MARIA ESTELLA GARZA, HOMELESS LIAISON,
SAN ANTONIO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Ms. GARZA. Thank you.

Good morning, Representative Biggert, Representative Gutierrez,
and members of the subcommittee. My name is Estella Garza, and
for the past 17 years I have been the homeless liaison at San Anto-
nio Independent School District in San Antonio, Texas.

Last year, we enrolled 3,171 homeless students in San Antonio
ISD. That is a 56 percent increase over the year before, and we are
on track for another increase this year.

About 80 percent of the homeless students we serve live in dou-
bled-up situations, staying with other people because they have no
other place to go. We can debate HUD homeless versus Ed home-
less, but in reality, they are all the same kids. Families and youth
can’t find spaces in the shelters or the shelters don’t have the space
to serve families or unaccompanied minors, so they are all—what
is left is just for them to be doubled up.

And they bounce from one situation to another. In San Antonio
there isn’t a double-up population, a motel population, and a shel-
ter population; it is all one group—a homeless population.

However they are defined, they are here and they will be here.
If they are not counted in our view of homelessness, it will be ex-
tremely skewed.

And when we talk about ending homelessness in 5 or 10 years,
we must realize that we cannot do that without addressing the
needs of our doubled-up children and youth because if they con-
tinue to experience the instability of doubling up as their norm,
then they will become the chronic homeless adults of tomorrow.

As we heard from our youth who testified earlier, doubled-up
children live in extremely overcrowded and stressful conditions
that affect every aspect of their development. We work hard to
serve our families and youth despite their constant mobility, but
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since they have no way to access stable housing, ultimately school
districts are losing children.

Example: I assisted a mother this October who had been doubled
up in 5 different homes in a 2-month period. She didn’t know
where to enroll her son. That same day, he was enrolled, but I
couldn’t help to access HUD’s services. She was not homeless, ac-
cording to HUD.

Another family who comes to mind is a mom, a veteran with a
high school son. They were living in a motel in a terrible neighbor-
hood in one room with no cooking facilities—not even a microwave
or a refrigerator.

I remember her son’s exact words: “This life is for the birds, not
humans.” Housing services? Mom paid the hotel. They are not
homeless, according to HUD.

I had hoped the changes to the HUD definition and the HEARTH
Act would allow San Antonio to provide housing and supportive
services to the children and youth I serve. However, after reading
the regulations, and particularly the documentation requirements,
I realized that the new definition would not make any difference
for the vast majority of my families and youth.

For example, it will be impossible for a doubled-up family to pro-
vide verification from the host family about how long they can stay,
how many times they have moved, or even confirming they were
actually staying there at all. Host families don’t want to admit to
any agency that they have two families in their apartment when
their lease and occupancy indicates one family.

I have seen families get evicted from HUD-subsidized housing for
going over the occupancy limits by housing a doubled-up family, so
now we have two homeless families, not one. So it is understand-
able that even a case manager calling a host family will be threat-
ening and likely to result in the host family asking the doubled-
up family to leave immediately.

If HUD’s goal is to create a high degree of anxiety and animosity
among family members in my community, these documentation re-
quirements are an excellent way of doing that. They will destroy
families’ support networks, create more mobility for my kids, more
stress, and even greater challenges. It seems like HUD is trying to
keep their old definition of homelessness and eliminate my dou-
bled-up families and youth by requiring too much documentation.

I understand HUD categorizes these families and youth as at-
risk, but the services my families and youth need most are housing
and supportive services, which are not available for at-risk fami-
lies. Plus, the at-risk population, again, won’t be counted, which
again creates a false picture of homelessness in my community.

H.R. 32, the Homeless Children and Youth Act, would be more
efficient than HUD’s paper chase and it would help our COC iden-
tify common needs and pursue common goals with one mindset. I
am used to certifying homelessness for other Federal programs,
such as the USDA free meals at school, HHS Head Start, and the
College Financial Aid for Unaccompanied Homeless Youth. I cer-
tainly will be glad to accept the responsibility of certifying children
and youth who are in clearly homeless situations under the U.S.
Department of Education’s definition so that we can serve them
and prevent them from becoming tomorrow’s homeless adults.
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Thank you so much for your time.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Garza can be found on page 70
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

Mr. Johnston, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF MARK JOHNSTON, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, OFFICE OF SPECIAL NEEDS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Mr. JOHNSTON. Chairwoman Biggert, Ranking Member Cleaver,
and Mr. Green, thank you for the opportunity to testify today on
this very important issue. I want to also thank you for having the
young, courageous witnesses on the first panel, and they are cer-
tainly evidence that all of us need to do more to help so many in
this Nation who have no place to call home.

Families with children make up too large a share of our homeless
population, making up nearly 40 percent of all people living on our
streets and in our shelters. Sadly, one in five homeless families are
living in cars and other unsheltered places.

This week, HUD released its national Point-In-Time count for
homeless persons. HUD partners with communities each January
to count the number of persons at a point in time who are either
unsheltered—that is, living outside—or are in homeless shelters.
These counts do not include persons who are at risk of having no
housing, such as persons living with other family or friends, of
which there are many, especially in these very difficult economic
times.

The number of persons living unsheltered or in shelters declined
by just over 2 percent between 2010 and 2011. Importantly, this
overall decline reflects reductions in all subgroups—individuals,
the chronically homeless, veterans, and families with children. The
reduction in homelessness among families was 2.4 percent from
2010 and 5 percent since 2007.

While we as a Nation have a long ways to go, given high record
poverty rates and unemployment rates, it is heartening that we are
seeing at least some progress again in reducing homelessness.
These reductions are a testament to both recent nationwide home-
less prevention efforts as well as continued funding of proven pro-
grams authorized by this subcommittee that provide supportive
housing to homeless families and individuals.

The HEARTH Act provides communities, for the first time, a full
range of tools to prevent and end homelessness. In particular,
HEARTH expressly allows for HUD programs to serve persons who
are defined as “at risk of homelessness” and expands the definition
of who is considered homeless.

HUD began to train this week, on Tuesday, on the definition of
homelessness with our over 8,000 local grantee partners. It is im-
portant to note that as grantees begin to use the new, more ex-
panded definition of homelessness and the definition of at-risk
homelessness we continue to receive essential flat funding year
after year. We are obviously in a time of great fiscal constraint,
and it will be very challenging to serve more people without addi-
tional resources.
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Related to the definition, I would like to acknowledge the good
work of GAO in assessing the need for a common vocabulary when
it comes to the issue of homelessness. I enthusiastically support the
finding that there should be a common vocabulary.

The HEARTH Act was the result of many years of hard work
from those on this committee and in the Congress in general, the
advocacy community, homelessness service providers, and HUD. I
was personally involved in these efforts from the beginning and I
was very heartened to see Congress pass this bipartisan bill.

In addition to broadening the definition of homelessness, the
HEARTH Act also consolidates three HUD programs into one, cre-
ates the Emergency Solutions Grants program, and the Rural
Housing Stability Program. So now, for the first time, HUD’s home-
less assistance programs will have the full range of tools that com-
munities need to confront homelessness for families and children,
from prevention for those who are at risk of losing their housing
to emergency shelter, transitional housing, rapid re-housing, and
permanent housing.

To implement the HEARTH Act amendments, HUD has devel-
oped and is issuing six sets of regulations, the details of which are
in my written testimony.

Finally, we realize that solving homelessness will require more
resources than are available through HEARTH. We are involved in
several initiatives to help reduce and end homelessness for families
with children and for youth that attempt to both bring more re-
sources to the table and to find the best strategies to deal with this
problem.

In conclusion, I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify
today, and I look forward to answering any questions you may
have.

[The prepared statement of Deputy Assistant Secretary Johnston
can be found on page 79 of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you, Mr. Johnston.

Ms. Poppe, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF BARBARA POPPE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
UNITED STATES INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON HOMELESSNESS

Ms. PopPPE. Good morning, Chairwoman Biggert, Representative
Green, and members of the subcommittee. Thank you for the op-
portunity to testify on the impact of homelessness on children and
youth.

I want to thank Chairwoman Biggert for her leadership on the
passage of the HEARTH Act. Today, we are here to discuss three
requirements in that Act: a change in HUD’s homeless definition,
a GAO study on Federal definitions, and the development of a Fed-
eral plan.

I am pleased to report that we have made progress on all three.
HUD’s new definition reflects the agreement that was reached in
the HEARTH Act, and we have followed up on the GAO’s study to
advance Federal work on a common vocabulary. And, as you know,
we have the first ever Federal strategic plan to prevent and end
homelessness.
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It is horrifying in a Nation as wealthy as ours that nearly 1 mil-
lion children and youth experience homelessness. The testimony we
have just heard underscores this tragedy.

As Deputy Assistant Secretary Mark Johnston has noted, the lat-
est HUD data shows that nearly 240,000 family members were
homeless on a single night in January of 2011. While the 2011
Point-In-Time count is less than the 2010 count, other trends are
not so positive.

There is significant mismatch between income and housing. More
families are experiencing foreclosure. The shrinking affordable
housing stock, falling household incomes, and increased competi-
tion from higher-income renters have really widened the gap be-
tween the number of low-income renters and the number of afford-
able units.

The needs of family, youth, and children vary, and often require
not only housing and employment but also attention to education,
health care, and other needs. These operate out at different silos
at a local level, often managed by different jurisdictions. Instead of
a tailored and holistic response, families and youth confront a high-
ly fragmented, uncoordinated set of services that they are are usu-
ally left to navigate on their own.

Not only is this tragic for homeless families, there is a growing
body of evidence that repeated housing instability is costly to public
systems. The good news is that there are solutions. Investing in
more housing assistance now can save money over the long term
for schools, child welfare, the health care system, and other public
institutions.

In June of 2010, the Obama Administration acted. For the first
time, the Federal Government set a goal to end family, youth, and
child homelessness by 2010. Opening Doors is based on a growing
body of evidence that shows how targeted, comprehensive solutions
are more cost effective than temporary fixes.

Affordable housing is a cornerstone of any effort to reduce and
ultimately end homelessness. The preservation and expansion of af-
fordable housing through rehabilitation, new construction, and
rental assistance is critical to ending family homelessness.

Unfortunately, though, the trend lines for affordable housing are
going in all the wrong directions. Too many Americans cannot af-
ford a safe place to call home. Despite the growing need, housing
assistance programs are threatened at all levels of government in
the current budget environment.

Next to affordable housing, prevention is also critical. Targeted
interventions that keep families from losing a home in the first
place spare children the trauma of homelessness, absences from
school, or changes in schools. The key drivers are access to afford-
able housing, financial assistance, and support during a crisis.

Another proven solution is rapid re-housing. Short-term assist-
ance helps families quickly move out of homelessness and into per-
manent housing. HPRP made an enormous impact around the
country and helped many communities shift to more cost-effective
programs focused on prevention and rapid re-housing.

Housing stability, though, over the long term requires the right
types of support provided in a highly coordinated way. These in-
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clude good health care, education, transportation, child care, and a
job that pays enough to meet household needs.

Federal collaboration is moving from silos to solutions that con-
nect these systems to prevent homelessness whenever possible, and
when it does not happen, to resolve it as quickly as possible. That
is work we are doing across Federal agencies. So, too, this needs
to occur at State and local levels.

What gets measured gets done, and this Administration has im-
proved data collection, analysis, and reporting. Agencies within
HHS and VA are coordinating with HUD on these efforts.

Our Nation has faced economic uncertainties during the first 18
months of Opening Doors implementation, but one thing remains
clear: Homelessness is an urgent problem. Not only is it dev-
astating to families and individuals who experience it, but it is
costly to society as a whole.

Republicans and Democrats in Congress and across the country
have collaborated for decades to fight homelessness. Family, youth,
and child homelessness is an outrage that should know no partisan
bouﬁldaries and is an area where we can make a real difference to-
gether.

We need to invest in what works; we need to invest in our fu-
ture—our children. Let us work together to ensure that by 2020,
not a single American child or youth experiences homelessness.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I look forward to
your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Poppe can be found on page 94
of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

Dr. Whitney, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF GRACE-ANN CARUSO WHITNEY, PH.D., MPA,
IMH-E (IV), DIRECTOR, CONNECTICUT HEAD START STATE
COLLABORATION OFFICE, CONNECTICUT STATE DEPART-
MENT OF EDUCATION

Ms. WHITNEY. Good morning, Chairwoman Biggert, Representa-
tive Green, and members of the subcommittee. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide testimony today.

My name is Grace Whitney. For the past 15 years, I have served
as director of the Head Start State Collaboration Office for the
State of Connecticut. The Head Start Act requires that State col-
laboration offices be in each State to partner with States in specific
priority areas, one of which is children experiencing homelessness.

For babies, toddlers, and preschoolers, living doubled-up in mo-
tels and other homeless situations creates toxic stress, causing de-
velopmental challenges such as physical delays and failure to
thrive, higher incidence of persistent illness, mental health prob-
lems such as trauma and depression, irritable behavior, and trou-
ble eating and sleeping. Young children’s neural networks, their ac-
tual genetic expressions, and the architecture of their young brains
are being created based on repetition of experiences. Unhealthy
conditions accumulate and seriously jeopardize their potential for
a healthy future.

For instance, one of our former Head Start managers explains
that children living in motels “live in extremely crowded rooms
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with numerous family members and often have very limited food
preparation options.” Often, these environments are full of tran-
sient adults and outdoor areas are unsafe so children are forced to
stay inside these cramped quarters, certainly not ideal for young
children and, of course, as you know, infants and toddlers who
must move. Many of these families would be excluded using the
HUD definition.

Families living in unstable conditions, including those who reside
in motels or doubled-up, often move repeatedly. This is extremely
stressful for babies and young children who need consistency and
routine for healthy development and emotional stability.

Relocating often requires families to re-qualify for essential serv-
ices, provide documentation yet again, and they can lose their place
in line. High mobility is stressful for parents, too, and often leads
to depression, which interferes with parenting, further compro-
mising child development.

In Connecticut, we find that even young children in HUD shel-
ters often are not getting adequate services and there are delays
in accessing services due surely to the lack of awareness of the
needs of babies, toddlers, and preschoolers. Head Start focuses its
services on those families most in need. Head Start uses the
McKinney-Vento education definition of homelessness, which recog-
nizes the full range of family and child homelessness that Head
Start programs see every day.

Head Start is a mainstream program without sufficient capacity
to serve all eligible children. In fact, with current funding, Head
Start nationally serves about 50 percent of eligible preschoolers
and less than 5 percent of eligible infants and toddlers.

Yet, Head Start programs are required to identify and prioritize
doubled-up or other homeless children due to their dire living cir-
cumstances. Homeless families are allowed to enroll immediately
while documentation is obtained. Head Start staff strive to begin
services right away, to offer or obtain all needed services quickly,
and to work in whatever ways they can with community partners
to remove barriers.

In serving homeless children, Head Start is a natural partner for
HUD homeless and housing service providers. Head Start is a com-
prehensive, two-generational program that provides a full range of
health, mental health, education, and social services to children
and their families.

Since roughly half of children in HUD shelters are age five and
under, these are children who are not on the radar screen of the
schools. Our services complement those of HUD providers and are
a critical strategy to meet the multiple needs of homeless families
that may otherwise go unmet.

However, since HUD does not consider many doubled-up families
or motel families to be homeless, this can present a barrier to Head
Start programs who cannot then provide these families with the
critical referrals to HUD-funded programs. Even those who might
qualify under HUD’s definition may still face barriers due to re-
quirements for documentation, which can not only be stressful but
impossible for families. Such requirements can create delays in
achieving stability for babies and young children, consume precious
staff time and resources, and create circumstances which put the
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needs of vulnerable children last, setting them further back devel-
opmentally.

Most beneficial for young children are policies and practices that
recognize and align with their unique needs and promote rather
than hinder their health and future success.

In closing, we all share the goal of ending family homelessness.
However, without dedicated attention to the needs of young chil-
dren, working together for multiple systems, we will fall far short
of this goal.

To break the cycle of homelessness, we must evaluate all home-
less and housing policies, including the definitions of homelessness
from a child development perspective, and ensure housing policies
take into account the threat to further lives of these young, the
very dire consequences to literally the well-being of our Nation, of
doing anything less.

Thank you again for the opportunity to share my experiences and
those of the Head Start programs in the State of Connecticut.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Whitney can be found on page
112 of the appendix.]

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you so much.

And now, we turn to the questions by Members, and I am glad
to see there are a couple of us here. It really is important, and it
is a shame that there is so much going on and that this happens
with—when we talk about homelessness, that we keep pushing and
pushing for this.

And so, I will yield myself 5 minutes.

The definition of HUD—as you know, I worked on the definition
for Education, and I think that is when we realized what—the dis-
covering of—and really getting to know the numbers of how many
homeless children there were because of enrolling in schools and
then being able to do that right away, and then finding out that
HUD didn’t match that.

And really, the first generic definition of HUD was this is an in-
dividual who lacks a regular and adequate nighttime residence.
And it was really addressed for what we would call the people who
were living on the street or under the bridge, and it was very im-
portant that they were protected by this.

But moving, then, towards young people, children, and expand-
ing that was very slow. We had the HEARTH Act, and working on
that, and I can remember that at that hearing—and there were a
few people there, but it was a most important hearing, and one of
our Members of Congress testified. It was the first time he had
ever talked about the fact that he was homeless and had been
abused. And I have to say, we were all in tears—all five of us. And
it had such an impact so that we really worked on changing the
definition there. But it wasn’t enough.

If you look at the HUD definition, with Title 1, obviously, it is
the general definition. But then the things that you have to go
through, still, that an individual or family who will immediately—
imminently lose their housing, including the housing they own,
rent, or live in sharing with others, rooms in hotels or motels not
paid for by a Federal, State, or local government program, court
order, individual or a family having a primary night residence that
is a room in a hotel or motel and where they lack resources to re-
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side there for more than 14 days, or credible evidence that the
owner will not allow the person to stay more than 14 days, has no
subsequent resident identified, lacks the resources needed to obtain
other permanent housing, unaccompanied youth and homeless fam-
ilies with children, having experienced a long-term period without
living independently in permanent housing, having experienced
persistent instability as measured by frequent moves, can be ex-
pected to continue in status for an extended period of time.

We really just can’t make these kids jump through all those
hoops. Most of the children—homeless children—recognized by the
Department of Education would not meet the HUD standards, and
I think this is what has happened to some of the children that were
here today.

And they don’t qualify. If they don’t meet the requirements they
don’t qualify for the homeless housing and supportive services.

We really have to make this change, and I really am happy to
see that you are bringing this up, and talking about it, and doing
it. But I think that we really have to have a definition that is the
same as the other agencies, that is the same as the Department of
Education, if we are going to get all of this together. And that is
why we have H.R. 32, as well as doing some other things.

I don’t think that the kids on panel one or most of the homeless
kids are recognized as homeless, as I said, by the Department of
Education should be considered at-risk. These kids are homeless.
That is their problem and their challenge. And so, HUD needs to
recognize this fact, and I think Congress and every Federal agency
needs to work together to help these homeless kids.

And I would hope that we can work together and continue to do
that. And as you do rulemaking, too, it is very important that you
don’t put up more and more barriers to do that.

Ms. Garza, throughout your testimony you mentioned that you
couldn’t help certain families secure housing or assistance through
HUD’s programs, and the reasons why families, children, and
youth can’t secure is important. Can you address that quickly?

Ms. GARZA. As I indicated, 80 percent of our families that we
identified are in doubled-up situations. Many of these families are
chronically homeless. We work with these families on an ongoing
basis, year after year after year.

Because they are in a doubled-up situation, they really don’t
qualify for HUD services, and these families, being that they have
been chronically homeless, there are a lot of mental health issues,
so the supportive services are especially—would be very beneficial
for the families that I serve.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. And I think we heard today in the testi-
mony that moving—and they would be doubling up with somebody
and then they would be asked to leave. It is for various reasons.
Sometimes because they were—people might be afraid that they—
they have rented for one family and suddenly there is another fam-
ily living there so they are somewhat illegitimate.

But I think just the idea that they are being kicked out of some-
place and they have nowhere to go, and this keeps happening, is
just—

Ms. GARzA. Because they are doubled-up—going from doubled-up
to doubled-up they are—they have already exhausted a lot of their
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family connections, their family support systems. They have gone
from family member to family member to family member to family
member, and in every location they have overstayed their welcome.
And so, because of that then, again, their limitation or their re-
sources become very limited as to where they can go

So it gets to be a really challenging situation when they actually
just move in, because they have to be somewhere in a relative’s
house, and then have to ask them for documentation to support
that they really are homeless for HUD. That would be really, really
challenging.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you.

We are hearing so much about this, and having this panel was
great. And we have a couple people here today who are really ac-
tive in this. One is Diane Nylan, who has traveled all over the
country visiting homeless throughout the country and then did a
documentary that is called “Heroes,” and I hope that you have all
had an opportunity to see that. And then Alexandra Pelosi did one
called, “The Motel Kids,” and it was about the kids in Florida that
was very moving.

And, of course, “60 Minutes” has had a program on this lately,
and then we have Barbara Duffield here, from the National Coali-
tion on Homelessness, that has done so much. So we have all the
tools and we have the help, we just have to get this done.

And with that, I recognize the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Green,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Again, I thank the witnesses for appearing today. It has been
said and I will say it again, it is better to build a strong child than
to repair a broken adult. Now, for those who deal in the social
sciences—the psychologists, psychiatrists, the criminologists, pale-
ontologists—I just want you to know, I don’t necessarily like the
language of a “broken” adult, but I need to communicate, so just
allow me to communicate.

I would be interested in knowing if you have seen any empirical
evidence on the number of people who are incarcerated or were in-
carcerated who were homeless for some period of time in their
lives. Anyone with anything that you can point me to? I am sure
that Google will help, but you may give me a head start if you have
some empirical intelligence.

Mr. JOHNSTON. One or two observations I have is, years ago we
did a study that looked in part at that topic and about 50 percent
of homeless adults had had some experience with the criminal jus-
tice system, either in prisons or in jails. I know, having visited
Rikers Island before and seeing their homeless prevention program
out there, there are tremendous challenges we have in our cities
and communities everywhere with people coming into the jail sys-
tem because they were homeless and often leaving the jail system
1]E)lecause they are homeless. And so, prevention really is a key factor

ere.

Mr. GREEN. Now, someone indicated that people move from one
State to another because they find that in State A they don’t re-
ceive the resources that they can receive in State B. To what extent
do you find this to be the case, where we have people who literally
will hear, “If you go over to State A, you will get some help.”
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Ms. Poppe?

Ms. PopPPE. Certainly, the implementation of Federal programs at
State and local levels varies quite widely because a great amount
of discretion is given to locals and States as to how they implement
the Federal programs. But the other piece that occurs is that the
resources that States and local governments contribute to the solu-
tions also vary. So some States contribute and support heavily in
homeless programs to provide assistance; other States provide very
little if no assistance at all.

And so, the resources available to families vary greatly. I think
you can see that most in the unsheltered numbers is the high rate
of unsheltered children and youth that we see primarily in south-
ern States and in California is reflective of a lack of investment by
often State and local governments in real housing solutions to ad-
dress the problem. And so, certainly, that variation is quite dif-
ferent from what services are available in the State of New York,
say, and what would be available in the State of California.

Mr. GREEN. Do you find that people will migrate based upon
knowledge that they receive about these benefits from one State to
another?

Ms. PoprPE. Most of the studies that I have seen indicate that
people are moving for reasons of greater economic opportunity, so
they are moving to find the jobs. And then, sometimes, those jobs
don’t pan out, and in that case, they experience homelessness.

So it is not that they moved for homeless services per se. They
moved because they were seeking a better job opportunity than
they had in that situation. I think an exception to that will be do-
mestic violence victims who often are fleeing abusive situations,
and they do try to leave the State or other communities simply for
safety reasons.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you.

Mr. Johnston, would you care to add something to this, please?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I remember being in St. Petersburg a few years
ago and there was a statewide conference on homelessness that I
was going to be speaking at the next morning, and I was walking
around the City talking with people who were out on the streets
at night in a park, and this one particular gentleman observed that
he is actually from Ohio but he comes down in the winter time to
stay in Florida. He is increasingly staying there time and time
again.

I was intrigued with that, and as we looked at our data within
communities all across the country, the vast majority of people do
tend to stay within—where their family is from, frankly, although
there certainly are examples, as Barbara is mentioning, that if they
need greater economic opportunity, they are going to be searching
wherever that might be.

And I did want to also emphasize the point: I have seen huge dis-
parities on the level of assistance provided. “60 Minutes” contacted
us before they did the story; we provided them all of the data that
we had and they therefore picked the State of Florida in large part
because two-thirds of all homeless families live outside in Florida.

There are very few places like that in the country, but every
State is somewhat different. And that is certainly a huge concern
that families with children will be living outside.
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Mr. GREEN. I really would like to explore this more, but my time
is limited, so I will move onto something else.

We have heard a good indication that one can be housed yet
homeless—housed yet homeless—doubled-up, as you have put it,
living with a friend. And the intelligence that you accorded us with
reference to how this impacts the formative years of very young
children is very, very disturbing, which gets us to this notion of a
need for a common definition, but a common vocabulary. A common
vocabulary could be of great benefit across agencies, as I am under-
standing your testimony today.

I also understand, and I want you to help me with this, is the
genuine appeal for assistance, that these definitions were promul-
gated because there was a need that they were trying to meet so
they arrived at a definition that would work for a given need,
which developed these silos and definitions and stovepipes that did
not function well across lines. How do we deal with the different
needs that have to be met with a common definition?

And I am hopeful and believe that we are moving in the right
direction. I just want to hear from the experts on the record as to
how we get it done. So which of the experts would like to be first?

Mr. Johnston?

Mr. JOHNSTON. About 2 years ago, HUD, the Department of
Health and Human Services, and the Department of Education
launched an effort and submitted a proposal to Congress to try a
demonstration in particular for homeless families, and another one
for currently homeless persons. And we were trying to link up
mainstream resources that HUD has with HHS and Education.

And it was interesting—this went on for about a year, in terms
of really fine-tuning a proposal that we could use, and when we
spoke the word “homeless”, it certainly was used in different ways,
from my good friend, Joe McLaughlin, from Education, as he would
describe what homelessness meant from their statutory definition
versus ours.

So I think the need for a common vocabulary is incredibly valu-
able. When we interviewed with the GAO, we certainly supported
that and look forward to that, and I know ICH has taken great
leadership to move forward on that, because the challenge in this
country is there are so many different needs—huge housing
needs—that we have to be able to converse very well across agen-
cies at Federal and local levels to solve this problem.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Diamond?

Mr. DiaMOND. I would agree that there are tremendous needs,
and I certainly think that we should do more to invest both in peo-
ple in shelter and in people who are living in precarious living situ-
ations of all kinds. New York City has made a great effort, and the
HPRP funding that we have we have really used in a targeted way
for at-risk families, in particular.

Our concern with broadening a definition, though, is diluting the
resources. At a time of level or even declining funding, broadening
the definition away from shelter potentially means taking re-
sources away from the shelter system to use in other situations.

There are other needs, clearly, and there are funding streams
available. But we really need to make sure we continue our invest-
ment in those in shelter, because those are high-need families who
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have a variety of case management and other kinds of services that
need to be provided if they are going to be able to leave the shelter
system.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Poppe, would you care to respond?

Ms. PopPE. What I wanted to add is that as we have heard all
of the testimony this morning from the young people they, in fact,
were all eligible for HUD programs related to providing main-
stream housing assistance. But the reality is, those mainstream
housing programs are oversubscribed. HUD programs can only
meet about one-fourth of the need for those who are eligible.

And so, the larger issue goes back to the need for the resources
to meet those needs, and that is why the Interagency Council has
worked across the definitions toward this end of creating a common
vocabulary so that even in these places we can talk about the dif-
ferent eligibility criteria and how we can try to effectively use the
scarce resources that are available to get families who are living
precariously and doubled-up in really difficult circumstances the
best access to affordable housing, which is what I heard each of
these young people testify about, was what they were really looking
for was a safe, stable home.

We just, as a country, haven’t yet made that commitment of the
resources that the Federal, State, and the local, and the private
sector resources to make that occur. And that is the work that sits
before us, and that is the larger call to end homelessness.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you very much, Mrs. Biggert. I will wait. If
there is another round I will wait. Thank you.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Let’s do another round.

Let’s go to Mr. Sherman first for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHERMAN. We have a shortage of housing for the homeless.
We have an incredible shortage of money here in the Federal Gov-
ernment. And we have an enormous surplus of boarded-up houses,
at least in some communities.

Is there any way that we can use the housing stock that has al-
ready been constructed to meet these needs? And knowing that
some of these houses that are boarded-up are 2,000 or 3,000 square
feet, is there any way that they can accommodate more than one
homeless family?

I will ask Mr. Johnston.

Mr. JOoHNSTON. We do have an initiative that we have had for
years, and it certainly is much more active during years where we
have huge foreclosures, like in the recent past, where discounts can
be made to allow these houses to be used for a variety of different
reasons, including housing homeless persons.

Mr. SHERMAN. It is one thing to find somebody who is homeless
but somehow has the finances to make reduced mortgage pay-
ments. Is that the kind of program you are talking about, or are
you talking about a program by which community organizations ac-
quire use or ownership of these structures?

Mr. JOHNSTON. It was really the latter, in terms of foreclosed
properties.

Mr. SHERMAN. How many of these foreclosed properties have
been turned over to those housing the homeless in the last year?

Mr. JOoHNSTON. I will get that answer for you because I do not
know.
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Mr. SHERMAN. Because everywhere I look in—well, not every-
where I look—in many places where you look around the country,
the homes are being boarded up, they are being torn down. The
ones that are being torn down are in bad shape when measured
against good housing. They are palaces compared to sleeping in
your car, and even better compared to sleeping in the car you don’t
have.

So we are in this bizarre circumstance where we have boarded-
up houses and people sleeping on the streets, and that—on another
night, can you tell me what—

Mr. JOHNSTON. Actually, it just occurred to me, I did not refer
to the Neighborhood Stabilization Program—multibillion program
funded by Congress that has been tremendously helpful, to look at
distressed areas with high foreclosure rates, to be able to rehabili-
tate and get those houses back into service. And it is in many,
many tens of thousands—

Mr. SHERMAN. That is back into service for people who are going
to own the homes, which really get people out of apartments and
into homes that they can—single family homes they can live in,
which is an outstanding idea. I don’t know if that affects the prob-
lems that we are talking about today, although it could be an—

Mr. JOHNSTON. When we did the training for and launching of
this program, we also encouraged the use of these properties for
nonprofit organizations to house persons with special needs, includ-
ing homeless persons.

Mr. SHERMAN. Okay. Gotcha.

What problems are you having administering the HEARTH Act?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am sorry. What problems what?

Mr. SHERMAN. The HEARTH Act?

Mr. JOHNSTON. We are just now launching the implementation of
the HEARTH Act amendments. The definition of homelessness, for
instance, comes into effect on January 4th; the first program com-
ing out of line is the Emergency Solutions Grants program, which
is January 4th, as well.

I will mention that we have identified a few technical chal-
lenges—technical errors that we have found in the law that are
going to be limiting communities. For instance—and one of the
most concerning ones to—

Mr. SHERMAN. When did you discover these errors and when did
you bring them to the attention of members of this committee?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Committee staff recently received a copy of them
to look at; we briefed them on it.

Mr. SHERMAN. When did you discover the problems?

Mr. JOHNSTON. We discovered the problems probably a year-and-
a-half, 2 years ago.

Mr. SHERMAN. Okay.

Mr. JOHNSTON. And let me say, the Senate was hopeful to actu-
ally be enacting changes to this.

Mr. SHERMAN. So you found the problems a year-and-a-half ago,
you waited a year-and-a-half to tell the House, but somebody in the
Senate did know about the problems and was trying to do some-
thing about it.

I yield back.
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Chairwoman BIGGERT. So you sent it to the House of Lords,
which takes a while to get to these things. Could we see a copy of
it please?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. I have not received anything.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Okay.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. I appreciate it. Thank you.

Dr. Whitney, you highlight some very compelling evidence for
many of the barriers that have prevented the children and youth
from getting the housing assistance and services from HUD, and
I won’t read them over again, that is in your testimony. But I just
want to say thank you for all that you are doing.

And I had the opportunity years and years ago—I am a lawyer
and I had been clerking for a judge on the U.S. Court of Appeals
who was waiting for my job that was going to start in September,
so I spent the summer volunteering at Head Start in Hull House,
in Chicago, and it was the first year. It had just opened. And so
that was—I won’t tell you how long ago that was, but it was a long
time. And it was really, I think, for the help—that was kind of the
start of really helping preschool kids to be ready to go to school,
and we just need more and more of that right now.

And we need the kids who are homeless—I guess I am not ask-
ing questions, really, but I really would hope that we could all
work together to really to solve this and really take a look at re-
moving these barriers, because the more regulations that we get in
the harder it is.

And I know, Mr. Diamond, it seems like you don’t really like
H.R. 32.

Mr. DiAMOND. I am certainly supportive of the concept of invest-
ing in people who are in difficult housing situations, and the City
makes a major investment in trying to help those families. And we
have offices throughout the City that provide services.

Our concern is that shelter is a very expensive and needed re-
source. In New York City, it costs $3,000 a month to keep a family
in shelter. And if we are going to take money away from the shel-
ter system, it will have an impact on our ability to effectively serve
those families.

So that is our concern. Not that there isn’t a need, not that if
there were increasing resources available we wouldn’t want to in-
vest in everyone who has needs, but our concern is taking re-
sources away from those who are in the shelter system.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. That really is a different issue, but I
know that this is something that—even when we were trying to do
the HEARTH Act, to get that through, to try and get everybody on
board was difficult. But I think everybody now realizes the impor-
tance of it.

And I think New York is probably doing more than a lot of the
States, really, in the programs that you have. I was impressed by
that. But I really would like to see us all being on board with mak-
ing sure that there aren’t these barriers.

So, Ms. Cackley, we haven’t asked you any questions. Would you
like to make another comment from—

Ms. CACKLEY. I do just have one comment. I wanted to also make
the point in talking about the benefits of a common vocabulary is,
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one of the other things that it does is it allows you to do a much
better job of measuring homelessness, which then allows you to
know what it is you are dealing with in a much more complete
way. Prioritizing does have to take place, but you can’t really even
prioritize if you don’t know the extent of the problem. So for that
purpose, having a common vocabulary allows measurement to hap-
pen.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Thank you. And then all the measure-
ment would be the same, hopefully.

Ms. CACKLEY. That would be the hope.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Okay.

With that, I yield back.

Mr. Green, do you have something briefly?

Mr. GREEN. Yes, ma’am. I will make it very brief. Thank you.

I would like to, if I may, Mrs. Biggert, thank the staff. They just
provide us an inordinate amount of intelligence, and it means a lot
to have people to assist us to the extent that they do.

Following up on what you said, Ms. Cackley, do others agree that
a common definition would yield greater intelligence on the length,
breadth, width, and depth of the problem? Is there anyone who dif-
fers?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I think there is a distinction between common vo-
cabulary and common definition, in the sense that if we all under-
stand the terms we are using, we have a common dictionary that
we can all use, then we can understand each other, we can commu-
nicate, and we can implement programs.

I, too, have a concern, as does Mr. Diamond. If you were to ex-
pand HUD’s homeless definition, which is in the law, to, for in-
stance, the Education definition, it has some big challenges with it.

And what I mean by that is, we have enough funding from Con-
gress for 3 years in a row to house 200,000 people in transitional
and permanent housing. Expanding the definition greatly does not
allow us to serve a single additional person, and that is sort of the
concern we have about having one common definition when the re-
sources that we provide are very, very expensive.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN. Of course, Madam Chairwoman. Of course.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. I might have said that the wrong way.
What we are looking for is that if a child is homeless under the
definition—Education—then they should be considered homeless. It
doesn’t really put that definition into HUD. It doesn’t expand it to
adults.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Let me move to another area rather quickly, and this is in the
area of veterans who are homeless, and they have children, too, of
course. And all children are important. No child should be elevated
to some status higher than another.

But I am curious, do we have, Ms. Poppe, any intelligence on the
children of veterans?

Ms. PopPE. Thank you, Mr. Green, for that question. This is an
area that has been a strong focus of the President and VA Sec-
retary Shinseki, to focus on the needs of homeless veterans, and
that we might one day end that by 2015.
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Just this week, we reported a 12 percent reduction in the per-
centage of veterans experiencing homelessness. There are a couple
of new programs—or programs that have been really pushed out by
this Administration.

One is the HUD-VASH Program. The VASH Program provides
rent subsidies through HUD combined with health care services
and other supports through the VA, and that program is able to
serve veterans’ families, including the children in them. And so, it
is a holistic response to veterans’ homelessness.

The VA has also just put together, with the support of Congress,
the Supportive Services for Veterans Families. That program pro-
vides flexible assistance that, too, can serve families with children.

Historically, the VA services have been limited to the veteran
themselves, and with these two initiatives, they can now serve fam-
ily members who are part of that. So yes, we are seeing veterans’
families, unfortunately, experiencing homelessness, and yes, we are
able to respond and we believe that these responses is what is con-
tributing to the overall reduction in homelessness among veterans.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you.

Madam Chairwoman, I want to thank you again, and alert the
witnesses that the Chair recently marked up a piece of legislation
styled “Homes for Heroes,” and this piece of legislation would sta-
tion a person in HUD whose sole responsibility would be to monitor
homelessness among our veterans and there would be a report ac-
corded Congress. So I want to thank you for allowing that legisla-
tion to receive a markup, and hopefully, it will matriculate through
Congress and get to the President’s desk.

Thank you very much.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. The gentleman is very humble. It was his
legislation that passed.

Just one further thing for clarification.

Ms. Cackley, you note in your testimony that the Department of
Education identified nearly 1 million homeless students during the
2009-2010 school year, and that there was an 18 percent increase
since the 2007—2008 school year. So you note that some evidence
suggests that homelessness among children is increasing.

How do you explain the discrepancy between the HUD report—
numbers that were just reported by the Administration on Tuesday
and the Education numbers?

Ms. CAcCKLEY. I haven’t looked at them in great detail, but I
would assume that part of the discrepancy is the definitional dif-
ferences, still.

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Okay. Thank you.

With that, I ask unanimous consent to insert the following mate-
rials into the hearing record: December 7th, 2011 letter from
Women Against Abuse; December 8th letter from National Center
on Family Homelessness; letter from the Chicago Coalition for the
Homeless; letter from the National Human Services Assembly; let-
ter from the Social Work Association of America; letter from the
American School Counselor Association; letter from First Focus
Campaign for Children; letter from Hear Us; letter from the Home-
less Prenatal Program; letter from the National Association of RE-
ALTORS®; letter from the National Coalition for Homelessness;
letter from the National Center for Housing and Child Welfare; let-
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ter from the National Network for Youth; letter from the Western
Regional Advocacy Project; letter from the National Health Care
for the Homeless Council; letter from Alliance for Excellent Edu-
cation; letter from the National Law Center on Homelessness and
Poverty; letter from the National Association for Education of
Homeless Children and Youth; letter from Family Promise; letter
from Family Promise of Midland; letter from the National Network
to End Domestic Violence; letter from Horizons for Homeless Chil-
dren; letter from the Interfaith Hospitality Network of Augusta;
letter from Family Promise of Greater Helena; letter from Inter-
faith Hospitality Network of Burlington County; letter from Family
Promise of Morris County; letter from the Interfaith Hospitality
Network of Essex County; letter from the Family Promise of
Forsyth County; letter from the Road Home; letter from the Family
Promise of Albuquerque; letter from the Fort Bend Family Promise;
letter from the Interfaith Hospitality Network of Northwest Phila-
delphia; letter from the Family Promise of Monmouth County; let-
ter from the Family Promise of North Idaho; letter from the Family
Promise of Hawaii; letter from the National PTA; letter from the
National Association of Secondary School Principals; report from
the National Center on Family Homelessness; and the June 2011
data collection summary report from the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREEN. Madam Chairwoman, I have a unanimous consent,
as well, from the National Low Income Housing Coalition. I would
like to ask—

Chairwoman BIGGERT. Without objection, it is so ordered. We left
one out?

And thank you all. Really, thank you for being here and thank
you for your testimony.

The Chair notes that some Members may have additional ques-
tions for the panel which they may wish to submit in writing.
Without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 30 days
for Members to submit written questions to these witnesses and to
place their responses in the record.

And there is one more request for unanimous consent—the Na-
tional Association of Home Builders. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

With that, thank you so much. You have all been great wit-
nesses, and you have been a great panel. Thank you.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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HOMELESSNESS

To Improve Data and Programs, Agencies Have
Taken Steps to Develop a Common Vocabulary

What GAO Found

Definitional differences of homelessness have posed challenges to providing
services for children and youth. Children and youth living in precarious situations,
such as living with others or in hotels, historically were excluded from receiving
government-funded services. Congress enacted the Homeless Emergency
Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act of 2009 (HEARTH Act), which
broadened the general definition of homelessness and provided greater statutory
specificity conceming those who should be considered homeless. in November
2011, HUD issued a final rule on the definition of homelessness, adding a new
category of homelessness—unaccompanied youth, and families with children
and youth who are defined as homeless under other federal statutes. The
HEARTH Act and HUD’s recent definition changes may alleviate some
challenges previously faced by children and youth in accessing services, but not
enough time has passed to assess the impact of those changes. Some children
and youth who previously were not considered homeiess by HUD will now qualify
as homeless, However, the broadening of the definition does not mean that
everyone who meets the new definition would be entitled to benefits in all
homeless assistance programs, and constraints on resources will likely continue
to restrict access for some children and youths,

As of December 2011, the U.S. interagency Council on Homelessness
(interagency Council) and federal agencies had taken steps to develop a
common vocabulary for discussing homelessness and related terms, as GAC
recommended in its June 2010 report. In January 2011, the Interagency Councit
convened a meeting of experts to discuss the development of a common
vocabulary and the exdent to which differences in definitions create barriers to
accessing services. The interagency Council issued a report to Congress in June
2011 that summarized the feedback received during the meeting. The report
notes that a common vocabulary would aflow federal agencies to better measure
the scope and dimensions of homelessness, and may ease program
implementation and coordination. As of December 2011, Interagency Council
staff told GAQ that they held three meetings—in August, September, and
October 201 1—io discuss implementation of a common vocabulary and data
standard with key federal agencies such as HUD; the Departments of
Commerce, Education, Health and Human Services (HHS), Labor, and Veterans
Affairs (VA); and the Social Security Administration. The Interagency Council
also noted that individual federal agencies have taken some positive steps to
create this common data standard and improve coordination across agencies.
For example, HHS and VA have been working with HUD to plan the potential
transition of some of their programs to HUD's data system (Homelessness
Management Information Systems). As GAO has reported in the past, a common
vocabulary would allow agencies to collect consistent data that agencies could
compile to better understand the nature of homelessness, and it would allow
agencies to communicate and coilaborate more effectively.

United States Government Accountabitity Office
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Chairman Biggert, Ranking Member Gutierrez, and Members of the
Subcommittee:

I am pleased to be here to participate in today’s hearing on the barriers
that homeless children and youths face in securing services. The Census
Bureau indicates that 22 percent of all children in the United States (16.4
million), lived in poverty in 2010, and some evidence suggests that
homelessness among children is increasing. For example, according to
the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) estimates of
shelter use, the number of homeless families increased by 20 percent
from 2007 to 2010 and families currently represent a much larger
percentage of the shelter population than ever before.’ Furthermore, the
Department of Education (Education) identified 939,903 homeless
students during the 2009-2010 school year, an 18 percent increase since
the 2007-2008 school year. Multipte federal agencies administer
programs designed to address the needs of children and youths
experiencing homelessness, but some programs use different definitions
of homelessness to determine eligibility. The definitions range from
peopile living in emergency or transitional shelters or on the street, to
those living with others because of economic hardship or living in motels
or campgrounds because they lack other adequate alternative
accommodations, Counts of homeless children vary by agency, partly
because various federal programs have used different definitions. For
exampie, Education’s counts of homeless children have differed from
HUD's counts, partly because Education’s counts also include children
doubled up in private residences or living in hotels or motels while HUD's
have not.

My statement today is based on our June 2010 report on differences in
the federal definitions of “homelessness” and other factors that may
influence the effectiveness of programs serving persons experiencing
homelessness, including children and youths.? To improve federal
agencies’ understanding of homelessness and help mitigate the barriers

*The technical term is *homeless persons in families” and includes households with at
least one adult and one child. This data point is according to HUD's 1-year estimates of
shelter use. According to HUD’s 2010 estimate, about 59 percent of the members of these
hometless families—335,000—wete children under age 18. Data limitations about
homeless chifdren and youths are discussed later in this statement.

28ee GAO, Homelessness: A Common Vocabulary Could Help Agencies Collaborate and
Collect More Consistent Data, GAQ-10-702 (Washington, D.C.: June 30, 2010).
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posed by having different definitions of homelessness, we made two
recommendations in that report to federal agencies—working through the
U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness (Interagency Council). We
recommended that they

« Develop joint federal guidance that establishes a common vocabulary
for discussing homelessness and related terms. Such guidance may
allow agencies to collaborate more effectively to provide services to
those experiencing homelessness.

+ Determine whether it would be cost-effective to use this common
vocabulary to develop and implement guidance for collecting
consistent federal data on housing status for programs that address
homelessness.

Specifically, this statement focuses on how differences in the definition of
homelessness may influence the effectiveness of programs, as well as
the progress federal agencies have made in implementing our
recommendations.

For our 2010 report, we reviewed relevant laws, regulations, and
government reports across a number of programs specifically targeted to
address issues related to homelessness. We also interviewed officials at
HUD; the Departments of Health and Human Services (HHS) and
Education; the interagency Council; and the Departments of Justice and
Labor. We conducted in-depth interviews with a variety of stakeholders,
including advocates and researchers, as well as service providers, state
and local government officials, and HUD field staff that had extensive
experience with homeless programs. We conducted four site visits to
large and medium-sized urban areas that were geographically distributed
across the United States. To update information for this testimony, we
interviewed officials from the Interagency Council and reviewed relevant
documents related to actions taken to implement our recommendations.

This statement summarizes our June 2010 report that was based on work
conducted between May 2009 and June 2010, We updated our work in
November and December 2011. Both of these performance audits were
conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. These standards require that we plan and perform the audit to
obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Page 2 GAO-12-302T
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Background

Definitions of
Homelessness

Congress first provided a general definition of homeless individuals in
1987 in what is now called the McKinney-Vento Act.® In 2002, Congress
added a definition for homeless children and youths to be used in
educational programs.* In 2009, Congress enacted the Homeless
Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act (HEARTH
Act).’ The HEARTH Act broadened the general definition of
homelessness and provided greater statutory specificity concerning those
who should be considered homeless. in November 2011, HUD issued a
final rule to implement changes to the definition of homeless in the
HEARTH Act.® The rule expands who is eligible for various HUD-funded
homeless assistance programs. The broadened definition adds a new
category of homelessness, which includes unaccompanied youth and
families with children and youth who are defined as homeless under other
federal statutes—such as the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act and the
Head Start Act.” As a result, persons meeting other federal statutes’
broader definitions of homelessness also can be eligible for HUD
programs.

Data on Homeless
Children and Youths

The data on those experiencing homelessness have a number of
shortcomings and consequently do not fully capture the extent and nature
of homelessness. According to the Interagency Council’s 2010 federal
strategic plan, the actual number of youths experiencing homelessness is
unknown. As we reported in 2010, these data shortcomings derive from
the difficulty of counting a transient population that changes over time and
tack of comprehensive data collection requirements. For example, HUD,
HHS, and Education each collect data for its own purposes, resulting in

3The act was originally named the Stewart B. McKinney Act but was changed to the
McKinney-Vento Act in 1988.

4Before the inclusion of this definition in the McKinney-Vento education subtitie in 2002,
similar language was contained in policy guidance issued by Education in 1995.

5pub. L No. 111-22 § 1001, et seq. (May 20, 2009).

SThe rute was published in the Faderal Register on December 5, 2011 (76 Fed. Reg.
76994) and will be effective January 4, 2012,

742 US.C. 5701 et seq. and 42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.

Page 3 GAO-12-302T



55

differences in what data are collected and how they are aggregated.
Often agencies solely count those receiving federally funded services,
and because unaccompanied youth are often not connected to services
or shelters, they are difficult to count. Furthermore, Education may not
fully capture the extent of homelessness among school-aged children
because, as we reported in 2010, districts we visited used a system of
referrals and self-reporting to identify these children. As we reported in
2010, many school officials and advocates said the term “homeless”
carried a stigma that made people reluctant to self-report.

The Interagency Council

The Mckinney-Vento Act authorized the creation of the Interagency
Council as an independent establishment whose membership is
statutorily defined.® The HEARTH Act directed the Interagency Council to
coordinate the federal response to homelessness and create a national
partnership at every level of government and with the private sector to
reduce and end homelessness.® The Interagency Council is also required
to develop and annually update a federal strategic plan to end
homelessness, as well as perform several other duties such as collecting
and disseminating information relating to homeless individuals,
developing joint federal agency initiatives to fulfill its goals, and providing
professional and technical assistance to states, local governments, and
other public and private nonprofit organizations. In fiscal year 2011,
Congress appropriated $2.68 million for the Interagency Council to carry
out its responsibilities. We are presently reviewing potential
fragmentation, overlap, and duplication in federal homelessness
programs, including agencies’ and the Interagency Council’s role in
coordinating programs, and will issue a report in spring 2012,

5The Interagency Council was established by title It of the McKinney-Vento Act, Pub. L.
No. 100-77 § 20, as the “Interagency Council on the Homeless.” In 2004, Congress
renamed it “United States Interagency Councit on Homelessness.” Pub. L. No. 108-199 §
201 (Jan. 23, 2004). The Interagency Council includes members from the following: the
Departments of Agricutture, Commerce, Defense, Education, Energy, Health and Human
Services, Homeland Security, Housing and Urban Development, interior, Justice, Labor,
Transportation, and Veterans Affairs; Corporation for National and Community Service;
General Services Administration; Office of Management and Budget; Social Security
Administration; U.S, Postal Service; and the White House Office of Faith-Based and
Community Initiatives (now known as the White House Office of Faith-Based and
Neighborhood Partnerships}.

9See Pub. L. No. 111-22 § 1004,
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Definitional
Differences Have
Limited Providers’
Ability to Serve
Children and Youths

Definitional differences of homelessness have posed challenges to
providing services for children and youths. As we reported in 2010, many
advocates, government officials, service providers, and researchers we
interviewed identified differences in definitions of homelessness as an
important barrier to providing services, and several noted that families
and youths living in precarious situations historically were not eligible for
federal assistance under a narrow definition of homelessness. Some said
that families and youths who were doubled up or living in hotels because
of economic hardship often had similar or greater needs for services than
those who met narrower definitions, but were excluded from receiving
government-funded services. Those that cited differences in definitions as
a barrier also said that families and youths with severe housing needs
had to be on the street or in shelters to access some federally funded
homeless assistance but shelters were not always available or
appropriate for them. For instance, a researcher and a service provider
suggested that adult shelters were not appropriate for unaccompanied
youths or young adults, and few shelters were designed specifically for
them. Furthermore, some family facilities do not provide shelter for males
above a certain age, so families with male teenage children might not be
able to find shelter together.

As we reported in 2010, many of those involved in homeless programs
with whom we spoke were particularly concerned about the exclusion of
families and youths from programs that addressed the needs of
chronically homeless individuals.*® Before the passage of the HEARTH
Act, families who otherwise met the criteria for chronic homelessness
programs were not able to participate because chronic homelessness
was defined to include only unaccompanied individuals. Our interviewees
noted that the emphasis on funding programs for chronic homelessness
meant that families have been underserved. A youth service provider
further noted that youths effectively were excluded from programs for

YRefore enactment of the HEARTH Act, there was no statutory definition of chronic
homelessness. In a 2003 Federal Register release announcing a joint agency initiative to
end chronic homelessness, HUD, HHS, and the Department of Veterans Affairs defined
the term to mean “an unaccompanied homeless individua! with a disabling condition who
has either been continuously homeless for a year or more, or has had at least four
episodes of homelessness in the past three years.” Notice of Funding Avallability for the
Coliaborative Initiative to Help End Chronic Homelessness, 68 Fed. Reg. 4018, 4018 (Jan.
27, 2003). In an amendment to title {V of the McKinney-Vento Act {which authorizes the
emergency shelter and transitional housing programs administered by HUD), the
HEARTH Act added a definition of “chronically homeless” that includes individuals or
families who qualify under the definition. Pub. L. No. 111-22 § 1101, 123 Stat. 1669.

Page § GAO-12-302T
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those experiencing chronic homelessness because youths generally did
not live in shelters or keep records of where they had been living or for
how fong.

While the HEARTH Act and HUD’s recent definition changes may
alleviate some challenges, not enough time has passed to assess the
impact of the changes. The broadening of the definition of homeless does
not mean that everyone who meets the new definition would be eligible
for or entitled to benefits in all homeless assistance programs. For some
programs, the definition of homeless determines whether individuals are
eligible for program benefits and meeting the definition entitles the
individual to certain benefits. For example, the Education of Homeless
Children and Youth program entitles students to certain benefits as long
as they meet the definition. However, for other programs, such as HUD’s
homeless assistance grants or HHS's Runaway and Homeless Youth
programs, benefits are limited by the amount of funds appropriated for the
program. For these programs, meeting the definition of homeless does
not necessarily entitle individuals or families with chiidren to benefits.
Additionaily, these programs have other eligibility criteria such as income
levels, ages, or disability status to help determine and prioritize who
receives the benefits.

Although more children and youth may be eligible for HUD programs
under HUD’s new definition, barriers to serving them may persist. For
example, according to our 2010 report, HHS officials told us that in the
2009 program year, less than half of families in Head Start who
experienced homelessness acquired housing. HHS attributed this to a
lack of affordable housing and long waiting lists for housing assistance,
not necessarily definitional differences. Also, officials at HHS
acknowledged that Head Start programs across the country sometimes
were not using the appropriate definition of homelessness to identify
children who qualified for services. As a result, some homeless families
did not receive Head Start services.

We aiso reported in 2010 that some interviewees stated that definitional
differences of homelessness made collaboration more difficult. Because
homelessness is a multifaceted issue and a variety of programs across a
number of departments and agencies have been designed to address it,
coliaborative activities are essential to reducing homelessness in a cost-
effective manner, According to some interviewees, different definitions of
homelessness and different terminology to address homelessness have
made it difficuit for communities to plan strategically for housing needs

Page 6 GAOD-12-302T
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and for federal agencies to collaborate effectively to provide
comprehensive services.

Federal Agencies
Have Taken Steps to
Develop a Common
Vocabulary

As of December 2011, the Interagency Council and federal agencies
have taken steps to develop a common vocabulary for discussing
homelessness and related terms, as we recommended in our June 2010
report. The HEARTH Act mandated that after the completion of our June
2010 study, the Interagency Council convene a meeting of experis to
discuss the need for a uniform federal definition of homelessness and the
extent to which differences in definitions create barriers to accessing
services. In January 2011, the Interagency Council held a meeting with
85 participants from a variety of stakeholder organizations and issued a
report to Congress in June 2011 that summarized the feedback received
during the meeting."* According to the June 2011 report, developing a
common vocabulary would entail developing shared terminology for
talking about the many different types of homelessness, such as living on
the streets, in shelters, or doubled up with family or friends. However,
each federal agency still would maintain its own program eligibility criteria
as defined by statute, regulation, or administrative rules. The June 2011
report notes that a common vocabuiary would allow federal agencies to
better measure the scope and dimensions of homelessness, and may
ease program implementation and coordination.

During the January 2011 meeting, participants also identified next steps
for buiiding a common vocabulary and data standard on housing status,
which, according to the interagency Council, would allow measurement of
homelessness across agencies or at the federal level. As part of the next
steps for building a common vocabulary, the Interagency Councit
developed an interagency workgroup that will conduct an inventory of
current data standards across agencies to build on common reporting
requirements. Additionally, the workgroup will focus on classifying existing
reporting requirements into a common vocabulary that describes the
varying conditions of homelessness that different federal agencies target.
As of December 2011, Interagency Council staff told us that they held
three meetings—in August, September, and October 2011—to discuss
implementation of a common vocabulary and data standard with key

us, interagency Council on Homelessness, Report to Congress: Community Forum to
Discuss GAQO Recommendation to Develop a Common Federal Vocabulary on Housing
Status, June 2011,
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federal agencies such as Education, HUD, HHS; the Departments of
Commerce, Defense, Labor, and Veterans Affairs (VA); the Social
Security and General Services Administrations; and the Office of
Management and Budget.

The Interagency Councit also noted that individual federal agencies have
taken some positive steps to create this common data standard and
improve coordination across agencies. In an update to its strategic plan in
October 2011, the Interagency Council noted that agencies such as HHS
and VA have been working with HUD to better coordinate data collection,
analysis, and reporting.’? For example, HHMS, HUD, VA, and the
Interagency Council issued joint guidance and hosted a webinar on
strategies to improve the accuracy of HUD’s point-in-time counts of
people experiencing homelessness, particularly for youth and veterans.
Additionally, HHS and VA have each been working with HUD to plan the
potential transition of some of their programs to HUD’s data system
(Homelessness Management Information Systems, or HMIS). The
Interagency Council has a goal of transitioning two other federal agencies
to HMIS by December 31, 2014,

In conclusion, changes to the definition of homeless based on the
HEARTH Act and HUD’s final rule may alleviate some of the challenges
the narrower definitions previously presented. Also, federal agencies’
efforts to develop a common vocabulary and data standard will ikely
allow agencies to measure homelessness more consistently. However, a
broader and more consistent definition of homeless does not mean that
everyone who meets the new definition would be entitled to benefits in ail
homeless assistance programs, and constraints on resources will likely
continue to restrict access for some children and youth.

Chairman Biggert, Ranking Member Gutierrez, and Members of the
Subcommittee, this concludes my prepared statement. | would be
pleased to respond to any questions that you may have at this time.

2The interagency Council issued its first strategic plan in June 2010, which included an
objective to strengthen capacity and knowledge, including creating a common data
standard and uniform performance measures if feasible. See U.S. Interagency Council on
Homelessness, Opening Deors: Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End
Homelessness, June 2010. For the 2011 update, see Cpening Doors: Federal Strategic
Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness Update 2011, October 2011.
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. For further information on this testimony, please contact Alicia Puente
GAO Contacts and Cackley at (202) 512-8678 or cackleyag@gao.gov. Contact points for our
Acknowledgments Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on

the last page of this statement. Individuals making key confributions to
this testimony include Paul Schmidt, Assistant Director; Nancy Barry;
William Chatlos; Beth Faraguna; Janet Fong; John McGrail; Barbara
Roesmann; and Brian Schwartz.
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Testimony of New York City Homeless Services Commissioner Seth Diamend
Subcommittee for Insurance, Housing and Community Opportunity
Committee on Financial Services
United States House of Representatives
December 15, 2011

Good morning Chair Biggert, Representative Gutierrez I am Seth Diamond,
Commissioner of New York City's Department of Homeless Services and I am pleased to
be with you today to discuss the city's ongoing efforts to prevent family homelessness
and to work with those who are homeless to return to the community as quickly as
possible. New York City’s approach emphasizes preventing homelessness, increasing
economic security through employment, improving access to mainstream programs and
improving health and stability for vulnerable populations.

The Department of Homeless Services administers a number of programs designed to
assist those who are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless. The largest service we
run, in cooperation with a range of not for profit providers, is the city's shelter system.
These shelters are temporary housing for those with no other options. Shelter residents
are temporarily placed in 250 locations throughout the city, some for single adults with
no children and others for families. During that time they receive the services necessary
to allow them to leave shelter and to return to the community.

We have found employment assistance is an essential element of ensuring families who
leave the shelter system find greater stability in the communities to which they move.
Employment is important not only for the income it provides but for the structure and
foundation it can bring to a family. Shelter residents want to work and our responsibility
is to create the environment in shelter that will assist those residents in initially entering
the work force and in retaining the employment they need to support their families and re
establish themselves in the community,

This year alone 7,500 shelter residents have gone to work. The available employment
varies but includes opportunities in health care, tourism, security and retail among many
others. Some residents have found jobs on their own but many have done so with the
assistance of employment and training providers under contract to New York City. These
providers are generally the same ones who serve those enrolled in the city's broader
TANF program. Just as in the TANF program, shelter residents who can work, must
work and we want to help them in their efforts to do so. We continue to improve our
services to those in shelter and to find ways to help those beginning jobs to move up the
economic ladder. A solid employment system is an essential component of efforts to
assist shelter residents.

The city's support for working shelter residents does not end when they begin a job or
even when they leave shelter. Through a range of programs many with special features
designed to assist working New Yorkers, the city helps those beginning entry level jobs
to gain stability and raise their income, particularly in what can be those difficult early
months. Food Stamps, health insurance, child support and course child care are critical
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benefits that can ensure a parent does not just enter work but is also able to retain that
job.

We do not however believe the definition of homelessness should be expanded to include
those identified by school and child care professionals and other groups. We agree with
H.R. 32 that teachers are critical partners in our efforts to better serve homeless families.
In New York City staff from the Department of Education work closely with shelters to
ensure children are enrolled and attending school. Attendance data is provided to shelter
staff so they can check that parents are working to get their children to school every day.
We also work with school staff on a range of tutoring and homework initiatives designed
to improve academic performance.

HUD resources however should be focused on those with the greatest need. With
financing already stretched thin, to further dilute those allocations would hurt the
substantial efforts being made in New York and across the country to assist those in
shelter. Dedicated resources are essential to provide those in shelter with needed
housing, employment, and rehabilitative and case management services. While those
living with others may be in need of services, those needs can be addressed through other
funding streams, such as ESG. Existing allocations such as the TANF program also
provide an opportunity to assist those at risk of homelessness. In New York City for
example one time TANF grants can help families who have an ongoing ability to pay rent
but have fallen behind due to an unforeseen emergency. We certainly should do all we
can to assist families from becoming homeless but we cannot let those efforts come at the
cost of services to those in shelter.

Administering the shelter system is the most well known part of our agency, but we also
work tirelessly to prevent homelessness. While there are no families sleeping on the street
of our city, there are single adults and we deploy a range of providers 24 hours a day,
seven days a week to work to move those individuals as quickly as possible to housing.
Through these efforts with our providers we have seen the number of unsheltered
individuals reduced by 40 percent in the past five years.

Our family prevention efforts recognize that it is far better wherever possible to keep a
family in their home, where their children are enrolled in school and where they have
community supports, than forcing that family to be uprooted to come to shelter to receive
services. Shelter is an expensive resource and in many cases, prevention services can be
administered more cheaply than a stay in shelter. It is not always possible to avoid a
family entering shelter but in many cases early action in which the family takes an active
and accountable role, can help them avoid a stay in the shelter system.

New York City prevents homelessness primarily through a network of 13 prevention
offices called Homebase located throughout the city. These offices use a range of
services to assist families in stabilizing their housing situation.

The service mix is different in each case but our Homebase offices are operated under
two important principles.
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First those who ask for assistance must take concrete and verifiable steps to improve their
situation and assistance is contingent on their taking those steps. Individuals, working
with a case worker, must design a plan to address the circumstances that put them at risk
of homelessness and then put that plan into action. The plan might include, for example,
an aggressive job search, actively looking for a new apartment or attending financial
counseling. While some initial help may be provided, proof of compliance with a service
plan must be presented before further assistance will be given.

Second, as called for in the Open Door report, Homebase is an evidence-based effort
where we continually and rigorously review our work to ensure it is efficient and cost
effective. Especially at a time of limited resources, it is critical that our services must be
based on solid and reliable data. Homebase meets that test and its programs are
continually evaluated to both ensure we are targeting those most in need of services and
that wherever possible, we are providing the services that are not only beneficial to the
family but will prevent those households from needing shelter.

To further ensure Homebase prevention services are effective, we have undertaken a
series of independent evaluations of the program. These reviews, conducted by leading
researchers from universities across the country as well as a random assignment study
undertaken by Abt Associates, one of the nation’s leading social sciences research firms,
look at a series of the most critical questions involving our prevention efforts.
Researchers are examining if communities served by Homebase send fewer families to
shelter than those not served by Homebase, how can Homebase services best be targeted,
but for Homebase services would targeted individuals have entered the shelter, how can
services best be designed to target those most in need and a variety of related questions.
The research is underway and we look forward to sharing the results as those findings
become available.

Prevention efforts have become a greater part of the national discussion of homelessness
and we are gratified the new Emergency Solutions Grants supports prevention work. We
think this change will be critical in encouraging communities across the country to direct
more resources toward prevention and believe if those programs are established and
operated under the high standards we have used, they can be effective and believe it
would be a good investment of taxpayer dollars to expand ESG funding to allow
additional prevention services to be put in place.

I thank you for the opportunity to testify and look forward to answering your questions.
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Testimony of Brandon Dunlap
Subcommittee for Insurance, Housing, and Community Opportunity
Committee on Financial Services
U.S. House of Representatives

December 15, 2011

Good morning. Thank you for giving me the chance to testify today in support of H.R. 32. My name is
Brandon Dunlap and | am 25 years old and | am from Chicago, lllinois. | currently work in the Food and
Beverage Department of the Unjon League Club of Chicago. | graduated from Kendall College in Chicago
in 2010 with a bachelor degree in hospitality management and an associate degree in culinary arts. | am
a graduate of Curie High School in Chicago. | am proud of what | have accomplished so far but it has
been very difficult because | have not had a stable housing situation growing up. A safe and secure
place to live would have helped me in many ways.

For most of my childhood, | have not had a stable place to live. My parents got separated when | was
young. After they split up, my mom, my sister and | ended up living with my aunt and five cousins. It was
crowded and we were hungry a lot. | remember that it was hard to do my homework. It was distracting
and difficult to focus because there were so many people in the house. Since then, things came together
and fell apart on more than one occasion.

My mom got an apartment when | was entering the 4™ grade. We lived there for about a year or so
when we were evicted. My mom, sister and | split up. My sister lived with my aunt while 1 lived with
neighbors the summer going into 5t grade. That was a tough summer for me. My caregivers’ old age
limited their ability to take care of me; they let me out to play as early as 7am and didn’t worry about
me until around 6pm, when their day was winding down. After that summer, | moved in with my aunt
where my sister was, and her five children. My mom was in and out of the apartment and did not always
stay with us. Eventually, my mom got another apartment but again lost the apartment. After this
apartment loss, | lived with a close friend | call my sister. | was best friends with her little brother in 7%
and 8" grade and ate at their house regularly.

One cold winter night during my sophomore year, after work, my mom called me and asked if we were
still meeting up, as we previously planned. | told her | was really tired and requested we meet another
time but she insisted on us meeting up. | got on the bus and we met on 71% and Prairie. We walked up
to an apartment and she opened the door and said welcome home. She said she got this apartment for
me and | was relieved. Relieved to have a place to call home after such a long time and relieved | didn’t
have to get back on the bus on that cold wintery night. | believe we lived there only until the following
summer. That summer during my junior year, | received a phone call, just before work, from my sister,
stating that the sheriff was there to put our things out on the street. My mother was nowhere to be
found. I went to work and told my manager what was going on and he lent me his car to save anything |
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could. My sister went to another cousin’s place and | went to work, with tears in my eyes, not knowing
for the first time where | was going for the night. The tears wouldn’t stop so my manager offered for me
to go home. The tears came even stronger than | thought possible because | HAD NO HOME TO GO TO.

Right after my sister called me, I had called my cousin to inform him of the situation and he suggested |
go to work and figure things out later. After one of the longest shifts | ever worked, my cousin showed
up at my job and relieved my worries and said | could stay with him.

However, he didn’t aliow me to have a key to come and go as | please. This proved to be very difficult for
me. My cousin, a young man in his mid-twenties, wanted to live his life. Some nights, my cousin
wouldn’t be home after | left work. | would not find out that he was not there until | arrived there after
taking public transportation. | would travel a long distance from work or school, often in bad weather,
only to find that my cousin was not home and | needed to try to find someplace else to stay that night.
When my cousin wasn’t home, I'd scramble to call different friends and family members to find a place
to stay for the night and then get back on the bus to travel a long distance to another place to stay. On
one occasion, | called my grandmother and thought | was welcome to stay there. Once | arrived there,
she seemed upset about many things. My uncle, her brother, had just moved in with her due to some
circumstances | know nothing about. She started venting about how people will not just move in on her
so | decided to leave and stay with my aunt that night.

From that night on, | developed a rotation theory in which | would utilize all my resources to try to avoid
staying in the same place two nights in a row, unless it was my cousin’s place. | was always aware that |
didn’t want to be a burden on anyone, including my cousin. | could pick up on a situation where people
were not happy with my being there and felt the need to constantly diversify my living situation to avoid
being a burden. Figuring out where | would stay each night and travelling to get there took a lot of my
time and energy. | had to be strategic about where | would stay night to night. 1 had to have a plan, then
a back up plan, and then more plans, in case the back up plan did not work out.

Staying with my cousin was not a good situation. I slept on the floor under the pool table. There really
wasn’t room for me to stay there. | was uncomfortable and did not sleep well. That had its effects the
next day when | would be tired and find it hard to focus at school. Nobody was making sure that | got
up and went to school. My cousin left the house early for work. | recognized the click-clack of his shoes
and knew it was time to get up. My cousin lived in the Beverly neighborhood of Chicago on the south
side and my school was far away, near Midway Airport.

After | graduated high school, | finally got stable housing. Two weeks after graduation, I moved into
student housing in downtown Chicago with Kendall College’s Culinary Camp under speciai
circumstances. | remember taking the train to move all of my stuff in and being so happy to have a place
of my own. {had a stable environment, | was comfortable and | had my own place to be. It was home
to me and | was the only high school graduate in the program so they allowed me to work and live a
somewhat normal life. In the fall, | started at Kendall College and my dorm room was my stable housing.
It was such a stress-reliever to know that | had my dorm to go to each night to sleep and study.
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My unstable living situation had many negative effects on me. The first was academics. Academics
wasn't easy outside of school, and, it a lot of ways, it would’ve been so much easier to drop out. |only
went because if | was anywhere else at the time, the police would want to contact my parents and |
didn’t want that extra drama for me or them. Doing homework was tough for me and there was no one
to push me to study and that made the situation worse. | skated through high school doing mostly class
work and participation, minimal studying and sometimes last minute extra credit at semester ends.
Doing homework and studying was also a very difficult task for me due to the lack of consistent, stable
environment. Books were heavy and trips were long. The time and energy that it took for me to figure
out where to sleep each night left little time for homework. 1 struggled because | never developed good
study habits as a child. It was really hard to study throughout my life because of my living situation. |
feel that | was only an average student because of my lack of a stable environment and not having good
study skills. In college, 1 did two programs. The culinary program was based on performance and
punctuality and | did well in that program. The B.A. program required more reading, studying and
bookwork and 1 struggled with that part of the program.

In high school, | couldn’t do things that other kids did like sports and extracurricular activities. | couldn’t
take part in that because | had other responsibilities. | went to school, | worked at Subway throughout
high school and { spent time trying to find a place to stay each night. | was forced to grow up fast. lonly
dreamed of having a stable home and family. 1t was really lonely. 1wasn’t able to develop socially in
high school and 1 still have anxieties about social situations. In adolescence, | developed a shyness for
fear of not being accepted. As an adult, that shyness has almost, completely reversed. It made me
develop trust issues with mostly everyone.

One person I met through my high school’s culinary program helped me a lot. Her name is Rhonda
Purwin. Rhonda always showed genuine care for me. She helped me with competitions, writing essays,
getting scholarships, getting into culinary camp and college. However, she was not able to help me with
my housing situation.

I have faced many barriers to housing in my life. As a child, my mother was not able to afford and
maintain stable housing for my sister and 1. If she had some assistance — a housing program with
services, things would have been much better for us. My mom had issues she needed help with but if
she had stable housing with services, she may have been able to address those issues. If such a program
had been available to my family, my years of homelessness could have been prevented. After | was on
my own in high school, | also had many barriers to housing. Even though | worked throughout high
school, there was no way | could afford my own housing ,or find someone to rent an apartment to a
teenager. Although people at school helped me with other things, nobody was able to help with my
housing situation. | would have loved someplace that was safe, warm and consistent to live — a healthy
place to live my life, go to school, work and go to one place to do my homework and eat. A consistent
place to stay with a caring adult would have been wonderful. it would have saved me lots of energy that
| could have put toward school. That is something that was never available to me.

it would have been very difficult for me to verify my living situation when | was growing up. Asa
homeless youth, I would not want to ask for proof from an adult that | could stay with them for only 14
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days. To ask for proof that an adult allowed me to live with them for only 14 days would possibly cause
some adults to feel guilty to put in writing that a homeless child could only stay for 14 days, or worry
that they could be in some trouble. Being in that situation, 14 days is a really long time. | would have
accomplished a lot if | could stay in one consistent place for 2 weeks. My philosophy was to not stay in
one particular place for more than a couple of days at most. The reasoning for this was not to overstay
my welcome. | didn’t want anyone that was helping me to get tired of my presence. Asking them for
verification would be another burden o them.

For the same reasons, | would not feel comfortable asking them to sign off on a piece of paper stating
that I had moved twice within 60 days. Most people know only what | told them about my living
situation and didn’t keep track of days and numbers of moves so they would not be able to verify how
many times | had moved within 60 days. Also, family members would be reluctant to put something in
writing that might show that my parents were not caring for me. | also didnt want to risk doing anything
that might involve any authorities because | didn’t want DCFS to go after my parents. If, in order to
access housing services, | had to show that | would likely be homeless for a long time, that would be
difficult for me. 1always hoped that | would not be homeless for too long. 1 also don’t know how |
would have proven that I'd likely be homeless for a long time.

I believe that all government agencies should recognize the situation that [ lived in as homeless. | did
not have a home or a stable place to stay. | did not know where | was going to sleep from night to night.
Schools are important to identifying students who are homeless because they see the students the most
and have the most information. If a school determines a child is homeless, they should be able to help
the child find a housing program that will help them. All government agencies should provide adequate
assistance to children who, like me, live place to place. The government agencies should know what a
child needs and provide that ~ especially a safe, stable place to live.

When | was homeless, it was like steering a ship in a storm on the open ocean. | hoped the waters didn’t
throw anything at me | couldn’t handle. | was the only one on the ship, steering it and all the crew
members were offshore trying to assist a lost person at sea. Above all else, this situation has forced me
to look to myself for success. It was my decision all the way through and |, with minimal guidance, made
it through. | learned how to quickly evaluate and eliminate a problem for the longest temporary solution
{ could find. | developed a great appreciation for what others did for me and I'll hold that characteristic
as long as | tive.

However, | hope that other young peopie do not have to go through what | went through. | hope that
the situation of young people who are staying temporarily with friends and family are considered
homeless by all government agencies and given assistance with a stable place to live.



70

Testimony of Maria Estella Garza
Homeless Liaison
San Antonio Independent School District

Before the
U.S. House of Representatives
Insurance, Housing, and Community
Opportunity Subcommittee
Financial Services Committee

Hearing Entitled “The Homeless Children and
Youth Act of 2011: Proposals to Promote
Economic Independence for Homeless Children
and Youth”

December 15, 2011



71

Good morning Representative Biggert, Representative Gutierrez, Members of the
Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today on this very
important subject. My name is Estella Garza. | am the Homeless Liaison for the San
Antonio Independent School District (SAISD) in San Antonio, Texas. | have been in this
role in SAISD for 17 years. My duties as Homeless Liaison include identification of
eligible children and youth, service provision, conducting training and awareness
workshops, advocacy for enrollment, accessing resources in the community at large,
coordinating with our local Continuum of Care, and overall program administration,
including data management and budgeting.

Homeless Children and Youth in San Antonio

SAISD has an overall student population of approximately 55,000, with 93%
economically disadvantaged. So far this school year, we have identified and enrolled
1,350 homeless students in school. We have identified roughly 700 additional homeless
children and youth who are not enrolled in school, either because they are too young
for preschool, are unable to enroll in preschool due to capacity issues, or are older
youth we identified, and for whom we provided services in an effort to entice them to
enroll, but who chose not to enroll. We are on pace to exceed the number of homeless
students we identified last school year. In 2009-10 we identified and enrolled 2,033
homeless students. Last year we identified and enrolled 3,171 students (with over 4,000
children and youth identified as homeless in total). That's a 56% increase in one year.

Part of that increase is due to our training and presence in the schools, as well as our
hiring of additional outreach staff with ARRA funds. SAISD school personnel are more
cognizant than ever of homelessness, and are more apt to refer homeless students to
my office. Of course, the economic recession overall in our community has had a serious
impact on our homeless population. Our population tends to rely on low-paid, low-skill
employment that has disappeared with the economic downturn. Many have lost rental
apartments when the property was foreclosed because the landlord did not pay the
mortgage. It was very evident a few years ago when the foreclosure crisis hit San
Antonio, and we had an increase in mobility and homelessness among families. Even the
increase in gas prices has created significant challenges for our families.

Unfortunately, homeless services have not increased along with the rate of
homelessness. For years, most of our homeless families have lived in doubled-up
situations. These families are sharing the housing of others due to loss of housing,
economic hardship, or a similar reason, so they qualify as homeless under the education
definition of homelessness. However, as homelessness has increased, the doubled-up
proportion also has increased. The shelters are full, and families and youth have
nowhere to go. For example, in the 2010-11 school year, 79.5% of the homeless children
and youth SAISD enrolled were living in doubled-up situations. That’s 2,522 children.
Only 15.9% (505 children and youth) were living in shelters. 44 students were living in
motels at the time we identified them as homeless. However, we know that many more
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children and youth actually lived in motels as a form of emergency housing during their
time of homelessness. Finally 3.2% of our students {100 children) were unsheltered—
living in parks, campgrounds, abandoned buildings, and public spaces.

The thousands of doubled-up children and youth | serve face severe challenges. They
live in extremely overcrowded conditions, faced with the instability of not knowing
whether they’ll be allowed to stay from one day to the next. There is often a lot of
tension between the host family and doubled-up family. For children in that kind of
living situation, it's very difficult to concentrate or focus. There is no quiet place to study
or do homework—sometimes there is no place at all to study. There is no calm place to
sit down with your parents and talk about your day. The child himself or herself may see
it in a more simplified manner: “l don’t have my bedroom; | don’t have my toys; | don’t
have any privacy.” There are so many people in the home that the particular
developmental needs of each child are not being addressed. In fact, they often are not
even being considered. As Maslow’s hierarchy of needs explains, the family is
concentrating on the basic needs of shelter, food, and clothing, and everything else falls
by the wayside, including school enroliment and attendance. The result is a negative
impact on the child’s education, behavior, physical and mental development, fine and
gross motor skills—it affects every aspect of the child. Unfortunately, this situation is
becoming the norm for many of our homeless families. It’s the only norm many of our
children have ever known, spending their childhoods bouncing from one place to
another. So when we talk about ending homelessness in five or ten years, we must
realize that we cannot do that without addressing the needs of our doubled-up children
and youth. Because if they continue to experience the instability of doubling-up as their
norm, they will become the chronic homeless adults of tomorrow.

In my work at SAISD, | see every day that many families cannot escape homelessness.
Just as one example, we've had a family who has been homeless for the past four years.
It's a family of six—four children and two parents. We’ve been working with them the
entire time, as the family has bounced all over the city—from emergency shelters, to
doubled-up situations, to motels, to wherever they could find a roof over their heads. In
the emergency shelter, they can only stay for a short period of time, and then they have
to leave. As a result, they have been in different doubled-up situations most of the time
they've been homeless. They have lived doubled-up in houses where all six of them are
in one room, and where some of them are sleeping on the floor. They've lived with
other family members who have a family of four, so there are ten people in a 2-
bedroom home. That kind of overcrowding is common among our families. Although
they have bounced all over the city, we have been able to keep the children in the same
school each year, particularly the three younger students. The older youth has faced
greater instability, and right now he is in an alternative program, trying to get his high
school diploma. It's to his great credit that he is still going to school, despite the chronic
instability and upheaval in his family and his life. We have not been successful in
connecting this family to any housing services. We provide them with transportation,
school supplies, immediate enroliment, free meals—anything we can do from a school
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or academic perspective, we're there to help them out. We also were able to get some
additional services for them one Christmas, thanks to the generosity of a patron in our
community. Early in the school year, the mother told me she’d finally received a letter
from the housing authority informing her that if she could assemble certain documents
and $1400 in a short time frame, she could get into housing. We immediately sprung to
action helping her get the documents together, and when she was $40 short on the fee,
we came up with that money for her. She was able to submit everything on time, but
about a month later she called me to tell me it had all fallen through, because someone
had stolen her husband’s identity, resulting in problems in his credit report. They had an
attorney assisting them with the credit issues, but regardless, they were denied housing.
She ended up finding housing from a stranger she met on the bus, who had personal
circumstances that resulted in her home being available, and she is essentially donating
the home to this family.

We strive to keep serving our families and youth despite their constant mobility. We try
to follow them, but since they have no way to access stable housing, ultimately, school
districts are losing kids. We don’t know how to find them. It's common for me to get
calls from mothers in October or November, trying to enroll their children who have
been out of school since the previous spring. They are so unstable that they don’t know
how or where to enroll. As a result, the children miss large chunks of the school year. |
assisted a mother this October who had already been doubled-up in five different
homes in two months, and she didn’t know where to enroll her child. Once she called
me, we got him in school immediately. However, | was not able to help her access HUD
services, because she was not “homeless” according to HUD.

We also have many families who live in motels, where they are able to stay for a short
period of time based on how much money they can piece together. One family in
particular was a mother with a high-school aged boy. The mother was a Veteran of the
Armed Forces. They were living in one room with no cooking facilities—not even a
microwave oven or refrigerator. She asked us to help with food, which we did, but since
they had no way to store perishable food or prepare any food, they ate their meals out
of cans and boxes. Outside their single room, the motel opened up onto an unsafe and
unsavory neighborhood. | remember her son’s exact words were, “This kind of life is for
the birds. This isn’t meant for humans.” | couldn’t help this family access HUD homeless
programs, either — the fact that the mother was paying for the motel room meant they
did not meet HUD’s definition of homelessness.

Collaboration Between SAISD and the HUD Continuum of Care

Over my 17 years in this position, | have worked closely with shelters in San Antonioc and
with our Continuum of Care {CoC). Our relationships have grown and matured.
However, the differing definitions of “homeless” continue to be very problematic. |
speak my language, they speak theirs. | speak out about the families and youth | serve,
and my CoC and shelter colleagues know my population is larger than theirs due to the
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definition. But because of the different definitions, as a community we constantly have
to shift from one mindset to another. it's a challenge to identify common needs and
pursue common goals. It's a challenge to help them understand my population.
“They’re not homeless,” they say. Yes, they are. How do we include my families in the
Point in Time Count? How do we include them in the services the CoC provides? They
simply don’t qualify for many services, period, sometimes because of where they live
and sometimes just because they are a family or an under-age youth. And sometimes |
have to push and prod and do whatever it takes to get a family into a shelter, just so
they can access the other supportive services they need to get out of homelessness. |
have a good relationship with my shelters, and | push them. It's a horrible situation to
have to put another agency’s back against the wall, but the only way | can get services
for my kids is to get them inside the shelter. It's a nonsensical waste of my resources
and those of the shelter. And sadly, more often than not, | am not successful getting
them into shelter.

That’s the trouble with the HUD definition. If you're doubled-up in the community,
you're not “homeless”, so you can’t get services. But we don’t have nearly the shelter
capacity for all our families. So they can’t get in the shelter, and therefore can’t get any
services. it’s a cycle: doubled-up families can’t get in the shelter, so they can’t get
services, so they remain doubled-up. As a result I'm forced to pressure my shelter
colleagues to squeeze in desperate families, because it’s the only way the families can
access the supportive services they need. When you’re 20 people living in a 3-bedroom
apartment, children and youth and adults all on top of each other, literally rolling over
onto each other in the night, suffering extreme hardship, sometimes without lights or
running water—there is no kind of emergency assistance available for that kind of
homelessness. There is no assistance for those children. They can apply for housing,
and they can be placed on a two-year waitlist. They don’t need the assistance in two
years. They need it now. And they need supportive services now.

How can we begin to prioritize our families who are doubled-up for housing and support
services without them having to pass through a shelter? How can they get from
homelessness to housing without a shelter in between? | understand HUD categorizes
those families and youth as “at-risk.” But in San Antonio, the “at-risk” category doesn’t
help those families and youth. | know my community very well, and | am not aware of
any services in my community for at-risk families, at all. From my understanding, the
services that might be available for “at risk” families under the new HEARTH Act do not
include most of the services my families need, such as transitional housing, permanent
housing, and supportive services such as job training and mental health services. | also
understand that only a tiny fraction of HEARTH funding is available for those families. In
any case, calling these families and youth “at risk” doesn’t do justice to the awful
conditions they are living in, and it doesn’t help the language barrier and the different
mindsets in our CoC. It keeps my families and youth invisible — out of sight and out of
mind.
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The HEARTH Act’s Definition of “Homeless” and HUD’s Regulations

| had hoped the HEARTH Act’s changes to the HUD definition of homeless would allow
San Antonio to provide services to the children and youth | serve. However, upon
reading the regulations, and particularly the documentation requirements, | realized
that the new definition would not make any difference for the vast majority of my
families and youth.

For example, it will be impossible for our doubled-up families to provide
documentation, written or oral, from host families regarding how long the doubled-up
family or youth can stay, or even confirming they actually are staying there at all.
Hosting homeless families and youth often violates rental agreements and occupancy
limits. Host families are extremely hesitant to admit to any authority or agency that they
have ten people in a 2-bedroom apartment, when their lease and occupancy limits allow
only four. In this context, even phone calls to the host family from case managers will be
intrusive and likely to result in the host family asking the homeless family to leave
immediately. In many instances the host family is in HUD subsidized housing. Will they
be evicted? How will HUD treat these families?

If HUD’s goal is to create a higher degree of anxiety and animosity among family
members in our community, these documentation requirements are an excellent way to
do that. The reality of family and youth homelessness in San Antonio is that due to lack
of housing, families and youth bounce from relative to relative and friend to friend.
When they go through all their support networks, they try to start the cycle all over
again. They know they can’t stay any one place for long. However, because they lack any
other options, they stay longer than their hosts prefer—they wear out their welcome.
This creates tension within the family, estranged relationships, anger and frustration,
and ultimately the family having to leave and move on to another doubled-up situation.
Expecting the host family to provide any documentation about how long the family can
stay, or how often they’ve moved, will only add to that tension. In addition, the host
family will now feel obligated to force the homeless family out within 14 days, for fear
of charges of fraud or liability. They will be less likely to accept that family back in the
future or to provide shelter for anyone. That will become a host home that our
homeless family can never return to.

Ironically, this documentation requirement will actually help families meet another one
of HUD’s requirements: that the youth or family lacks the support networks needed to
obtain other permanent housing. By systematically destroying families’ support
networks, it will make it easier for our families to assert that they have no support
networks. Ultimately, it will plague our community with more instability for our families
and children, higher mobility, more stress, and greater challenges.

Another example of documentation that will create insurmountable barriers for our
families and youth is the acceptable evidence to prove that the family or youth can be
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expected to continue in their current status for an extended period of time. It can be
extremely difficult for the families and youth we serve to obtain written diagnoses of
chronic physical health or mental health conditions. There are not a sufficient number of
licensed professionals available to serve this community. By the time a youth or family is
able to get through the process of getting this documentation and verification of a
physical or mental health issue, the child is gone; we have lost them. We may not know
where they are, and we won’t be able to provide any services to the family. | also
wonder what kind of impact this requirement will have on Medicaid services and
providers, which, for most of our families, is the only access they would have to such
professionals. This requirement could have a very severe, drastic impact on many
different agencies and professionals in San Antonio.

Furthermore, it’s simply not right to force an unaccompanied homeless youth to obtain
a diagnosis of a chronic physical or mental health condition, a substance abuse problem
or history of abuse as a condition to provide that youth with services he desperately
needs. it forces him to establish and accept a written record that says he has little hope
of breaking free of homelessness as a condition to having his basic needs met and being
safe. [t's not right, and it’s not fair. Our kids shouldn’t have to do this. For
unaccompanied homeless youth to have to present this kind of evidence is creating a
generation of kids with instability in their records. Why should they have to do that just
to get services? It’s horrendous.

In a sense, what HUD is trying to do is return to their old definition of homelessness,
eliminating our doubled-up families and youth by requiring so much documentation.

That’s what the regulations say to me.

HR 32: A Better Way to Serve Qur Nation’s Families and Youth

| am familiar with HR 32, the Homeless Children and Youth Act proposed by
Representative Biggert. In fact, | am used to the process of certifying homelessness for
other federal programs, as | do with a streamlined system for free school meals for our
students, and to allow unaccompanied homeless youth to complete the Free
Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) as independent students. | will gladly accept
the responsibility to certify children and youth who are homeless under the U.S.
Department of Education’s definition. My families and youth need transitional housing,
permanent housing, rapid rehousing and supportive services like case management, job
training, and mental health support. Those kinds of services would make a huge
difference for my families and youth, both those who need urgent, short-term help to
get rehoused, and those who need ongoing support to undo what years of repeated
homelessness has done to them.

One example of a family who could have been helped by HR 32 is a two-parent family |
recently served. The family included six kids from middle to high school, and a father
working low-wage jobs. They were at risk of homelessness for some time due to the
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father's employment instability, and when the father ultimately lost his job, the family
lost their apartment and moved into a doubled-up situation. If he had been able to
access rapid rehousing or homelessness prevention services, he could have left the
doubled-up situation immediately, or perhaps even avoided homelessness altogether.
However, due to not meeting HUD’s definition of “homeless,” | was not able to obtain
any such services for the family. In two or three months, they were displaced several
times. With a great deal of logistical support and transportation costs, we were able to
keep the kids stable in their schools over those months of upheaval. Eventually, the
father found another job, and the family was able to get another apartment. However, if
| could have accessed services for them, we could have rehoused them immediately and
avoided the displacement and upheaval in the lives of these six youth. We were lucky
none of them dropped out of school due to the instability, or in an effort to get a job
and support the family.

Another family that could have benefited from HR 32 was a mother with a high-school-
age daughter. They were doubled-up, and the mother needed a deposit and first-
month’s rent for an apartment. She was able to get some of the money, but was $400
short. We couldn’t get services for them, we couldn’t get them connected to a rapid
rehousing or other assistance program, and we couldn’t find the $400 for them. They
are still homeless today. This was the perfect opportunity for a program to end this
family’s homelessness, to be able to celebrate getting a homeless family into permanent
housing, but they weren't eligible for services. They've been homeless for a year and
half now. They recently lost another doubled-up situation and had to move into a
boarding house, where they are sharing one room. We are serving the youth and trying
to keep her on track for high school graduation.

Conclusion

“HUD homeless”, “ED homeless” — regardless of the legal definitions, in reality, these
are all the same families. There is not a “doubled-up population” and a “shelter
population.” There is a homeless population. Families and youth can’t find space in the
shelter system, so they have to double up. Or the shelters don’t serve families or
unaccompanied minors, so they have to double up. Or the emergency shelter time limit
runs out, so they double up. And then they are forced out of one doubled-up situation
into another, or into a shelter if one is available, or into a motel if they happen to have
the money. These are all the same families. They make the rounds. It's a means of
survival. They're moving in and out of “HUD homelessness,” with no consistency, no
continuity, and almost no possibility of accessing HUD services.

If HR 32 were enacted, we could begin to break this vicious cycle of homelessness. We
could eliminate HUD’s bureaucratic paper chase, we could be more creative and
sensible in our use of existing federal programs, and we could put children and youth
first, so they don’t become tomorrow’s homeless adults. Thank you for allowing me to
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speak on behalf of the thousands of homeless children, youth, and families in San
Antonio, and across the nation.
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Introduction

Chairman Biggert, Ranking Member Gutierrez, members of the Subcommittee, it is an honor to
testify before you today about ways in which homeless and vulnerable families with children as
well as unaccompanied youth can be housed with HUD resources. The fact that there are
Americans with nowhere to call home is an absolute shame; that any child, much less many
thousands of children, live on our streets is unacceptable. Homelessness is more than the loss
of housing; it impacts a child’s health, emotional well-being, and ability to achieve in school.

The Obama Administration keenly recognizes this and developed a comprehensive Federal
Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness. In 2010, it was through the leadership of the
US Interagency Council on Homelessness, with Secretary Shaun Donovan as the Chair that year
and Barbara Poppe as Executive Director, the Federal government reached out to stakeholders
nationwide and developed a truly comprehensive plan. The explicit goals in the plan are to
finish the job of ending chronic homelessness by 2015, ending veteran homelessness by 2015,
and ending family and youth homelessness by 2020.

Given that no child should be without a home, ending family and youth homelessness is a key
part of the Federal Strategic Plan. Families with children make up too large a share of our
homeless population. Based on our most recent Annual Homelessness Assessment Report,
families with children make up 37% of all people living in homeless shelters, or, worse yet, in
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unsheltered locations, such as on sidewalks, in cars, and parks. Sadly, 1 in 5 homeless families
are unsheltered.

This week HUD released the national Point-In-Time count for homeless persons. HUD partners
with communities each January to count the number of persons at a point in time who are either
unsheltered (e.g., living outside) or are in homeless shelters. These counts do not include
persons who are at risk of not having housing, such as persons living with other family members
or friends.

The number of persons living unsheltered or in shelters declined by just over 2 percent from
2010 to 2011, to approximately 636,000 persons. Importantly, this overall decline reflects
reductions in all sub-groups: individuals, the chronically homeless, veterans and families with
children. The reduction in homelessness among families was 2.4 percent from 2010 and 5.0
percent since 2007. Given the difficult economy and high poverty rates, it is heartening that we
are seeing some progress again in reducing homelessness. These reductions are a testament to
both nationwide homelessness prevention efforts which I will be articulating later as well as
continued funding of proven programs authorized by this Subcommittee that provide supportive
housing to homeless families and individuals.

Defining Homelessness

The Homeless Emergency and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act, which amends the
MecKinney Act of 1987, provides communities, for the first time, with a full range of tools to
prevent and end homelessness. In particular, HEARTH expressly allows for HUD programs to
serve persons who are defined as at risk of homelessness, it expands the definition of who is
considered homeless and now includes qualifying families and children in the definition of
chronically homeless.

Allowing HUD programs to serve persons who are at risk of homelessness enables communities
to reach out and stabilize families and youth, thus preventing them from falling into
homelessness. HEARTH also expands the homeless definition, which will help ensure that more
families with children and unaccompanied youth are eligible for HUD homeless assistance. The
new homeless definition includes many persons, especially families, children and
unaccompanied youth, who had previously not met HUD’s statutory bomeless definition. In
particular, the definition of homelessness under HEARTH now includes, for instance, persons
who are not yet without housing but will be within two weeks. This important provision will
help ensure that families do not have to sleep on the streets for a night in order to be eligible for
homeless assistance. The definition would also include families with children and
unaccompanied youth defined by any other Federal statute as homeless who meet the statutory
vulnerability tests. In addition to defining at risk of homelessness and expanding the definition
homelessness, the law also allows families, and not just individuals, who meet the statutory tests
to be considered chronically homeless.
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During the proposed rulemaking phase for the new homeless definition, we received more than
200 comments. We carefully reviewed each and made a number of important changes in the
final rule based on these comments. For example, historically, HUD did not have an explicit
definition of youth, but rather defined children as under the age of 18 and adults as 18 and older.
During the comment period, many recommended HUD define unaccompanied youth.
Commenters provided a wide range of ages to make the distinction, including ages 17, 21 and
under 25. Through these comments, we recognized the need to define the term and reached out
to our Federal partners to identify the ages used in youth-targeted programs.

Based on their feedback, we decided to define youth as persons under age 25, which will allow
us to more accurately capture the broad range of ages of youth. More importantly, it will allow
communities to better target resources to their particular needs. Another example involves the
number of moves it takes before someone has persistent instability and can be considered
homeless. The HEARTH Act defines persistent instability as measured by “frequent” moves
over a “long-term” period. To clarify these terms, HUD proposed that persistent instability be
measured by three or more moves during a 90-day period. Many commenters thought that for
families and youth in particular, that three or more moves was too high a standard and that 90-
days was too long, and that the combination of the two would have have been disruptive. Based
on that input, in the final rule persisfent instability is now defined as fwo or more moves during a
60-day period. This will allow communities to reach more families with children and youth at
imminent risk for homelessness that should be eligible for HUD assistance.

HUD is now beginning to implement the definition with its over 8,000 local grantee partners. We
have held and will continue to hold national training on the definition. It is important to note
that as grantees begin to use the new, more expanded definition of homelessness, we have for
several years received essentially flat funding. We are obviously in a time of great fiscal
restraint, and it will be very challenging to serve more people who are either at risk of
homelessness or are now defined as homeless without additional resources.

To put this in perspective, at current funding levels, HUD can house through its transitional or
permanent supportive housing programs just over 200,000 persons. Unfortunately, there are
nearly 650,000 people on any given day and 2 million people during the course of the year--
many of whom are families with children and youth -- who live either on the streets or in short-
term homeless housing. These figures do not include persons at risk of having no housing. So,
again, despite the expanded definitions under HEARTH, a realistic analysis of the available
resources makes it clear that serving more people, including more homeless families with
children and unaccompanied youth, will be very difficult, at least in the short term.

HEARTH Implementation



82

The HEARTH Act was enacted in May 2009 and was the result of many years of hard work from
those in Congress, the advocacy community, homelessness service providers and HUD. 1 was
personally involved in these efforts from the beginning and was very heartened to see Congress
pass this in a bi-partisan way and to watch President Obama sign it into law. In addition to
broadening the definition of homelessness, the HEARTH Act consolidates three homeless
assistance programs administered by HUD under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
into a single grant program, revises the Emergency Shelter Grants program — the now renamed
Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) program -- and creates the Rural Housing Stability program
to replace the Rural Homelessness Grant program.

The HEARTH Act also codifies in law the Continuum of Care planning process which has long
been a part of HUD’s application process, providing greater coordination in responding to the
needs of homeless persons.

For the first time, HUD’s homeless assistance programs have the full range of tools communities
need to confront homelessness for families and children--from prevention to emergency shelter,
transitional housing, rapid re-housing, and permanent housing.

To implement the HEARTH Act amendments, HUD has developed and is issuing six sets of
regulations. The Emergency Solutions Grants program interim rule, with corresponding
amendments to the Consolidated Plan, was issued on November 14 and published in the Federal
Register on December 5. The rule goes into effect on January 4, 2012 and public comments are
due February 3, 2012. We have already begun training on the basic provisions of the rule. The
Homeless Definition final rule was also posted November 14, with a December 5™ Federal
Register date. The rule goes into effect on January 4, 2012 and our first training on the homeless
definition took place on December 6, the day after it was published. In addition, HUD also
recently issued the Homeless Management Information System or HMIS proposed rule which
was issued on December 9; comments are due February 7, 2012. The Continuum of Care rule is
in final clearance as is the rule for the new Rural Housing Stability Assistance program.

With the new Emergency Solutions Grants program now being implemented, [ wanted to make a
few observations. Its predecessor, the Emergency Shelter Grants, an original McKinney Act
program, provided funding mainly to operate emergency shelters. While that program was vital,
the HEARTH Act greatly expands its offerings under the new Emergency Solutions Grants
program. ESG can now provide flexible homelessness prevention assistance and rapid-re-
housing. Rapid re-housing provides families and youth who have fallen into homelessness with
case management and other supports to quickly get back into housing. HUD was able to use the
new ESG’s prevention and rapid re-housing component even before enactment through the
Recovery’s Act’s $1.5 billion Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing (HPRP)
program. In fact, when Congress created the HPRP Program, it used the HEARTH ESG
language. To date, HPRP has been a huge success. This program primarily targets families with
children and to date has prevented or ended homelessness for well over 1 million persons,
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including over 750,000 persons in families. We would assert that HPRP is one of the primary
reasons we have actually seen homelessness decrease during this recession. Going forward,
grantees will be able to use their experience with HPRP to readily implement the new ESG
program, albeit at lower funding levels. The introduction of flexible prevention in ESG as well
as for high performers in the new Continuum of Care program and in the Rural Housing Stability
Program will enable communities to prevent homelessness for vulnerable families as well as
serve those who are homeless.

Given the lower than requested funding levels for 2012 to implement the HEARTH programs,
HUD will determine which programmatic provisions -- in particular for the Continuum of Care
program -- the agency will be able to implement this year.

Common Vocabulary on Homelessness

1 would like to acknowledge the good work of GAO in assessing the federal data on
homelessness, the research related to homelessness and how different definitions might impact
the effectiveness of programs. [ enthusiastically support the finding that there should be a
common vocabulary for homelessness. With the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness as
the Executive branch lead for this effort, I defer to Executive Director Barbara Poppe’s
testimony and leadership on this subject. 1would, however, like to make several comments.

First, I personally appreciate the need to establish a common vocabulary across agencies if we
are going to end homelessness. I experienced this firsthand when in 2009 and 2010 HUD and
the Departments of Health and Human Services (HHS) and Education (ED) worked together to
develop a demonstration program to provide mainstream housing and services for families and
children who had no housing or were on the verge of losing their housing. 1 was the HUD lead
on the effort and worked closely with my counterparts at Education and HHS. It was at times
challenging to work together effectively without a clear and common vocabulary on the issue of
homelessness.

Second, HUD has been very involved with the effort to explore a common vocabulary on
homelessness so that agencies can better collaborate and collect more consistent information.
HUD has worked closely with USICH to understand the challenges entailed and explore
solutions. USICH held a summit, hosted by HUD, on this topic and actively participated in the
session.

Mainstream Resources and Evaluation Efforts

Finally, we realize that solving homelessness will require both more resources than are available
through McKinney and the HEARTH amendments and more data so that the resources we do
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have can have the maximum impact. We are involved in several initiatives to help reduce and
end homelessness for families with children and for youth that atterpt to both bring more
resources to the table and to find the best strategies to deal with this problem. We developed
with the Departments of Education and Health and Human Services the framework for a
demonstration to use mainstream resources such as TANF to house and serve families with
children who are without housing or at risk of losing their housing.

We have sought funding to encourage public housing agencies to use their mainstream resources
to house homeless families and youth and others.

We are currently conducting a national evaluation of the Impact of Housing and Services
Interventions on Homeless Families, the largest evaluation on homelessness in which HUD has
ever engaged. The evaluation will assess the impact of different interventions, including
transitional housing, rapid re-housing and housing subsidies such as Housing Choice Vouchers.
An interim report on the study will be available in the summer of 2012. The final report, which
will include an assessment of housing placement over time, is due out in 2014. We are also
funding grants to study: 1) the outcomes for children on variety of fronts, including health and
school outcomes; 2) barriers to preschool enrollment for homeless children; and 3) academic
achievement and school participation of homeless children.

In addition, HUD is conducting a project that focuses on the housing needs of the nearly 30,000
youth who “age out” of the foster care system each year. The study will catalog the range of
housing programs that serve youth aging out of foster care, including their funding mechanisms;
identify “model” programs with documented outcomes; conduct an in-depth review of
communities who are using family unification program vouchers to serve this population; and
identify opportunities to mitigate the risk of homelessness for youth as they transition out of the
foster care system. We expect to issue research findings and a final report on the project in
spring 2013.

Finally, in support of the Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness, HUD is
conducting a research effort to explore and document how Public Housing Agencies currently
serve and interact with homeless families. The goals of the study are: 1) to establish a baseline
level of current engagement of PHAs in serving homeless households, 2) to explore barriers to,
or concerns about, increasing the number of homeless households served or targeting homeless
households, and 3) to identify mechanisms to address or eliminate barriers identified. Initial
results will be available in later 2012.

In conclusion, I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify today and look forward to
answering any questions you may have.
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Good morning Mrs. Biggert and all the committee. Thank you for holding this hearing so
you can learn about homelessness from how we see it as kids.

My name is Rumi Khan and 'm 11 years old. | am in gt grade at Lamberton Middle
School in Carlisle, PA. 'm here with my mother and another family from our shelter, and
our friend Diane from HEAR US.

Me and my mom are homeless. We got that way because my dad was abusing me and
my mom. When he started drinking alcohol it got worse. He would yell and put both of
us down. He hit me and called me stupid and retarded. He tried fo choke my mom. We
went to court to get help but they didn't help us. We left our home in June last year and
went to stay in a hotel for a couple nights. My mom didn’t have enough money to stay
longer. She tried to find a shelter for us to stay in but they didn’t have any room.

One of her friends from work offered to let us stay there with her and her son. It was
about an hour drive from where we used to live and where my mom worked. My mom
had to drive every day to get to work and keep her job. | had to go with her because she
didn’t want me staying by myself at her friend’s house. | didn’'t want to stay there either
because her friend changed and would get really mean with me. Sometimes she was
nice but you never knew when she would smack her son or pull his hair. Once the lady
pushed me up the stairs and she was really mad at me. She made me feel down, afraid
and not safe. | was really bored hanging around while mom worked. She tried to explain
it to me, and | tried to understand. We stayed at this house for about a month. When my
mom said something to her about pushing me up the stairs she told my mom to just
leave.

My mom was really stressed and she was dealing with a lot of things. When this lady
kicked us out we ended up packing our bags and having to walk really far on a hot day
to a church to get help because our car had a flat tire and my mom was trying to get it
fixed but we were kicked out before she got it fixed.

Another friend that my mom grew up with heard about our situation and invited us to
stay with him instead of spending money on a hotel. My mom didn’t tell him but we
didn’t have any money for a hotel or anything. Our car broke down as we were driving
across a big bridge. She called her friend and he came to get us with the pastor from his
church. it turned out that he had mental problems and he was a big liar. We were really
hoping this would work out so my mom could get a job and a place to live, but it didn't.

She tried to get us into the shelter for families that have been abused but we couldn’t
because of me. They don't allow older boys like me to stay there. My mom kept trying to
find a place for us because school was starting soon. We were in one shelter for a little
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while but they had a time limit so they moved us into a hotel. it was really scary
because drug dealers stood around outside. Sometimes men would knock on our door
and when my mom would open it they would just look at us and my mom would try not
to say anything to make them mad and tell them they had the wrong door. | made
friends at the hotels but it was a smali space and | didn't feel at home there. When |
went to school the bus would pick me up. | didn’t want anyone to know where | was
staying. When the bus dropped us off | waited until no one would see me and then |
went to the hotel. We were at that scary hotel for a few weeks.

Another friend said she had a spare room we could stay in. My mom didn't know they
were having problems and were getting a divorce. They asked her to help out by
cleaning houses. But then his wife got mad and we got kicked out again. At least he
gave my mom money for her work. So we went and stayed at a motel for one night. it
was better not being around all the fighting but we couldn’t afford to stay there longer
than one night.

We had to change states to find a place to stay. My mom’s friend invited us to stay with
her until we could find a place. My mom got me into school right away. It was really
hard having to start all over again. We were moving around so much so | guess | had to.
Staying with other people was tough. It was really hard adjusting to the families’
different lifestyles, trying to be around them. It had a big impact. If we crossed the line
for some reason, boom, we're out. | didn’t want to cross the line because they would
take it as disrespect, then, boom, we have to leave. We had to leave there too and stay
in another hotel for one night, and then we got into Safe Harbor in Carlisle, PA.

The hardest part was having to move so much and stay in so many different places. We
lost everything. It affected my attitude because | lost all my friends over and over again
and | was afraid to get close to people because | knew we had to move again.

| struggled in school and came to school very exhausted, because of having to sleep in
different places, constantly moving, and not being able to rest. It affected what | could
do with my free time. | couldn’t do much. When we lived with my dad at least | could see
my dog and we had a backyard, but not in a motel. It was very confusing and not much
fun. | used to play squash with my dad but now | can't. | miss my dog Rocky.

Everywhere we went it didn’t work out no matter how hard we tried. We had a hard time
contacting people to help us. My mom’s friends couldn’t help us. | was really getting
stressed too because my mom was looking for a job everywhere and every day and she
was so tired and sad. | know my mom was thinking that we should maybe go back to
my dad. | missed him a lot but | knew he hadn't gotten any help and | was too afraid that
he'd hurt us again. My mom keeps telling me that how my dad treated us was not our
fault.

Now we're at least in one place and | don't think we'll get kicked out, at least not just for
nothing. | like Safe Harbor but it’s still really hard not knowing where we'll end up. We
stayed in the room that was on the emergency shelter side for about a month and then
we got to move to the other side into our little apartment. I'm not embarrassed any more
but it's still hard.
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Thanks for listening to what homelessness is like for me and my mom. Moving around
and staying with so many different people has been really hard. | hope that now that
we're at Safe Harbor we will be able to stay for a while and find a place to live.
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Subcommittee for Insurance, Housing, and Community Opportunity
Committee on Financial Services
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December 15,2011

Good morning. 1 would like to start by saying thank you, Representative Biggert, Representative
Gutierrez, and Members of the Subcommittee, for this opportunity to share my story with you
today.

My name is Brittany Amber Koon. I was born in a little house in Upper Arlington Ohio that had
been in my family for years. I had never lived outside my neighborhood until my family’s house
was foreclosed on in the middle of my 7 grade year. During the foreclosure process, my
parents split up. My mom, my sister, my brothers, and I all became doubled up with a neighbor,
two doors down. That was the beginning of a long scary journey of instability, and a lonely
transition that would lead me to foster care and homelessness, but finally success as a proud
member of the US Army.

Homelessness began with my family. When we were doubled up with my neighbor, my school
no longer recognized me as a student. After nearly nine years as a student, cheerleader, band
member and wrestler, they kicked me out of school. They cut my lock and emptied my locker
over Christmas break. When I tried to return, they wouldn’t let me. That is when I remembered
that my friend’s mom, Angela Lariviere, worked with homeless kids. I walked over to her house
and asked her to help me. Within a day, we were able to educate my school about the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Law and I was back in school. However, my housing
situation did not last long. My mom started trying to find a new place, but she wasn’t holding it
together for any of us, and we landed in foster care.

My sister and I were separated from my brothers. That was very hard. We were separated from
our old neighborhood and our old friends. About a year after we went into foster care, we were
told that our father had been murdered. That was the beginning of the end of our hopes to be a
family again. Finally, we were separated from each other. When we were both teenagers, my
sister chose to return to our mother. Knowing that going back to her was a bad idea, I decided to
take my chances with the state. I was already one year behind in school. T worked really hard in
high school. I was able to make up all my credits, join the band, and get a scholarship to
Otterbein College. I was doing well. Then the next great tragedy of my life happened: I turned
18.
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As a kid, you can’t wait to be a grown up. But if you are in foster care, it can turn from a dream
to a nightmare. This is true for many kids I know. A few months before graduation, I left my
foster home and had to get an apartment. I had a job at McDonald’s. T worked all the time. In
desperation for housing, there were two things I forgot to consider. One was how much I needed
to maintain transportation to get to work, and the second thing was the fact that I was due to
move into the dorm, and would have to break my lease. 1 fell behind in my rent and got kicked
out of the apartment, owing them $1200. It was very lonely and stressful trying to maintain life
on my own. My mother and siblings had moved to New York. [ knew from the updates in their
lives that they were not stable or healthy. Irealized | would just be alone for a while. Then I
remembered Angela and her Youth Empowerment Program (YEP) that had helped me before. 1
looked her up and came to visit her. She was as supportive as she could be trying to help me
navigate my homelessness. [ lived in my car and I doubled-up for two months before college. 1
stayed on the couches of some relatives and friends. This was not healthy, but I found support in
YEP because I made a lot of friends who were also in my situation. They all support each other
and encourage us to keep moving forward and focus on education. Housing solutions just didn’t
really exist.

Finally school started. I was excited because I had received a scholarship and Education
Training Voucher (ETV) funds from foster care. But I was so stressed I began to struggle. Itis
so hard to try to fit and be a regular college student when you are constantly worrying about what
you are going to do and where you are going to live on breaks. I knew that Angela had been in
the same place I was, she had been homeless when she attended Otterbein. I leaned on her for
advise and support. She helped me finish the year.

As the year ended, [ was again without housing. Ihad hoped to return to Otterbein. I was again
living in my car when I met a girl at a party. She was alone and had three kids. She told me [
could crash out on the couch in her apartment. I had only lived there a couple of days when I
was told I had to pay the electric bill. I was happy to pay this bill, because I was glad to get a
place to sleep. I was only working part time, but I was hoping I could save money to pay off the
other apartment and get housing. After a couple of weeks, I was buying all the groceries and
because she did not have a car and I did, I was expected to drive her and her kids wherever they
needed to go. 1 was not able to find other housing so I felt stuck. This happens a lot when you
are doubled up. You feel indebted to the people for letting you stay, but then you are taken
advantage of by them. After about a month, I was told that they were getting evicted if they
couldn’t pay $1600 in back rent. 1 gave them all the money I had saved, believing that at least I
could stay while waiting to go back to school. They took my money, then told me I had to leave.

I was back to my car. 1 also would stay at other friends’ houses. 1 started hanging out at bars
and nightclubs so I would have somewhere to go at night. It was scary sleeping in my car at
night. I know it sounds dangerous, but I was making friends at the bars because they would let
me come back and crash on their couches. At the time, I thought staying with these people was
better than my car. But it really wasn’t. In my car, I was in control and I didn’t have to worry
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about what would happen to me, or people who would try to touch me when [ was asleep. I still
worked with YEP and realized that a lot of youth were in my situation. 1 wondered why there
was no help. In the fall, I knew it would be a better choice to transfer to community college to
save money and try to get out of my homelessness.

It took me longer to transfer than I thought. Things actually got worse for me as I couldn’t find
any place to stay for more than a week or two. As it got colder, I asked Angela to take me to a
shelter, but when we went the lady at intake told us there was a waiting list. It was very scary
there, with a lot of older homeless men standing outside keep trying to talk to us. The woman
told us that she sees a lot of young kids who don’t choose to stay at the shelter or get on the
waiting list because of those men. We left.

I used Angela’s house as my permanent address for a while. While I could come over for
holidays and to do laundry and use the computer, she already had other youth with her and her
house was not big enough for me. I decided to move in with my boyfriend. A couple of months
later I registered for school again. | was doing well, then my relationship went bad. Because the
apartment was in my boyfriend’s name, he held it over me and eventually kicked me out. I was
so stressed that I had to quit school for the second time.

That is when I talked to Angela’s husband about going into the military. He went with me to talk
to the ROTC recruiter. I liked the idea of taking my leadership skills to the next level to serve
my country. I decided to go active duty so I would have training and a stable place to live.

I recently graduated from boot camp and AIT. I am now stationed at Fort Hood, in Texas. Even
though I feel more stable and supported than I have in years, I still don’t have a place to call
home. [ am coming back from Ft. Hood for the holidays, but I will still have to couch surf while
I am home.

I could feel bad about my story, but I feel worse knowing how many other youth are out there
who are barely hanging on. Iam fortunate to have people in my life to encourage me to hang on
and move forward. Many other kids don’t. I feel that making youth document their
homelessness solely through the people they couch surf with will only create another barrier and
more frustration with the system. None of the people I lived with would have been willing to
write letters or sign papers to document that I was living there. They would have been
suspicious and afraid of getting in trouble. Also, many of them I didn’t know well enough to ask
them.

1 also think it is very important for HUD to count doubled-up youth, because I don’t think people
realize how hard it is for them. It is hard to get housing assistance if you are not in a homeless
shelter, and most shelters are full and not safe for youth. Recognizing that there is limited
resources, I would suggest increasing resources to those programs so that every youth could be
housed. But ignoring us has only reinforced our knowledge that our community has abandoned
us and that nobody cares about us.
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Finally, it is very critical to not create more barriers to success. Making homeless youth jump
through more system rules and hoops to get basic services will only cause them to continue in
their current situation. I believe that allowing homeless education liaisons and others to help
youth document their situation would be best because it would be easier for a youth to trust
caring adults who are already trained and sensitive to their situation. Most youth who are
doubled up are getting used. They are not able to become stable enough to get out on their own.
When the people we are staying with get tired of us, we get thrown to the streets like stray cats.

This is true of too many youth. In fact, with me today is Danielle Jinx and Shannon McDaniels.
They are here to support me, because they also have been in my situation. If we are not counted,
we can never be served effectively. If we are not served, we just will be left to start where we
were in the first place, in a never-ending chain of instability and abuse.

Like me, you have chosen to serve our country. You here in Washington, and me in the field.
Just as you can have faith that I will be out there protecting you, it is my hope that you will use
your power here to protect youth like me.

Thank you again for this opportunity.
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Written Testimony of Brooklyn Pastor
Subcommittee for Insurance, Housing, and Community Opportunity
Committee on Financial Services
U.S. House of Representatives

December 15, 2011

Hello, my name is Brooklyn Pastor. 'm 12 years old, and I'm in 7" Grade at William
Paca Middie School in Shirley, New York. I’m here today with my mom, and also with
Ms. Benjamin, from the Parent-Child Home Program. She used to bring us books and
toys when I was 2 and 3 years old and in a shelter. She brought things for us to paint and
draw.

Today I live in my own house, but I didn’t always live there. I've lived in over sixteen
places in my life: six shelters, four times doubled-up with many different people, and we
had our own house six times. We also had to go to emergency motel rooms many other
times, in between shelters and houses. Three times we lost our housing because the
landlord was selling or losing the house. Sometimes we lived with my older sister’s
grandparents, but they did not want us there. Once we lived in a house where there were
people downstairs who the landlord let take our oil and electricity, and we had to leave,
because we could not pay it.

1 really hate moving from place to place. It is so hard because you get to know people and
then have to move. It has made my life hard.

My grandmother abandoned my mom as a child. My mom lived from relative to relative
and then she was alone on the street at age 14. She could not finish high school or get a
driver’s license or have a car either to get a good job. My mom then became pregnant at a
young age and was not able to support us easily.

When we lived with other people, they were not always nice to us. We couldn’t ask them
for anything. They were mostly mad that we were there and did not want anyone else to
know, especially their landlord. They would never let us say we were there. My mom
could never tell anyone where we lived, or for how long. It was like being invisible.

The hardest thing about living with other people was watching my mom cry. People
would yell at my mom because we did not have any money, and they would yell at us to
get out. I also remember that my mom did not eat until we ate. She would put the food on
our plates and let us eat, and when we were done, she would take what was left for
herself. We had to take showers down at the neighbor’s house because we had no hot
water for a year, and the landlady would not fix it. We could not bring our stuff for the
shower in a bag, because they had cockroaches and we did not want to get them. We
would carry the shampoo and conditioner down the street. I did not like that because I
was getting older and did not want people to know what we were doing.
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It hurt me to see my mom hurting and I couldn’t do much to help her. I just wanted to be
close to my mom. She took care of things and I felt safe when I was near her. As long as
you were there with her, nothing would happen. I am always trying to help with my
younger sister and brother to decrease my mom’s load when I come home from school.
Mom has enough to do, so [ try and play with them and keep them happy. So [ do that at
home, and maybe not so much homework. I do not have time to socialize because | am
looking to see if I can help Mom. I follow her around to try and keep things going. If
Mom is late for a bill, I worry and get afraid and do not ask for anything until it is paid. I
guess I socialize when I get to school, and that gets me into trouble at school. It has
affected my grades this year.

I used to be in another school where I was on the student council. When we got this last
house, it was considered permanent, so I had to go to another school. When you get your
own place you have to go to the local school. I could have finished the year at the last
school, but Mom could not drive us without a license and they did not send a bus. The
new school is ghetto and there were lots of fights at first, and kids were jealous and
picked on me. I had to fight every day to get by. It’s better now. I am stronger for the
experiences.

It is especially hard for my two-year-old brother because he does not understand why
Mom is crying. He cries, too, and he asks her not to ery. He does not know what is going
on. My sisters and T know why Mom is crying, and that it is not about us. He doesn’t
understand. He wants Mom’s attention. She has to go out a lot to work and to
appointments. He has to stay with different people. He has no daycare or preschool
because there is no money for that or transportation and no openings near us. There are
no services for his age except the Parent-Child Home Program. That comes to us.

We are in a house now, but things are not perfect. We had a hurricane and the roof caved
in and my ceiling is still hanging and it is not fixed and the landlady yells at my mom.

1 do not want to ever be homeless again. I think the only way that we will never be
homeless again is if my Mom got a different job, a real job in an office or something. She
works in a restaurant. I hope that will happen soon. This year she got a high school
diploma and a driver’s license and she is going to school in a few weeks to be a Certified
Nurse’s Assistant.

The things that have helped me to go through all this are being close to Mom and being
close to God. Mom does good things for people even when we don’t have enough money
and I know God will help us.

I would like people to know that it is different going through this then just hearing about
it. You may not have ever experienced being homeless. It is worse than hearing about it

or watching a movie about it. You are in it. There are a lot of kids going through it.

Thank you.
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Chairman Biggert, Ranking Member Gutierrez, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify today about the impact of homelessness on children and youth. My name is
Barbara Poppe and | am the Executive Director of the United States Interagency Council on
Homelessness.

It has been an honor to serve the Council and its 19 member agencies since November 2009. The
mission of the Council is to coordinate the Federal response to homelessness and to create a national
partnership at every level of government and with the private sector to reduce and end homelessness in
the nation while maximizing the effectiveness of the Federal Government in contributing to the end of
homelessness. Earlier this week, Department of Health and Human Services Secretary Kathieen Sebelius
and Department of Veterans Affairs Secretary Eric Shinseki were elected to serve as the Chair and Vice
Chair of the Council respectively.

1 want to thank Chairman Biggert for her commitment to ending homelessness among families, youth,
and children. In addition to Secretary Sebelius and Secretary Shinseki, 1 also want to recognize the
commitment and hard work over the last two years by other members of the Council, HUD Secretary
Shaun Donovan, Labor Secretary Hilda Solis, and Education Secretary Arne Duncan.

Today, | will discuss the crisis our nation faces with nearly one million public school children who are
experiencing homelessness. | will highlight the progress of the Council relative to the Opening Doors’
goal to prevent and end homelessness for families, youth, and children by 2020. As requested, | will also
provide an update on the Council’s work towards a common vocabulary. My remarks will conclude with
the critical steps that are needed for our nation to achieve the 2020 goal of ending family, youth, and
children’s homelessness.

In june 2010, in recognition of this crisis - we made history. For the first time the federal government set
out a goal to end family, youth, and children homelessness. Nineteen federal agencies committed to
ending it by 2020.
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Reflecting the importance of this issue, the most recent Council meetings focused on family and youth
homelessness. In September, the Cabinet Secretaries visited a Washington DC family homeless shelter
and heard directly from service providers and parents about best practices. And this past Tuesday, the
Council discussed the important next steps that are needed to reach the goal of preventing and ending
youth homelessness by 2020.

USICH is continuing to review H.R. 32 and look forward to working with the Committee to ensure that
we prevent and end homelessness for families, youth, and children by 2020.

Crisis Facing our Nation’s Children, Youth, and Families

The Department of Education {ED) collects data on the number of students enrolled in public schools
(preschool-12" grade) in the United States that are identified as experiencing homelessness during the
school year. According to ED, 939,903 homeless students were identified during the 2009-2010 school
year. More than 70 percent were living in doubled up situations. Most of the remaining balance were in
shelters or hotels, but over 40,000 were unsheltered.

sidence of Homeless Students

Table 1. Primary Nighttim

in the United States—Three Year Comparison
SY 07-08 : - SY09-10
Shelters 164,982 211,152 179,863
Doubled-Up 502,082 606,764 668,024
Unsheltered 50,445 39,678 40,701
Hotels/Motels 56,323 57,579 47,243
Total* 773,832 915,173 935,831

Source: National Center for Homeless Education. Education for Homeless Children and Youth

Program Data Collection Summary. May 2011

*Six states did not capture data on primary nighttime residence, thus totals in this table are less
than overall totals reported by ED.

As HUD Deputy Assistant Secretary Mark Johnston has noted today, the latest HUD data shows that
236,181 persons in families experienced homelessness on a given night in 2011. According to HUD’s
2010 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, more families entered shelter directly from
“housed situations” in 2010 than in previous years—most commonly staying with family. Due to the
recession, more families with two adults may have become homeless, as well as more families with only
a father present.

At 18 months, the 2007-2009 recession was the longest since World War il. The effects of the recession
have been especially tied to the housing crisis. With the increased number of families experiencing
foreclosure and exiting home ownership there are now more households competing for rental units. The
competition for affordable units is even greater. In 2003, 16.3 million very low-income renters {less than
50% of area median income) competed for 12 million affordable and adequate rentals that were not
occupied by higher-income households. By 2009, the number of these renters hit 18.0 million while the
number of affordable, adequate, and available units dipped to 11.6 million, pushing the supply gap to
6.4 million units. Combined, the shrinking affordable housing stock, falling incomes, and increased
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competition from higher-income renters have widened the gap between the number of very low-
income renters and the number of affordable, adequate, and available units.

This supply gap has pushed many low-income households into “doubled-up” housing situations. The
extent to which multiple individuals and families actually share housing units and how sharing has
changed over time is not well documented. The US Census Bureau reports that the number of
multifamily households jumped nearly 12 percent between 2008 and 2010—reaching 15.5 miilion {or 13
percent of all households). Even that figure, however, is believed to be an undercount of doubled-up
households. The Census’ multifamily household figures, for example, do not include such situations as
when a single brother and a single sister move in together, or when a childless adult goes to live with his
or her parents.

The effects of this recession are still being felt throughout the country, and the long-term impacts are
unclear. As these households continue to struggle to make ends meet, we expect some of these
doubled-up households to end up in the shelter system. Since the Recovery Act’s Homelessness
Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program {(HPRP} was a one-time appropriation, some communities
have already exhausted their resources, while others are now beginning to ramp down programs.

The budgets of state and local governments are also under tremendous pressure. This fiscal challenge
increases the impediments to preventing and ending homelessness for families and youth.

Ending homelessness is not only the right thing to do, it's the smart thing to do.

As we have known for years about chronic homelessness, there is now a growing number of studies
showing that many families experiencing homelessness, especially repeated housing instability, are
costly to public systems. The Minnesota Supportive Housing and Managed Care Pilot documented a
reduction in inpatient costs when families became stably housed. Keeping Families Together, a New
York City supportive housing project targeted child-welfare involved homeless families, likewise shows a
reduction in child welfare costs. More studies are documenting the relationship between housing
instability, school mobility, and poor health. The traumatic and health effects on children are also well
documented. Investing in smarter, quicker solutions costs less. Investing in more housing assistance over
the long term can save money for schools, child welfare, the health care system, and other public
institutions.

Recent research published in the American Journal of Public Health showed that housing insecurity is
associated with poor health, lower weight, and developmental risk among young children. Researchers
conclude that policies and investments that decrease housing insecurity prevent and end homelessness
for families.

2020 Goal to Prevent and End Homelessness among Family, Youth, and Children

When USICH drafted Opening Doors, one of the resounding themes we heard from the field was that
now more than ever, federal leadership was needed to set out clear goals, timeframes, and strategies to
ensure that local communities have a real partner in Washington. And that's what Opening Doors does.
A fiscally prudent government response is imperative—local, state, and federal governments cannot
afford to invest in anything but proven, cost-effective strategies. That’s why Opening Doors includes
only those strategies that have been working at the local level,
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Opening Doors is based on the idea that solving homelessness requires that mainstream programs
develop ways to help people at risk of homelessness meet their needs and avoid homelessness.
Mainstream programs are designed for people regardless of their housing status, programs like
Medicaid, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families {TANF), Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
and Education. Historically, the “federal plan” to address homelessness focused on programs targeted to
homeless populations like HUD's Homeless Assistance Grants and HHS’s Projects for Assistance in
Transition from Homelessness {PATH) program which delivers services to homeless people with serious
mental ilinesses and co-occurring substance use disorders. Now it is recognized that to fully address the
needs of homeless populations, it is critical that we also collaborate with mainstream programs that
provide other key benefits and services needed by homeless families. Over the last 18 months, there has
been unprecedented collaboration from federal agencies — with one another, and with state and local
governments and nonprofits — in our efforts to implement the plan. The federal government is laying
the groundwork for future successes through better collaboration, better data collection, better use of
mainstream resources, and engaging states and local communities in the Plan’s goals and strategies.

While it is too soon to tell the full impact of Opening Doors, evidence is emerging that local and state
efforts supported by federal mainstream and targeted resources—when coupled with partnerships with
the private and nonprofit sectors—have made a significant difference. Such progress can be found in
the Chicago area where families are being increasingly successful in getting into and staying in
permanent housing, as well as in Salt Lake City, Utah where collaborative efforts have made significant
progress on all types of homelessness.

The bold and measurable goals in Opening Doors are meant to catalyze efforts to prevent and end
homelessness. For the first time, the federal government is measuring progress against clear numerical
targets. Particularly noteworthy are the following achievements:

e Breaking down silos. Unprecedented collaboration and coordination across and within federal
agencies have helped to ensure that resources are aligned with the Plan. This alignment
improves both the efficiency and effectiveness of the use of government resources.

s Better data collection, analysis, and reporting. Agencies within HHS and the VA are working
with HUD to coordinate data collection efforts. Good data is essential to measuring what works,
what doesn’t and how we need to do better.

+« New definition of homelessness. This fall, HUD published its new definition of homelessness per
the HEARTH Act, which expands access to HUD's programs for families with children. it allows
for more people to be considered eligible for homeless assistance. There is also a new definition
of imminently homeless in the recently published Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) rufe that
atlows others to be assisted before becoming homeless.

+ Better use of targeted resources. The Recovery Act’s Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-
Housing Program {HPRP) has assisted more than 1 million people, already three times more than
projected. Without HPRP, the numbers of families experiencing homelessness on a given night
would likely be much higher.

* Improved access of mainstream resources. Affordable Care Act implementation has served as a
major focal point in the past year, with HHS playing a catalytic role in helping communities begin
to prepare for the opportunities that lie ahead. With careful planning now, the implementation



98

of the Medicaid expansion can significantly increase access to health care for people
experiencing homelessness.

¢ increased engagement with states and local communities. One example is work being led by
HHS in partnership with HUD and £D to understand promising practices in the field on linking
human services and housing supports to address family homelessness.

HPRP gave communities dollars devoted to homelessness prevention, that is, tailored emergency
assistance to help a family stay in their home, as well as rapid re-housing, which can include short-term
case management and assistance with rent, and security deposits and other help for a family to re-
establish a home. HPRP's success paved the way for systems change in communities across the country
by encouraging a new focus on prevention models and rapid re-housing techniques, which are most
effective for families. It also created a learning opportunity to determine which strategies are the most
successful in reducing the number of families entering shelter and the length of time they spend there.
The success of HPRP has spurred action and informed VA planning efforts around the new Supportive
Services for Veteran Families (SSVF) Program. In July, VA announced $60 million in homeless prevention
grants that will serve approximately 22,000 Veteran families at-risk of or experiencing homelessness.
And earlier this month, VA announced an additional $100 mitlion for SSVF.

In addition, TANF agencies and local school district liaisons are working to break down silos and work in
partnership to better align federal and state program to address family homelessness. Since housing and
service program dollars enter communities through different agencies, on different geographic scales
{e.g., county versus city), with different eligibility rules, and on different timelines, communities have
historically had a difficult time figuring out how to combine mainstream services with housing to support
families experiencing or most at risk of homelessness. By incenting local collaboration to access
competitively-awarded housing vouchers, the federal government could learn more about what makes
collaborations work, as well as what barriers presently inhibit such colfaboration from occurring more
naturally.

As part of the President’s Budget in both FY 2011 and FY 2012, the Administration proposed a new
initiative to couple housing assistance with comprehensive human services to reduce homelessness
among famities with children. This initiative would establish a mechanism for HUD, HHS and ED
programs to be more fully engaged in stabilizing homeless families, ultimately resulting in a reduction in
the costs associated with poor school performance and poverty. The pay-off to such a collaborative
effort could be large. Research suggests that stable housing has a large positive impact for children —
when children are not forced to move from place-to-place and school-to-school, they are more likely to
succeed academically. Additional research suggests that families that are stably housed are in a better
position to prepare for, find, and retain employment. Thus, by working together, HHS, ED, and HUD can
help meet the goals of reducing child homelessness, reducing poverty, and fostering employment
suceess.

Congress has not taken action to fund this initiative to build on what we know and to promote the
development of effective solutions at scale. While states and local communities theoretically have the
latitude to build local collaborations across mainstream housing and services systems, the difficult budget
situations they face make it significantly less fikely that they will pursue these in the absence of federal
investment. Although without funding we will not have any research evidence coming from initiative,
HHS’s Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) is supporting a study entitled
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“Linking Human Services and Housing Assistance in Communities for Homeless Families and Families at
Risk of Homelessness” to document promising models that integrate human services and housing
support.

New Efforts to Focus on Ending Youth Homelessness

in order to achieve the Plan’s goal of ending youth homelessness by 2020, USICH and its member
agencies are working with national organizations along with state and local agencies to develop a better
understanding of the needs of youth who are at risk of and experiencing homelessness, as well as the
best approaches to achieve the goal.

One Plan objective, to advance health and housing stability for youth aging out of systems such as foster
care and juvenile justice, has seen positive movement as agencies focus on improving discharge
planning; reviewing federal program policies, procedures, and regulations; and promoting targeted
outreach strategies.

There is concurrence among participating agencies of the Council that better data on the number of
youth experiencing homelessness is needed, as well as typologies that help classify the causes and
nature of youth homelessness and predictors of appropriate program models and interventions.
Towards that end, the following is being undertaken:

* HHS has led the Interagency Working Group on Youth Programs, which includes 12 Federal
departments and agencies. A subgroup focused on transition-age youth is reviewing existing
federal supports for addressing youth homelessness and identifying possible steps toward the
goal.

*  USICH staff has prioritized outreach to unaccompanied youth and youth-serving providers in
visits around the country. Through meetings with organizations that are demonstrating the
impact of effective public-private collaborations, touring programs that are getting consistent
outcomes, and talking with youth themselves, we are gathering information to inform federal
action.

e USICH and member agencies HHS and HUD collaborated to increase awareness of how local
communities could better count unaccompanied youth during HUD’s January 2011 PIT count.
Baltimore and Minneapolis—Saint Paul have taken the initiative to improve and expand their
vouth census by coordinating with focal agencies that serve youth between the target age
range, which allowed for them to obtain a more accurate count of unaccompanied youth. While
USICH hopes to see further improvement in this data, preliminary data from some areas suggest
there is still much more that needs to be done to know how many youth experience
homelessness across the country.

* HUD has commissioned a study of programs that assist youth who are aging out of foster care.
This will be completed in the next year.

e The Department of Labor’s Workforce investment Act (WIA) youth programs, such as the WIA
Youth Formula Program, Job Corps and YouthBuild, provide services to economically
disadvantaged youth who face multiple barriers to employment including those who are
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homeless, or a runaway, or a foster youth. These programs heip youth gain post-secondary
education credentials and enter into employment.

e HHS and USICH have worked together to reach out to youth-serving providers and to encourage
partnerships with child welfare, schools, jobs programs, and housing authorities.

e USICH members are partnering to get a better understanding of the scope of homelessness for
unaccompanied youth, best practice research, and the impact of related federal investments.

HUD has been a tremendous partner as they implement the HEARTH Act. In alignment with Opening
Doors, HUD has been working to develop their new program regulations (as required under the HEARTH
Act). The recently released Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) program regulations built upon the
lessons learned from HPRP—a key resource in recent years to prevent and end homelessness among
families and youth—allowing communities across the country to continue this important work. HUD has
also taken steps to better align its definition of youth with other Federal agencies. For the purpose of
data collection and reporting, HUD currently groups all adults aged 18 to 30 in the same category. In the
future, HUD will break out 18- to 24-year-olds so we can continue to learn more about the unique needs
of transition-age youth. Since the release of the ESG and homeless definition regulations in mid-
November, USICH has received very positive messages from youth advocates and providers in the field
who believe the new HUD regulations demonstrate a true understanding of the special needs of
homeless youth.

Ending youth homelessness requires collaboration at all levels of government and across sectors.
Mainstream systems including schools, TANF and workforce systems, juvenile justice, child welfare, and
health care will need to pay more attention to family unification and preservation. Toward that end:

e ED and HHS are working together on implementation of the Fostering Connections Act, a law
reforming federal child welfare policy that was enacted in 2008.

e ED hosted the first-ever federal summit on lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth in June
2011. This was the second annual Bullying Prevention Summit, a two-day event hosted by the
U.S. Department of Education in partnership with eight other federal agencies that make up the
Federal Partners in Bullying Prevention Steering Committee. One workshop specifically
addressed homelessness among LGBT youth.

e ED and HHS also co-hosted “Child Welfare, Education and the Courts: A Collaboration to
Strengthen Educational Successes of Children and Youth in Foster Care” during which USICH led
a discussion on access to educational support for homeless youth.

¢ The Casey Family Programs, a national leader on youth issues, has provided four staff people to
work at HUD, ED, HHS, and DO to help advance federal progress on the intersections between
child welfare, housing, behavioral health, education, and juvenile justice.

Progress on Common Vocabulary

Numerous federal agencies administer either programs targeted exclusively to people experiencing
homelessness {targeted programs} or available more generally to low-income populations {mainstream
programs}. Programs sometimes have different eligibility requirements and use different definitions of
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“homelessness.” This can be confusing for people in need of services and service providers, and the
differences can make collaboration and data collection difficult. The GAO published recommendations
to work toward a federal common vocabulary and data standard in its June 2010 report.

The HEARTH Act mandated USICH to host a meeting of experts and stakeholders to discuss the
feasibility of adopting a common vocabulary and data standard. Creating a common data standard
related to housing status across targeted and mainstream programs is also a strategy of Opening Doors.

In January 2011, USICH and HUD hosted a meeting with a broad representation of stakeholders. This
day-long meeting allowed USICH to hear both the benefits people saw in developing a common
vocabulary and a common data standard, in addition to some of the challenges associated with moving
in this direction. USICH received concrete suggestions for how we would go forward, as well as cautions
of issues that need to be considered moving forward. Earlier this year, USICH submitted a report to
Congress on a community forum to discuss the GAO recommendation to develop a common federal
vocabulary on housing status. We are continuing to make progress in this area.

This fall, USICH convened agencies to assess the feasibility of moving forward to develop a common
vocabulary and data standard as it relates to housing. A common vocabulary and data standard
regarding housing status could create administrative efficiencies for grantees, simpliifying data collection
across multiple systems, and help to clarify differences in eligibility criteria across federal programs.
Agencies assessed the work that has already been done, in particular between HUD homeless programs,
VA homeless programs, SAMHSA’s PATH program, and ACYF's homeless youth programs, to arrive at
common language and move toward a common data standard. HUD's leadership through its Homeless
Management Information System {HMIS) has been critical to this work. These conversations have
informed HUD’s development of a revised data standard for HMIS that will be released soon. In essence,
these are first steps toward creating a common data standard regarding housing across these federal
targeted homelessness programs. Once HUD's new data standard is approved, VA, SAMHSA and ACYF
need to make similar changes in their reporting mechanisms.

Agencies with targeted homelessness programs that have not had these discussions yet with HUD
agreed to participate in conversations with HUD. This will not happen all at once; HUD will sequence
them so as to manage the staff resources available to support this work.

Solutions to the Crisis of Homelessness among Families, Youth, and Children

The Obama administration is committed to doing all it can to encourage this growing trend in
partnership with Congress, States, tribes, counties, cities, philanthropy, the business sector and non-
profits. Beyond the progress noted above, there are four key areas where we need to make progress in
order to meet the 2020 goal:

« Affordable Housing

» Jobs

s Mainstream services — health, human services, income supports, education, Head Start, and
other children’s programs

e Coordinated local response and better collaboration

We can’t afford “business as usual” in today’s tight economy. We must ensure that only the most
effective and cost-efficient policies and practices are utilized.
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Housing

Housing needs to be affordable for those households with the lowest incomes who are most at risk of
homelessness. The households most vulnerable to homelessness are those with no income to those
with up to 30 percent of Area Median income.

Access to affordable housing is especially vital for families. Affordable housing is the cornerstone of any
effort to reduce and ultimately end homelessness. The preservation and expansion of affordable
housing through acquisition, rehabilitation, new construction, and rental assistance is critical to
accomplishing our goals. Unfortunately, the trend lines for affordable housing are going in the wrong
direction. Too many Americans cannot afford a safe place to call home. More than 8 million renters pay
more than half of their income on rent and utility costs, yet are extremely low income (ELI - fess than
30% of area median income). There has been a 13% increase in ELI renter households over the last
decade, while the number of units affordable to this population decreased by 14%.

As more Americans struggle to make ends meet, the affordable housing stock has actually decreased.
During the boom years, units were upgraded to serve higher income tenants, converted to condos in
strong matrkets, and demolished or lost to neglect elsewhere. Analysis of American Community Survey
data from 2000 to 2007 shows that the number of units affordable to ELI households declined by nearly
900,000 units while the number of ELI renter households increased by over 1 million. Greater
competition for a shrinking resource also drives rental prices up. Despite the growing need, housing
assistance programs are at risk as tough budget decisions at the federal level and in state houses, city
halls, and county seats across the country are debated.

We are seeing families falling into homelessness whose incomes have plummeted as a result of the
recession - through foreclosures, evictions, layoffs, or health care costs. For most people, the threat of
homelessness stems from the gap between their current income and the cost of housing. People are
extremely poor at the time they become homeless. More affordable housing is needed for people with
extremely low incomes who are most at risk of homelessness,

There has been an increased inventory of permanent supportive housing units for disabled individuals,
families with children, youth, including Veterans and their families {including HUD-VASH). This type of
rental housing is affordable and offers services for the specific needs of an individual or family who has a
long term disability and a homelessness experience. However, the current inventory does not meet the
demand.

While we have stressed to communities that they must continue to examine local performance
outcomes to identify the most strategic and cost effective use of resources in order to help more people
avoid or end their homelessness, more funding is needed to create the inventory necessary to meet the
needs.

Jobs

Many have noted that the best defense against homelessness is a job that pays enough to cover the
basics ~ including the cost of housing. With continuing high levels of unemployment, a good job remains
elusive for too many Americans. Passage of the American Jobs Act, as proposed by President Obama,
would prevent 6 million Americans looking for work from losing their benefits.
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Specific to homelessness, the proposed legislation would create a new Pathways Back to Work Fund that
would, among other things, build on the success of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
Emergency Contingency Fund {TANF/ECF) by supporting subsidized employment opportunities for
unemployed low-income individuals.

Mainstream Services

To further family stability, mainstream programs need to be aligned at the local level to support families
through better collaboration and greater accountability for housing stability. We can’t have an ever-
expanding homeless system-—operating in isolation from mainstream systems—that becomes
responsible for everything a homeless family needs from early childhood education, education
generally, employment, to all types of health and human services.

Secretary Sebelius and her team at HHS have been working to expand access to health insurance and
health care through the Affordable Care Act. Already, provisions are in places that allow young adults to
stay on their families” health insurance and prevent screening out of children with high medical needs.
Future provisions that create more affordable health insurance options for families will decrease the
chances that an unexpected heaith event will lead to job loss or foreclosure, driving a family into
homelessness. There will be new tools available to help families with the most complex health probiems
and related challenges get access to more holistic care and support through Health Homes and
Accountable Care Organizations. Going forward, practitioners who work with families that are most
vulnerable to homelessness need to collaborate with local health care policy makers and systems to
ensure that the needs of families experiencing homelessness are taken into account in local
implementation of the Affordable Care Act.

USICH would also like to note the work of Education Secretary Arne Duncan’s team. ED is working to
identify ways in which all its programs contribute to accomplishing the goals in the Plan. More work will
be needed over the next year to get more local school systems on board and working with local
Continuums of Care and local plans to end homelessness. USICH also expects that these local plans will
consider ways to keep children in their same school without requiring long bus rides. Compliance with
the protections under the McKinney Vento Act will continue to be important to assure all homeless
youth and children have access to education.

Coordinated local response and better collaboration

As mentioned earlier, HPRP made an enormous impact and helped many communities make the
important shift to more cost-effective programs focusing on prevention and rapid re-housing.

As HEARTH Act implementation begins with the new Emergency Solutions Grants, communities will be
able to adapt the lessons learned about prevention and rapid re-housing as they work to re-tool their
Continuum of Care system. One promising practice is to shift transitional housing to target those mostin
need. Another is re-purposing scattered site transitional housing to transition-in-place models that
provide greater stability for children and their parents and can reduce school mobility. Helping kids stay
stable in school can lead to improved academic achievements — a long term return on investment.

As has been demonstrated in Massachusetts, Columbus, Minneapolis, and in Seattle — by bringing all

mainstream programs to the table with the homeless system, the sum of collaborative work is far
greater than the parts.

10
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Going forward

The country has faced economic uncertainties in the 18 months of Opening Doors’ implementation, but
one thing remains clear: homelessness is an urgent problem — not only is it devastating to families and
individuals who experience it, but it is very costly to society as a whole. Years of research have
documented significant cost savings for public systems when people with histories of homelessness
become stably housed. While much of this research has focused on individuals experiencing chronic
homelessness, recent research has expanded our understanding of the costs related to family
homelessness as well. This evidence reinforces Opening Doors’ core belief that ending homelessness is
not only the right thing to do, but the smart thing to do.

Republicans and Democrats in Congress and across the country have collaborated for years to make
progress on fighting homelessness. We also have Cabinet Secretaries working across party lines with our
nation's mayors and governors on initiatives to put us on track to achieve the goals in Opening Doors.
Ending family, youth, and child homelessness is an issue that should know no partisan boundaries and
where we can make a real difference -~ together. Congressional support for Opening Doors is vital in our
efforts to invest in cost-effective and proven solutions across the country.

Thank you again for this opportunity to testify. | would be glad to respond to any questions.

11
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Written Testimony of Destiny Raynor
Submitted to the U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Financial Services
Subcommittee for Insurance, Housing, and Community Opportunity

December 15, 2011

My name is Destiny Raynor, and I'm a Freshman at Winter Springs High
School in Winter Springs, Florida. I’'m here today with my mother, and
my sister Kimberly. I also want to introduce you to the Metzger Family —
Austin, Arielle, and their Dad. They were homeless in central Florida,
too.

My parents used to have a thrift shop and a beauty store. We lost our
housing when the economy got really bad and we had to close all of our
stores. We had to move all of the stuff from the store into the house.
Both of my parents did not have a job and they just kept looking for
several months. They kept applying for jobs.

During that time it was very rough. That summer, the power and water
got shut off, and we did not have running water or electricity for 5-6
months. We had to eat at the gas station at the corner because they
had a microwave. We went to friends” homes to shower, but they did
not know what was going on. We spent most of the time during the
summer at my friend’s house. During the summer, it was very hot.
Especially at night, when the candles added more heat. The toilet
smelled really bad because we could not flush because the water was
shut off. We had to bring buckets to a local church to fill with water to
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fill the toilet bowl. We would buy sodas from a gas station and ended
up eating a lot of junk food. | gained 10 pounds, my sister gained 13
pounds, and my brother gained 40 pounds. We had a cooler to keep
drinks in.

My parents did not want to go to a shelter because they split families
up, and we wanted to be together. No one knew where we lived,
except for one friend. My life changed very quickly. We went from a lot
of money from the store - my mom used to make maybe $300 per day -
to nothing. When we lost the electricity, we slept in our own
bedrooms but kept the windows open. Once we started school, it was
very difficult to focus. 1 could only think about what was going on at
home. | worried all the time and that was the only thing that was on
my mind.

After we lost our home, we ended up moving in with my grandmother.
She has terminal cancer and hepatitis. This was horrible. It is a three-
bedroom mobile home, but only two rooms were usable. My mother,
sister and | slept in one bed, my dad slept on a small couch, and my
brother slept on a lazy boy chair. We stayed there for 2-3 weeks until
we could not take it any more. We could not shower there, because
the water is not filtered. it was yellow and smelled. My grandmother
also was dying of cancer, so it was really hard. With our last bit of
money, we moved into a motel. The school district homeless
coordinator, Beth, met us after one week and started to help us. My
parents pay the bill if my dad is able to make money at the day labor
work place that week. When we don’t have the money, Beth pays from
donations her program receives. Beth is here today, too.



107

The hardest thing about living in the motel is being on the bus and
watching all of the other kids getting off, and knowing that they are
going to their own home, and | am going back to a one-room hotel. It
makes me feel really upset.

Sleeping arrangements are also hard. We fight about who will sleep in
the bed, or who will sleep on the floor.

We don’t have a stove at the motel so we have to eat all microwave
food. We only have 4 drawers to put clothing in, and we don’t even
have our stuff here, it is in storage, and right now it is double-locked.
We may lose all of our belongings. We have everything in there, all my
clothing, photos, all of our furniture. It is really sad because it is all the
memories and everything that we have.

Prior to planning this trip to Washington, | had only told one friend,
Jona, about my family’s situation. 1told him because | trusted him not
to judge or say anything. | was afraid that people would talk badly
about the situation and that we would be called poor and homeless.
My teacher announced in class that we should all donate and help the
homeless kids because they are poor. She was talking about me! |
know how bad it feels, it is just that any minute you can be kicked out
of the hotel, if you do something wrong or if your parents don’t have
the money. You just can’t go to your own room and have your own
privacy. You can’t even have friends over because it would be
embarrassing. | was doing really well in school, A’s and B’s, but since
this happened three of my grades dropped to C and D’s: Algebra,
History, and Art. | am now working on bringing them back up. Once
the school program, Families in Transition, started helping, it made it



108

easier and took a little weight off of my shoulders. Now I feel that | can
focus more on my school rather than the home situation.

My sister and brother were used to getting what they want, but now it
is hard to get them anything. For example, my sister had wanted shoes
for a while, and it was not that they were expensive, but every penny
had been going into the motel. That was really hard when my mom
said no. My brother in high school is very aggravated that he has to
share a room with everyone. We listen to the opposite type of music
and nothing seems to work when we are all together. Everyone is just
too loud in one room and he always gets a headache. He gets so much
more aggravated than he used to get. We just don’t have our own

space anymore.

My parents have no personal bonding time with each other anymore.
They are always busy making sure that we are taken care of and they
have enough money to pay for the room. | have seen my dad cry in the
last month, more than | have ever in my entire life. When | see my
father cry, it hurts me a lot because | know he is trying his best and it is
just still not good enough. It makes me feel scared like we will never
get out. Like last week he went the whole week without getting a job,
and it was horrible.

Some of the things that have helped me are making friends at the
motel so | can hang out and not think about things. Also, going to
school gives me hours away from all of the stress. And just knowing
that my parents are trying their best helps.

The Families in Transition program from the school was the biggest
relief because they helped with so much. They helped pay for the room
with donations, so we can stay here when my dad does not have
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enough money to pay. And they helped set up a school bus so my
parents would not have to stress about getting us to school. Our Food
Stamps did not cover the whole month and we would always run out of
food the last week or two. Families in Transition helped sign us up for
free breakfast and lunch, which helped a lot with the food. They also
signed us up for a backpack program, so every Thursday our backpacks
are filled with food. Food Stamps do not cover everything, and there is
a week or two that we run out of food. It has been really helpful and |
feel so much better.

There are some programs that provide housing help, but we don’t
qualify because my dad doesn’t have a regular job and he doesn’t make
enough money. When Beth pays for the motel room, we are considered
homeless. When my dad pays for the motel room, we are not
considered homeless. That doesn’t make sense to me. It's the same
hotel room, and it’s hard to live there when you are young, no matter
who pays.

What we really need is a home of our own. When | get in my own
house again, everything will get so much better. It will make it a lot
easier to focus in school, not be stressed about my living situation, or
feel ashamed of where | live. We will be able to get all of our basic
necessities and my family will not be stressed out and arguing. It will
be so much better for everyone. Then | will be able to focus on what is
really important like my education.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today.
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Good morning everyone, my name is Starnica Rodgers. | am 18 years old. | have lived in
Chicago my whole life. Thank you for the opportunity to testify here today. It is a true honor.

Currently, | am a student at Truman College. 1 just finished my first semester and | received one
A and two B's! | am also 8 months pregnant and | am expecting my baby boy next month,
Dot worry, | checked with my Doctor and she said it was safe to fly here,

Right now, | am staying at a shelter for parenting teens on Chicago's north side. It is run by The
Night Ministry. When | first got here, | was very nervous. | was worried about being in a new
environment. But now | realize that everyone is here for the same reason: we are all homeless
and alone. Since | have been here, | have found support from the girls here and the staff. They
help me with my homework and found ciothes for me to wear to school. And they are helping

me find a more permanent place to live.

| have been homeless on and off my whole life. My Mom is a single mother with four kids and
has worked minimum wage jobs her whole life. | remember watching my mother struggle to pay
the rent and us having to go to a shelter when { was 5. | want my life to be better.

As | grew up, my Mom and | started getting into a lot of fights. She was verbally abusive to me
~ and sometimes physically abusive. By the time | was 16, | knew | had to leave for my own

safety. So there | was: 16 and homeless.
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{ went from house to house, staying for two or three days at other family members’ houses, not
knowing where | was going to end up. Throughout the struggles, | was dedicated to graduating
high school no matter what. | worked with the McKinney-Vento counselor so | could get free
transportation to gef to school. | graduated this year and | am very proud of that
accomplishment.

I'min college now. I'm on the Drama Team and | was elected to the Student Senate. | have to
graduate college no matter how hard the obstacles may be. With a college degree, | know that |
will be able to get a good paying job with a guaranteed salary. My dream is to be a social
worker to help people that are going through the same struggles that | have faced.

Right now, I'm working to get into a transitional housing program aiso run by The Night Ministry.
The program receives federal HUD funding. But there are not enough housing programs in
Chicago for people like me. Before | got into this program, | had to call over 25 different

programs but they all were full or had a wait list.

I have had to struggle my whole life to find a place to call home. So | hope that you understand
how important stable housing is to a young person. Without these programs, | know that |
wouldn't be able to attend college. | would be too busy worrying about where | was going to

stay every night.

Thank you for listening to my story and thank you for supporting the programs that are heiping
me. | hope that you wili think about the 10,000 youth in Chicago who are homeless or the teens
in your town who don't know where they are going to sleep tonight. Our country should give
more money to programs that help homeless youth, so we can break the cycle of homelessness

and become successful adults. Thank you.
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Good moming Representative Biggert, Representative Gutierrez, members of the Subcommittee.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today on this very important subject. My
name is Grace Whitney. I am a developmental psychologist and have worked in various
capacities with very young children and their families for my entire career. For the past 15 years
I have served as the director of the Head Start Collaboration Office in the State of Connecticut.

The Head Start Act provides for a network of State Collaboration Offices (one in each state and
one each for American Indians and Alaskan Natives and Migrant and Seasonal Head Start) that
connect Head Start with state systems that offer many of the services Head Start families need.
State Collaboration Offices also share the resources and lessons learned in Head Start with state
systems. The Head Start Act articulates the role of the State Collaboration Offices to develop
partnerships with states in specific priority areas, one of which is children experiencing
homelessness. In that vein, State Collaboration Offices work with service agencies providing
homeless and housing services, including those funded by HUD. I began focusing on this
priority area about ten years ago, when State Collaboration Offices were required to participate
as Interagency Homeless Council members. [ have been involved ever since.

Homelessness and Head Start

Head Start is a natural partner for HUD homeless and housing service providers for several
reasons. First, Head Start (including Head Start and Early Head Start) serves children from birth
to age five and pregnant women and their families. Roughly half of children served in HUD-
funded shelters are age 5 and younger. Second, Head Start is a comprehensive, two-generational
program and therefore provides a full range of health, mental health, education, and social
services and supports to young children and their families. Since families experiencing
homelessness have multiple needs, Head Start is a perfect fit. Third, Head Start focuses its
services on those familics most in need. Head Start uses the McKinney-Vento education
definition of homelessness. This is important because the education definition recognizes the full
range of child and family homelessness witnessed by Head Start programs on a daily basis. Head
Start is a mainstream program without sufficient capacity to serve all eligible children—in fact,
with current funding, Head Start nationally serves less than 50% of eligible preschoolers and less
than 5% of infants and toddlers. However, Head Start prioritizes doubled-up and other homeless
young children due to their dire living circumstances and multiple risks that result which threaten
their healthy development and learning.

In the 2010-2011 program year, 49,052 homeless children attended Head Start, and Head Start
programs provided support for 44,242 homeless families. Through Family Partnership
Agreements, Head Start helps families find stable housing. Finally, Head Start programs work
closely with other service providers in their communities. They have experience in forming
successful partnerships with other providers to better meet the multiple needs of families, and
they work as community partners to address the challenges presented by homelessness.

Impact of Homelessness on Young Children

Homeless living situations introduce serious threats to a young child’s healthy development and
learning. We know from the research that such instability causes ‘toxic stress,” which occurs
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when stress levels surpass the family’s ability to nurture. Toxic stress has profound, life-long
effects on health and productivity. For babies, toddlers and preschoolers, toxic stress causes
developmental delays, including: physical delays and failure to thrive; higher incidence of
illnesses such as ear infections, digestive problems and asthma; mental health problems such as
trauma and depression; withdrawn or irritable behavior; and trouble eating and sleeping. Young
children who are homeless are far less likely to regularly attend high quality early care and
education programs if they attend at all, causing them to fall further behind their more
advantaged and stably housed peers educationally every day. Many parents experiencing
homelessness suffer from depression, which diminishes their ability to nurture. It further adds to
the stress caused by poverty and exacerbates threats to healthy growth. Parents are challenged in
being parents when they are in shelters, motels, or other people’s homes. Parenting must be
done in public, others may intrude on their decisions, and there may be too much uncertainty or
lack of access to resources for planning ahead.

Young children need for their basic needs to be met. They need consistency, stability, routine
and nurturing relationships to be able to thrive. Their brains are particularly responsive to
experiences during early childhood. Their neural networks and genetic expressions are being
created through an ongoing interplay between their biology and the environment in which they
live. The architecture of their young brains is being sketched by the repetition of experiences,
day by day, both positive and negative. Unhealthy conditions (lack of play space for movement,
overcrowding, repeated changes in surroundings, chaotic or sterile settings, etc.), trauma, loss,
hunger, lack of health care and education, stressed caregivers and invisibility accumulate and
seriously jeopardize their healthy growth and development and their potential for a healthy
future.

Definitions of Homelessness

Families and children living in doubled-up and motel situations experience toxic stress. For
example, one family served by a Connecticut Head Start program was doubled-up living in the
basement of another family’s house. There were tensions between the “host” family and the
homeless family. The homeless family had nowhere else to go, and did not want to lose that
arrangement. The host family did not want to hear the young children, so the children were not
allowed to leave the basement. The children were compromised physically and emotionally and
Head Start staff reported it to be very difficult to do home visits in such a restrictive and tense
situation.

Doubled-up forms of homelessness put children at great risk, and create many barriers to
services. One Head Start Family Services Manager described what she encounters this way: “We
have found that families do move from shelter to shelter or double up with one friend or family
member then move to the next friend or family if the situation is crowded or issues arise. When
they move from place to place they often have to re-qualify for services, provide documents yet
again, or get at the end of a list. In most cases agencies are forgetting the needs of the children
and focus on the adults in the family. Parents often cannot work on their goals if they do not
have child care or support.” (Anneli Lisee, Head Start Home-based Manager, TVCCA Head
Start/Early Head Start, Norwich, CT)
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Similarly, living in a motel is not conducive to healthy child development, regardless of who
pays for the motel room. A consultant in Massachusetts, where the state pays for families to stay
in motels, shared her recent experience as a community volunteer with us this way: “I know we
have increasing homeless families with young children staying in motels including in my litile
sleepy town, Bedford. Ivolunteered in October cooking at the food pantry and met several
families from the hotel. They have no kitchen, no food, and no child care arrangement for the
preschool age kids. I think we all know the children need to have a safe place and nurturing
conditions lo strive. We need to give the folks a universal check list to assure families with
young children get what they need once they enter shelters or hotels.” (Shirley Fan-Chan,
Consultant, former family shelter director and former Training Director, Horizons for Homeless
Children, Bedford, MA)

In Connecticut, many families use what little money they have to pay for a motel room. A former
Early Head Start Manager and current McKinney-Vento Grantee provider and manager of the
CT Infant Mental Health Association described her experiences this way: “ have encountered
Sfamilies - including the ‘working poor’ - who are struggling to maintain the motel payment
themselves. These are families forced from their homes for varying reasons, and ending up in
motels, but are people with jobs who are utilizing those funds to make the motel payments. Their
children are extremely vulnerable, living in extremely crowded rooms with numerous family
members, and offen have very limited food preparation options. Ofien, these environments are
Sfull of transient adults and outdoor areas are unsafe due to traffic, etc., so children are forced to
stay inside these cramped quarters. Certainly not ideal for young children and infants/toddlers
who need to MOVE! We work very quickly to get these children enrolled in programming in
order to reduce these stressors and to offer them opportunities to engage in something safe,
stimulating and enriching. Many of these families would be excluded per the HUD definition.”
(Anne Giordano, CT Association for Infant Mental Health, Litchfield, CT)

Clearly, young children living in motels and in doubled-up situations suffer from the uncertainty
of these arrangements and could greatly benefit from expedited services and streamlined
referrals. Shortening the duration of the stress these settings cause and their toxic effect on
development must be the goal. For this reason, Head Start programs are required to identify
homeless children under the McKinney-Vento education definition of homelessness for
enrollment, and allow them to enroll while documentation is being obtained. Head Start staff
work to obtain needed services as quickly as possible and work in whatever ways they can with
community partners to remove barriers. Head Start services begin in whatever form is
appropriate to prevent further disruption, to address the immediacy of need and to move children
toward stability and security as quickly as possible.

In contrast, extensive documentation requirements, such as requirements for multiple moves, or
“proof” that a family can only stay with another family for a short time, is difficult for families,
if not impossible. Such requirements create additional delays, consume precious staff time and
resources, and will set vulnerable young children even further behind. All young children
experiencing homelessness need to be able to be identified and referred as homeless, including
those in motels and doubled-up situations, to HUD-funded homeless programs in an efficient,
expedited way. This recognizes the unique and urgent needs of very young children at a critical
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juncture in their young lives. | understand that this is the policy envisioned by HR 32, the
Homeless Children and Youth Act.

Efforts in Connecticut to Increase HUD Programs’ Awareness of Young Children’s Needs

The insurmountable barriers that families in motels and doubled-up situations face in accessing
HUD services is a severe problem for Head Start programs and the families we serve. However,
in Connecticut we have found that even young children in HUD shelters often are not getting
adequate services, due to a lack of awareness of their needs. Children in shelters are connected to
the homeless and housing system, with access to many housing and supportive services that
children in motels and doubled-up situations cannot obtain. However, many HUD shelters have
policies and practices that reflect an insufficient understanding of young children. Shelter and
housing services staff is seldom focused on the needs of young children and, in comparison to
school-aged children, there is no expectation that young children attend school and therefore gain
access 1o a system of services that can address their individual needs. Babies, toddlers and
preschool children are all too often totally invisible in homeless programs because they are not
considered to be the client. This is what we found in our state, and we worked through Head
Start to begin to bridge this gap.

After surveying our family shelters, we found that while several had strong components of their
programs to address a wide range of family needs, many of our shelters did not have these same
resources. To address this problem, we entered into a partnership to bring local family shelters
and Head Start programs together. As a result of this effort, not only were young children being
identified and enrolled in Head Start, but the shelters became more nurturing environments, and
shelter staff became aware of ways they could serve young children as clients, too. Head Start
brought the family shelters into their community of early childhood and family service providers,
and helped shelters access the range of services that families of young children need.

We quickly learned, however, that a dedicated focus on young homeless children must be
facilitated and emphasized on a continual basis. Several years after our in-depth work in family
homeless shelters, the need came to my attention through another initiative that two children
from a homeless shelter were coming to Head Start hungry every day. It was not that there was a
lack of food for shelter residents, but that shelter practices, such as the catered meals, a rigid
shelter meal time schedule, and strict rules against bringing into the shelter children’s food items
that teachers sent home, were inconsistent with the nutritional needs of young children. Shelter
staff was not knowledgeable about children and nutrition and how hard it can be to keep children
eating well, especially when they are stressed. In fact, the nutritional needs of infants, toddlers
and preschoolers has become one of the top items for us to address. Another has been basic
indoor and outdoor safety. We also have identified children living in homeless shelters with
visible disabilities who were not yet receiving early intervention or special education services. I
had seen this ten years ago when we conducted our first statewide survey of needs, but I was
surprised to still be finding this. But staff change. Referral processes change. Budgets are
stretched. And young children fall through the cracks. We must be vigilant with our efforts. The
extreme needs of this population require extreme outreach to ensure that families receive the
multiple services and supports they need to succeed and that young children stand a chance for
healthy lives in the future.
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For HUD to partner with Head Start and to be brought into the early childhood system could be
very productive for children, families, and communities. Partnering with Head Start could help
to inform HUD homeless policy about the needs of young children — after all, children are clients
too. We can share information about the homeless families we serve, including those in motels
and doubled-up situations. Families who are homeless experience multiple problems and it takes
multiple systems working together to really support them through their crisis and on to success.
None of us can do it alone.

Concluding Statement

In closing, we all share the goal of ending family homelessness. However, without dedicated,
focused, and specific attention to the needs of all young children experiencing homelessness —
shelters, motels, cars, campgrounds, and doubled-up situations — we will fall far short of this
goal. Toxic stress has lifelong impacts, and predisposes young children to school failure, poor
health outcomes throughout their lifetimes, ongoing unproductiveness and instability, and even
homelessness as adults. To break these cycles, including the cycle of homelessness, we must
cvaluate all homeless and housing policies, including definitions of homelessness, from a child
development perspective. We must ensure housing policies recognize the very dire and real
consequences, to literally our health as a nation, of doing anything less.

Thank you again for the opportunity to share my experiences and those of local Head Start
programs in the State of Connecticut with you today.
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The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

The Alliance for Excellent Education is pleased to support the Homeless Children and Youth Act of
2011 (H.R. 32). Since the beginning of the “Great Recession,” the number of homeless students has
increased by more than 40 percent. Your legislation will help these students receive the services they
need to stabilize, succeed in school, and go on to serve as productive citizens.

Student homelessness is an all-too-often overlooked contributor to the nation’s dropout crisis. A recent
study from the Government Accountability Office (GAO) finds that compared fo stable students,
students with more than two school changes from eighth to twelfth grade were twice as likely to drop
out of high school. In order for homeless students to succeed in school, they must receive housing and
other support that will stabilize their situations and enable them to concentrate on their education.

Unfortunately, federal policy may actually serve as a barrier to stability for homeless students. This is
because under the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act
and subsequent regulations, students who are classified as homeless by the U.S. Department of
Education and other federal agencies must meet a complex array of qualifications and documentation
requirements in order to receive basic services funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act is critical because it would streamline federal policy for
homeless students and make services much more accessible to some of the nation’s most vuinerable
young people. I applaud your effort and thank you for your work on behalf of homeless children and
youth.

Sincerely,
Bl i

Bob Wise
President

1201 Connecticut Avenuie, NW T 202 828 (828
Suite 961 F 202 828 0821
Washington, DC 20038 www atided org
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The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.8. House of Representatives U.8. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

The American School Counselor Association (ASCA) writes in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of
2011. This legislation amends the U.S. Depariment of Housing and Urban Development {HUD) definition of homelessness to
include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnet from four federal
programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start
programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children and youth to
access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD's recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness,
which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth
Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families, children, and youth
who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific
homeless situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers
make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted fo assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, ASCA strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behaif of all homeless children and youth.

ASCA is a nonprofit, 501(c)(3) professional organization based in Alexandria, VA. representing over 29,000 school counselors
worldwide and serves the school counseling profession by providing professional development, publications, resources,
research, and advocacy. The association promotes student success by expanding the image and influence of professional
school counseling through leadership, advocacy, collaboration and systemic change. ASCA helps school counselors guide
their students toward academic achievement, personal and social development, and career planning to help today's students
become tomorrow's productive, contributing members of society.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,

by &gy N /
PRSP e
RSN \
o w i
}

Kwok-Sze Wong
Executive Director
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CHICAGO COALITION FOR THE HOMELESS

December §, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

The Chicago Coalition for the Homeless supports H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and
Youth Act of 2011. This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their
families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal
programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the
McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to
HUD’s recently released reguiations on the definition of homelessness, which impose
requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive
documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communitics with the flexibility to serve
and house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of
assistance. People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless
situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and
services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be
permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

In the 2010-2011 school year, Illinois school districts identified a record 42,800 homeless
students—a more than 60% increase from 2008-2009. The Chicago Public Schools
served a record 15,580 homeless students in the 2010-2011 school year. The numbers of
homeless students are rising drastically, but under the current HUD regulations the many
of these children and youth are not eligible for housing services. The proposed changes

70 East Lake Street, Suite 700 m Chicago, Illinois 60601 m www.chicagohomeless.org
312-641-4140 (p) m 800-940-1119 m 312-641-4144 {f)
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CHICAGO COALITION FOR THE HOMELESS
to the HUD guidelines would create housing opportunities for the thousands of lllinois
families, children, and youth who are unstably housed.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf
of all homeless children and youth,

Sincerely,
Fa]]\fc&& ﬂNK *H/Mf/

Laurene M. Heybach

Patricia Nix-Hodes

The Law Project of the Chicago
Coalition for the Homeless

70 East Lake Street, Suite 700 w Chicago, lllinois 60601 m www.chicagohomeless.org
312-641-4140 (p) m 800-340-1119 m 312-641-4144 {i)
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation
amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to
include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel
from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of
the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and
Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless
children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released
regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long
periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or
youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is
modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house
farnilies, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local
communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless

families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless
children and youth.

Sincerely,

“ﬁ/m %ﬂ«.

Karen Olson, President

Building Communities. Strengthening Lives.
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.8. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20513 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert.and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing as a shelter director in support of HR. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011,
This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of
homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal
program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the
education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless
children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released
regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long
periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth
receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and
Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides comumunities with the flexibility to serve and house
families, children, and youth who are extremely valnerable and in need of assistance. People in local
communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless families
and youth ave most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily
basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless
children and youth.

Sincerely,

s

Jennifer Broderick, LMSW
Executive Director
Family Promise of Albuquerque
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives 1.S. House of Representatives
‘Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 205135

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation amends the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children,
youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal
programs: school district homeless laisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children
and youth to aceess HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released regulations on the
definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness,
as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented
provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

"The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families,
children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the
best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in
need of housing and services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be
permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children
and youth.

S“’IE@&@[L@

Gwendolyr’ F. Didden, MHS
Executive Director

Family Prowise of Berks County, Inc.
People of faith werking togethier fo provide homeless fumities with HELP for today and HOPE for tomorrow!

“Family Promise of Berks County, Inc. is 501 {c} {3} non-profit organizations-contributions 1o which are tax deductible to the fullest axtent perwiticd by faw.”
Federal EDN: 204557683
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.8. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

T am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified
as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district
homeless Haisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Barly
Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to
HUD’s recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose
requirernents for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive
documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act. '

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve
and house families, children, and youth who are extremely valnerable and in need of
assistance. People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless
situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and
services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be
permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf
of all homeless children and youth.

%i{mcercly, {

I

ik PR
Pl e bl AN g
L SENG a&\f-\,uw v\/

Dr. Phebe Simmons, Director



126

313 l Topkins Road

~ Family Promise Fone 6

www familypromiscforsyth.org

Email: director@familypromiseforsyth.org
/ /X of Forsyth County

December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Henorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation amends the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children,
youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal
programs: school district homeless laisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention prograrms under the
Individuals with Disabilitics Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children and youth to access HUD
homeless services, It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose
requirements for multiple moves and long permds of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a
family or youth receives HUD 1 1 The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families, children, and youth who
are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless
situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,
Aiki RBon

Debra K. Butner
Executive Director

Ruildinn community shranathening lives
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

T am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
Jegislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition
of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by
federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons
designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs;
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s
recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for
multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the
Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the
Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know
which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers
make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of
homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your Ieadership on behalf of all
homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Vera L. Johnson, Executive Director
Fort Bend Family Promise

Helping Homeless Families With Children In Fort Bend County
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.5. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

| am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation
amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of
homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by
federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons
designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs;
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD's
recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for
multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the
Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the
Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
People in focal communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to
know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service
providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the -
full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of ali
homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,
Gloria Edwards, Executive Director

Family Promise of Gallatin Valley
Bozeman, Montana

P Box 475, Bozeman, MT SUF71-0479 34 429 ast Story Steet, Soopman, MY 597134851 4 e 406 SB2.IBBE wiww familypromiseg 0rg
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

In Helena, MT, our School District McKinney-Vento liaisons and Head Start Family Advocates
are capable, thoughtful, thorough professionals with an excellent track record of connecting the
right children with the right services. Therefore, I am writing in support of H.R. 32, The
Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011.

This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as
homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless
liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start
programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Pari C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in conirast to HUD’s
recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for
multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the
Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the
Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know
which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers
make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of
homeless situations. For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your
leadership on behalf of all homeless children and youth.

scerely, -/

A It
/, //VJ;/// ////

(
/

- P
//li . .
T ~Brian Johnson{ Executive Director

BUILDING COMMUNITIES, STRENGTHENING LIVES
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 201 1. This
legistation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition
of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by
federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless Haisons
designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs;
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children and
youth to access HUD homeless services. If stands in contrast to HUD's recently released regulations on the
definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as
well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance.
The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the
Chitd Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility fo serve and house families,
children, and youth who are extremely valnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the
best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of
housing and services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to
assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children and
youth,

Cerry %demam? -
Ex y ive Director

A
§ A
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
(1.8, House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515

The Honorable Judy Biggert
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of
2011. This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and
their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from
four federal programs: school district homeless laisons designated under the
education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral
process for homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. [t
stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released regulations on the definition of
homelessness, which impose requirements for muitiple moves and long periods
of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before
a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the
Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented
provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and
Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the
flexibility to serve and house families, children, and youth who are extremely
vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the best
equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless
families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers
make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess
the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, I strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children
and youth.

Sincerely,

Thomas I Hitler

Thomas J. Miller

Executive Director

Family Promise of Midland, Texas

Bufiding community, strengthening lives.
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of HL.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition
of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by
federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons
designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs;
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Farly Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD's
recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for
multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the
Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the
Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to
know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service
providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the
full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all
homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,
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December 13,2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
1.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20513

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation amends the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children,
youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal
programs; school district homeless Haisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children and youth to access HUD
homeless services. 1t stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose
requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive dc ion and recordkeeping, before a
family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families, children, and youth who
are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless
situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Karen Olson, President

Building community, strengthening lives.
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified
as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district
homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early
Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to
HUD’s recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose
requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive
documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve
and house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of
assistance. People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless
situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and
services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be
permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf
of all homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Cindy Wéod, Executive Director
Family Promise of North Idaho

P O Box 3682 Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816 208-777-4190 www.FamilyPromiseNI.org
HELP HOPE HOME



135

1110 Vermont Avenus NW + Suite 900 Washington, 0C 20005

pr 2026570677 « E202.657.087)

m
b
FIRST FOCUS

wosme CAMPAIGN FOR CHILDREN

December 9, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
1.5, House of Representatives U.5. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez,

1 am writing on behalf of the First Focus Campaign for Children, a bipartisan advocacy organization committed to making children
and their families a priority in federal policy and budget decisions, to thank you for your leadership on the Homeless Children and
Youth Act of 2011 {H.R. 32).

As an organization committed to securing a bright future for homeless children and youth, we applaud efforts to amend the U5,
Department of Housing and Urban Development {HUDY's definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families
who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel.

According to the Department of Education, there were nearly a miflion homeless children and youth enrolled in public schools during
the 2009-2010 academic year. Yet many of these children are not able to receive HUD homeless assistance, for the current HUD
definition of homelessness excludes peopie who are forced to live in other homeless situations, including people staying with others
temporarily because they have nowhere to go {“doubled-up”), and people staying in motels. The regulations that HUD recently
released impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as weil as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before children, youth, and their families receives BUD homeless assistance.

This legislation would expand HUD’s definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and families who are verified as homeless
by federal program personne! from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle
of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs
under the individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C. This would create a streamlined and efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services, and provide communities with the flexibility to serve and house this
vulnerable population.

The inability of HUD to allow many homeless children, youth, and their families from accessing HUD homeless assistance has serious
and far-reaching effects, including exclusion of these populations from critical services, continued invisibility in community planning
on hor and weak or istent coordination with key systems of care for children, youth, and families.

We are grateful for your leadership in making homeless children and youth & legislative priority, and we welcome the opportunity to
work with you on this and other proposals to improve the weli-being of America’s children and youth.

Sincerely,

&wwth

Bruce Lesley
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December 12, 2011

The Honorabie Judy Biggert The Honorable Louis Gutierrez
U. S. House of Representatives U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairwoman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

| am writing in strong support of H. R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011, amending the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development’s definition of homelessness.

H.R. 32's definition of homelessness reflects the reality of homelessness experienced by millions of children, youth and
families. The number of disenfranchised and house-less families and youth continues to spiral as our national response
to this life-threatening issue wavers. HUD’s definition of homelessness will cause more suffering for those already in
incomprehensible distress, while creating a horrendous task for agencies struggling to serve this population,

With many years’ experience running large shelters (Hesed House in Aurora, and Will County PADS program —now
Daybreak—in Joliet) | can speak to the logistical nightmare HEARTH regulations will cause. Documenting homelessness
will be a time-consuming nightmare. Buckling under record-breaking requests for assistance, turning multitudes of
desperate individuals and families away, and scavenging for operations funding to replace severe government cuts, new
HEARTH regulations curtailing life-sustaining housing assistance will create a monster for shelters,

From the standpoint of families and youth, these new regulations impose impossibie benchmarks creating unimaginable
hardships. Homelessness doesn’t come in neat packages, as the new regulations seem to assume. Those devising the
criteria obviously are clueless about chaos, vulnerabilities, and desperation most homeless families and youth
experience. Denying housing assistance because of ill-conceived and arbitrary policies reflects an inexcusably dismaying
and disgusting insensitivity on the part of the federal agency charged with addressing homelessness.

H. R. 32 would eliminate the needless and onerous requirements for “proof” of homel . The homel

definition used by the U. $. Department of Education reflects the reality of most of the homeless families and youth in
our nation. its simplicity does not encourage homelessness, but allows professionals to assess situations of individual
circumstances without causing further suffering of persons without homes.

Our nation’s tepid response to the extraordinarily excruciating experience of homelessness is shocking. Inadeguate
resources continue to plague the emergency solutions we try to implement. imprudent regulations and policies create
additional hardships on both those needing services and those providing services. | applaud the inherent simplicity of H.
R. 32 and | encourage the subcommittee to fervently seek ways to implement changes before more suffer the anguishes
of homelessness. Having witnessed and chronicled rampant homelessness throughout our nation, { would be negligent
if { did not urge you to seek resources not only to strengthen our emergency response, but to restore the safety network
of affordable, subsidized housing and support services to meet the needs of millions of Americans.

Thank you for your tireless pursuit of remedies for homeless families and youth.

Sincerely,
HEAR USInc.

Diane D. Nildn
President
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HORIZONSFORHOMELESSCHILDREN

December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

On behalf of Horizons for Homeless Children, I am writing in support of The Homeless Children and
Youth Act of 2011 (H.R. 32). This legislation would mitigate the impact of homelessness on young
children and their families by expanding HUD’s definition of homeless to include homeless children and
youth and their families.

Horizons for Homeless Children is a non-profit, high-quality provider of child care and education for very
young homeless children—ages 0-6—in Massachusetts. In addition to child care, we run a “playspace”
program in shelters throughout the state that has provided thousands of homeless children the opportunity
to benefit from developing appropriate play and learning. An important aspect of our program is to support
the parents of our children and enable them to make the transition from shelters to a home and career.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless
children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released
regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long
periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth
receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and
Access Act.

We in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations. We know which
homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. The Homeless Children and Youth
Act of 2011 provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families and children who are
extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. Local providers make these determinations on a daily
basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

We urge you to act swiftly to pass H.R. 32 to ensure that young homeless children and their families have
access to the services they need to rebuild their lives.

Sincerely,

7 .

BBt
Asa Fanelli

Chief Executive Officer
Horizons for Homeless Children
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HOMELESS PRENATAL PROGRAM

December 9, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luls Gutlerrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.8. House of Representatives
Washingfon DC 20515 Washington DC 20515
BOARD OF
DIRECTORS

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

Tam writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Actof 2011, This
fegislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing snd Urban Development (HUD)
definition-of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as
homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless
liaisons designated underthe education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start
programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs
under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Agt, Pant C,

The Homeless Children and Youth Actcreates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
it Croas homeless children and _\‘?uth 10 access HliD homeless services, it s}anc?s in comms? to HUD's
TR A recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requiréments
Lindu Grifich - for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of
the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of
Mary K. Johnson the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction.and Access Act.

Tom Cotne

Shelly Groves

Barry Lipoman N . N . " ) e
The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and

Daniel Moroo house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
David Prowks People in local conumunities are the best equipped to assess speeific homeless situations to
know which homeless families and youth are most in néed of housing and services. Service
providers make these determiinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the
full range of homeless situations,

Heoms Udeh

Hariha Ryan,

FEquniter & For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thaak you for your leadership on behalf of afl
. Diector homeless children and youth,
Sincerely,

Martha Ryan :

Founder and Executive Director, Homeless Prendtal Program



HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE
1421 Hamlet Street
Columbus, OH 43201
(614)294-5553

www.huckhouse.org

December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

{ am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation
amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelesspess
to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program
personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the
education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.

At Huckleberry House we have three programs which specifically work with runaway and homeless
youth: the shelter, street outreach and transitional living. The Transitional Living Program receives
HUD funding. Many of the youth we serve are older homeless youth who have runaway or were
thrown away. Living at home is not an option due to abuse, neglect, abandonment and severe family
conflict. Not only do these youth find themselves homeless; but, they are abruptly faced with the task
of transitioning to adulthood without the support and guidance of family.

1 find it ironic that much of the debate about the Homeless Children and Youth Act focuses on
making sure that these young people are truly in need and how to make sure they are homeless. The
workers at Huckleberry House talk to hundreds of teens and young aduits each year. Our first goal is
always to rally the resources of the young person including access to living arrangements within their
natural support system. We do this because we know that public resources are limited. More
importantly, we know that those natural supports are a better option for long-term success. However,
there are times when there are no options. It is at that point we look to our HUD services or homeless
programs in the community.

These young people may not be in adult shelters or living on the land. They are, however, without
reasonable living arrangements. They stay wherever they can often at the risk of their own personal
safety. It seems to me that investing in these young people before they fall so deeply into
homelessness is a good option for any community.

Please support HR 32. Thank you for your care and concern for our children and youth.

Sincerely,

s/

Becky Westerfelt, MSW
Executive Director
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THE INTERFAITH
HOSPITALITY
NETWORK
of Augusta, Inc.
A C ity Resp  for Homeless Families
2177 Central Avenue *+ Augusta, Georgia 30904
Phone 706-364-4462 Admin Office « 706-364-4463 *+ Fax 706-364-4001

December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.8. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 201 1. This legislation amends the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children,
youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal
programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children
and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released regulations on the
definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness,
as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented
provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act,

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families,
children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the
best equipped fo assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in
need of housing and services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be
permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children
and youth.

Sincerely,
B0 iOoedol

Sarah MacDonald, Executive Director

HOST CONGREGATIONS
Advent Lutheran Church + Aldersgate United Methodist Church - Belle Terrace Presbyterian Church, USA + Central Christian Church
Church of OQur Savior Episcopal - Church of the Good Shepherd Episcopal » Church of the Most Holy Trinity Catholic Church
Covenant Presbyterian Church- First Baptist Church Augusta * First Baptist Church Evans + Good Shepherd Baptist Church
Hillcrest Baptist Church + Infocus Church - Lewis Memorial United Methodist Church « Marvin United Methodist Church
Reid Memorial Presbyterian Church + Saint Andrew Presbyterian Church * Saint James United Methodist Church
Saint Mark United Methodist Church « Saint Mary on the Hill Catholic Church - The Hill Baptist Church * The Quest Church
Trinity on the Hill United Methodist Church « Warren Baptist Church « Wesley United Methodist Church
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Interfaith Hospitality Network
Of Burlington County
228 Mt. Laurel Road Mount Laurel, New Jersey 08054
(856) 638-0110 Fax (856) 638-0115

IONBC@aol.com
A A Community Response for Homeless Families

December 13,2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified
as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district
homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early
Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to
HUD’s recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose
requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive
documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on
successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve
and house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of
assistance. People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless
situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and
services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be
permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

My agency works, on almost a daily basis, with homeless families and especially making

sure homeless children retain access to the most important resources, such as school
attendance.

Interfaith Hospitality Network of Burlington County is a United Way agency
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For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf
of all homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Patricia Lasusky, MSW, LSW
Director

Interfaith Hospitality Network of Burlington County is a United Way agency
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Interfaith Hospitality Network of Essex County, Inc.

December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as
homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless
liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start
programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs
under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s
recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements
for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of
the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of
the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to
know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service
providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the
full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all
homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Tia Aery, Executive Director

46 Park Street | Montclair, NJ 07042-3441 | Phone 973-746-1400 | Fax 973-746-1488 | Info@ihnessexnj.org
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Interfaith

itali P.O. Box 205
o% Hospitality Johnson City, TN 37605-0205
() Network of (423) 202-7805
Greater www.ihnjc.com
) ‘ I§Y Johnson City

An affiliate of Family Promise

December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation
amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to
include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel
from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of
the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and
Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless
children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released
regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long
periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or
youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is
modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house
families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local
communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless
families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless
children and youth.

Sincerely,
Brian Rosecrance
Executive Director
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Interfaith Hospitality Network

of Northwest Philadelphia

Hon. Judy Biggert, Chair

Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing and Community Opportunity
Committee on Financial Services

U.5. House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Hon. Luis V. Gutierrez, Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing and Community Opportunity
Committee on Financial Services

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

December 5, 2011
Dear Representatives Biggert and Gutierrez:

The undersigned are national organizations concerned with the continued problem of homelessness
in the United States, We have appreciated the opportunity to work with the House Financial Services
Committee and its members from both parties who share our concern, We write to oppose a
provision in draft legistation that would increase allowable minimum rents in federal housing
programs.

We support your subcommittee’s longstanding efforts to improve the Housing Choice Voucher
program and the Public Housing program. We are aware of the October Sth draft of the Section 8
Savings Act, which would make important changes in the HCV program along with some aspects of
HUD’s other rental assistance programs. {This letter refers to the discussion draft labeled
112SESA\INTRO_DO1.XML.}

These programs, providing help paying the rent for millions of Americans of limited means, are vitally
important for preventing homelessness and for ending it when it occurs. In recent years the role of
these programs in reducing homelessness has come to be recognized more broadly, as leading public
housing agencies have become more involved in solutions to homelessness in their communities.
We are concerned about an increase in minimum rents in the context of an important demographic
trend over the past several years: a pronounced increase in the number of extremely poor families
with no income from government benefits, and no or very little income from employment. This
trend, largely the result of high rates of unemployment at the bottom of the labor market and
changes in federal, state and local government support for low-income people, has contributed to
increases in the number of people in “deep poverty,” i.e. with incomes less than half the federal
poverty level. These are the families that are most likely to become homeless without subsidized
housing. Many face multiple barriers to employment.

7047 Germantown Avenue - Philadelphia, PA 19119 - phone: 215-247-4663 + fax: 215-247-0544 « philashelter.org



146

The new draft of SESA would raise the allowable minimum rent from $50 per month to $75 or 12
percent of the applicable fair market rent, whichever is higher. Twelve percent of FMR will be higher
for most families, including those in at least the high-rent areas of every state. For example,
allowable minimum rent in Orange County, CA for a two-bedroom apartment would be $198; in the
Bronx, $171; in Charlottesville, VA, $123; in Birmingham, AL, $90.

Current law, of course, already allows PHAs to establish minimum rents of up to $50, and most have.
Thus the idea that “everyone should pay something” has already been entrenched in federal law and
local PHA practice. The existing policy affects households with the lowest income, who under normai
2 rent-setting rules would have a rental and utility obligation (generally 30 percent of income) of less
than $50; i.e. households with income less than $167 per month. For the lowest -income people who
are unable to find work, the obligation to pay minimum rent can leave them dependent on violent
relationships or exploitive economic transactions. in the current job market, those with the least
competitive resumes are unlikely to find other viable options.

Under the governing statute, PHAs and landlords are supposed to recognize “hardship exemptions”
from minimum rent policies. There are no standards for requiring PHAs to coherently explain
hardship exemptions to tenants who may have cognitive or psychiatric disabilities or severe
educational deficits, or for making sure that explanations are given at a relevant time. Anecdotal
reports from the field and the one available HUD study
{www.huduser.org/publications/pdf/Rent%20Study_Final%20Report_05-

26-10.pdf} indicate that very few tenants receive hardship exemptions.

in some cases, the Committee’s draft bill would allow minimum rents to be doubled, tripled,
quadrupled or more. The impact would be an economic burden on the very poorest households.
While the amounts may seem trivial to people with professional salaries, for people struggling to
survive and feed their children with sporadic low-wage employment, an increase of $25, $50, $100 or
$150 per month can make the difference between housing stability and eviction. People evicted from
assisted housing are known to be at extremely high risk of immediate homelessness.

Larger families with many children are hit hardest: minimum rent for a four-bedroom in Orange
County, CA, for example, would be $323, more than six times that allowed by current policy. Large
families often include people who have taken in other people’s children, a practice that in the reality
of low income neighborhoods can be a bulwark against children’s homelessness. Under this draft,
this practice could incur a substantial financial penalty.

This is the one provision in the draft SESA bill that puts a greater financial burden on tenants.
Unfortunately, it singles out the very poorest tenants, particularly the rising percentage of American
families with no welfare or other benefits and with no income or very little income from work. This
small and burdened minority faces a substantial increase in cost. Given the other kinds of difficuities
faced by these families, nonpayment, eviction and homelessness are the inevitable result.

We encourage the Committee to remove this provision at markup. We would support a thorough
study of the impacts of the existing minimum rent rule, including its impact on people with
disabilities, evictions and homelessness.

Sincerely,

Rachel Falkove
Executive Director
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Community Housing Partnership

Community Solutions

Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities Housing Task Force
Corporation for Supportive Housing

Covenant House

Family Promise

First Focus Campaign for Children

Give US Your Poor: The Campaign to End Homelessness
National AIDS Housing Coalition

National Alliance on Mental lliness 3

National Alliance to End Homelessness

National Center on Family Homelessness

National Coalition for the Homeless

National Health Care for the Homeless Council

National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty
National Low-Income Housing Coalition

Western Regional Advocacy Project
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. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
NAEHCY FOR THE EDUCATION OF
//”’”" T HOMELESS CHILDREN
kS
AND YOUTH
Building Futures Through Education
December 12, 2011
The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
J.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives

Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

The National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth
(“NAEHCY™) is writing this letter in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and
Youth Act of 201 1.

Founded in 1989, NAEHCY is a national grassroots membership association serving as
the voice and the social conscience for the education of children and youth in homeless
situations. NAEHCY s membership is primarily composed of the local school district
homeless liaisons and state coordinators established under Subtitle VII-B of the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. Local school district liaisons and state
coordinators are responsible for implementing the education subtitle of the McKinney-
Vento Act, including coordination with housing and homeless service agencies.

H.R. 32 will help homeless children and youth obtain the housing and services that they
need to be successful in school, and in life. It is modeled successfully on two federal laws
that NAEHCY’s membership helps to implement every day: the Child Nutrition Act and
the College Cost Reduction and Access Act. These statutes permit school district
homeless liaisons to verify the homeless status of children and youth so that they are
eligible for services under other federal programs. These laws have been very effective in
reducing barriers and increasing access to school meals and to financial aid.

H.R. 32 stands in stark contrast to HUD’s recently released regulations on the definition
of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of
homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or
youth receives HUD homeless assistance. As a practical matter, HUD’s regulations will
preclude numerous homeless children and youth, and their families, from access to the
services that these highly vulnerable populations so desperately need. Children and youth
living doubled-up or in motels face circumstances that are as threatening to their
development and well-being as the situations faced by individuals who do qualify for
HUD services under the regulations. The HUD regulations not only arbitrarily disqualify
these children, youth, and their families from HUD services, but they also impose
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onerous documentation requirements that actually threaten to increase the housing
instability faced by children and youth who lack fixed, appropriate housing.

H.R. 32, by contrast, facilitates access to critical HUD services by homeless children and
youth, and reflects the recognition of the critical needs of vulnerable children and youth
who do not have a place to call home. Rather than tailoring the definition of
“homelessness™ to reflect outdated priorities and the customary practices of HUD and
service providers, H.R. 32 focuses on the needs and vulnerabilities of children and their
families, effectively mandating a new attention to their needs and an awareness of the
realities of homelessness faced by so many children, youth, and their families. If we do
not prioritize the needs of children and youth in federal homeless policy, we will never
end homelessness.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf
of all homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Mattie McVey Lord
President
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Senior Vice President & Chief Lobbyist
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www.nahb.org

December 15, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives t).8. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

On behalf of the 160,000 members of the National Association of Home Builders
(NAHBY), | am writing to support H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of
2011. This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s (HUD) definition of ‘homelessness’ to include verified children, youth,
and their famities so they can qualify for federal homeless housing assistance.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act would create a streamiined, efficient referral
process for homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. This bill
provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families, children, and
youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.

NAHB thanks you for this legislation that helps serve those in need. We strongly
support HR 32.

Sincerely,

F

James W. Tobin il

Cc: Members of the Insurance, Housing and Community Opportunity Subcommittee
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December 9, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert

Chairwoman, Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing, and Community Opportunity
Committee on Financial Services

United States House of Representatives

2113 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairwoman Biggert:

The 1.1 million members of the National Association of REALTORS® are writing to
thank you for introducing H.R. 32, the “Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011.
‘This bill will ensure that children, who are verified by school or other program officials,
can be defined as homeless. Current estimates are that 39% of the national homeless
population is children.

H.R. 32 will amend the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act to redefine
“homeless,” so as to include children. This will allow them to obtain the same housing
benefits as other homeless individuals under the law.

The National Association of REALTORS® thanks you for this legislation, which will help
protect a vulnerable population that needs our help.

Sincerely,

Oy

Maurice “Moe” Veissi
2012 President, National Association of REALTORS®
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\d 1904 Association Drive, Reston, VA 20191-1537
T 800-253-7746 P 703-860-0200 F 703-476-5432
- WWALPBSSLOIG
- leading schools
December 14, 2011
The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representatives Biggert and Gutierrez,

On behalf of the 25,000 members of the National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP), I write to express our support for the Homeless Children and Youth Act (H.R. 32) and
thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children and youth.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act would amend the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are
verified as homeless by federal program personnel authorized under four federal programs: school
district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head
Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act would create a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released
regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and
long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkecping, before a family
or youth receives HUD assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is
modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act would provide communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in
local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which
homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless
situations.

Our nation’s school leaders are very concerned about the adverse effects of homelessness on student
performance. Homeless children often do not attend school regularly, which puts them at a high risk
of dropping out of school. Overall, the academic achievement of homeless students is poor. Research
indicates that 43 percent of homeless students repeat a grade, 25 percent are placed in special
education, and 50 percent are failing academically. Other data reveal that only one-third of homeless
students read at grade level compared to more than half of their same-aged peers.
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Should you have any questions about our position on this legislation, please do not hesitate to contact
me or Amanda Karhuse on my staff at karhusea/@nassp.org or 703-627-6421.

Sincerely,

JoAnn D. Bartoletti

Executive Director
NASSP
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National

PIA

everychild.onevoice®

December 6, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

On behalf of more than five million parents, teachers, students, and child advocates who
comprise the National PTA, | am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth
Act of 2011. This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD)} definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified
as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless
liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start
programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. it stands in contrast to HUD's
recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for
multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the
Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the
Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to
know which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service
providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full
range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all
homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

BessprFnstie)

Betsy Landers
President
National PTA

1250 North Pitt Street - Alexandria, VA 22314
Phone: 800.307 4PTA (4782) - 703.518.1200 - Fax: 703.836.0942
Web: PTA.org - Email: info@PTA.org
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THE NATIONAL CENTER ON
Family Homelessness

Jorevery child, a chavee

December 8™ 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.5. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011, legislation to amend
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development {HUD) definition of homelessness to include
children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four
federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the
McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early
Intervention programs under the individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Campaign to End Child Homelessness is an initiative of The National Center on Family Homelessness
that leads the effort to raise national awareness and galvanize action to ensure stable housing and well-
being for families and children. We support H.R. 32 as it creates a streamlined, efficient referral process
for homeless children and youth to access the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
{HUD) homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD's recently released regulations on the definition of
homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as
well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance.

For nearly a decade, advocates for homeless families have raised concerns that limiting HUD's definition
of homelessness to people living on the street or in emergency/transitional shelter unfairly penalized
many homeless children, youth, and families. Many in this population have doubled up or lived in
motels, often due to the lack of shelter access or unreasonable shelter policies requiring families to
break up in order to receive assistance. In 2008 and 2009, 72 percent of all homeless chiidren and youth
enrolled in public schools tived in the situations described above, and therefore were not eligible for
HUD homeless services.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house
families, children, and youth who are extremely vuinerable and in need of assistance. People in local
communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless
families and youth are most in need of housing and services, Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.
We strongly support HR 32 and thank you for championing all homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

gé&w brmun. , M

Ellen L. Bassuk, M.D.
founder and President

200 Reservoir Street, Suite 200, Needham Heights, MA 02494 '1: 617.964.3834  ¥:617.2441758  www familyhomelessness.org
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STATE REPORYT CARD ON CHILD HOMELESSNESS

THE NATIONAL CENTER ON
0~ Family Homelessness

Jor every child, a chance

Written by:

Ellen L. Bassuk, MD
Christina Murphy

Natalie Thompson Coupe
Rachael R. Kenney
Corey Anne Beach

The Nationa! Center on Family Homelassness www. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
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Editor’s Note:

Each school year, Local Education Agendies identify and count the numbers of homeless children in their schools as mandated by the federal
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. These numbers are reported annually by school year (e.g., data reported from 2005-2006 are
from the fall and spring semester of a single school year). To simplify our presentation of data in this report, we use 2006 for the 2005-06
school year, 2007 for the 2006-07 school year, 2008 for the 2007-08 school year, 2009 for the 2008-09 school year, and 2010 for the 2009-
10 school year.

2 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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Marie C. k3 Joseph C.
Wilson|Foundation

The Marie C. and Joseph C. Wilson Foundation is honored to support the vital

work of The
through The N
State Report Card on Child Homelessness, the Campaign to End Child Homelessness,

ational Center on Family Homelessness (The National Center). Tt is

ational Center’s tremendous efforts, such as dmerica’s Youngest Outcasts:

and Giving Homeless Children a National Voice, that the Foundation has worked

toward improving the fives of vulnerable families and children.

Since the first Report Card was published, the country has not seen the economic
recovery or administrative policies to elminate family homelessness. But the
conversation has begun, thanks to the initial report. Since the launch of the
Campaign, policymakers have taken notice of the staggering data The National

Center has provided. The media has a resource for presenting statistical facts along
with the human face of homelessness, The new data are critical ift we are to realize

the goal that no child in America spends even one night without a home.

We applaud the tirel

s commitment The National Center has put into the fight to

end family homelessness. With this Report Card and the w of all involved in this

project, we hope to raise awareness around this national crisis and change systems

so that no more families sulfer homelessness.

There is no time to waste. Please join us in the Campaign to End Clald Homelessness.

Sincerely,

Marie C. and Joseph C. Wilson Foundation

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 5
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Executive Summary

America’s Youngest Outcasts 2070 updates a previous report created by The National Center on
Family Homelessness titled America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness. Our

earlier report, based on 2006 data about the extent of the problem, was itself an update of a

landmark study wi ed in 1999 that provided the first comprehensive profile of America’s

homeless children and families.

America’s Youngest Outcasts 2010 documents the numbers of homeless children in every state,

their well-being, the risk for child homelessness, and state level planning and policy activi
vell

as our own research, we rank the states in each of four domains and then develop a composite

de well-established national data sets as

ng findings from numerous sources that inc

of these domains to rank the states from 1 {b
America’s Youngest Outeasts 2010 reports the following:
* 1.6 million American children, or one in 45 children, are homeless in a year!

* This equates to more than 30,000 children each week, and more than 4,400 each day.

* Children experiencing homelessness suffer from hunger, poor physical and emotional

health, and missed educational opportunities.

* A majority of these children have limited educational proficiency in math and reading.

* Not surprisingly, the risks for child homelessness—such as extreme poverty and worst case
housing needs—have worsened with the economic recession, even though the total housing
capacity for families increased by more than 15,000 units in the past four years, primarily
due to the federal Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Howsing Program (HPRP:.

® Despite this bleak picture, planning and policy activities to support the growth and

development of these vulnerable children remain imited. Sixteen states have done no

planning related to child homelessness, and only seven states have extensive plans.

Although the majority of homeless children reside in a few states ‘o resicle in six states;

7

reside in 18 states), thousands and tens of thousands of children in every state go to
children in 2010

are likely undercounted since data collection procedures changed in California, reducing

sleep each night without a home to call their own. The numbers of homele

California’s reported total by 162,822 children in a single year, from 2009 to 2010, In the

three previous data years {2007, 2008, 2009), California accounted for more than 25% of the

nation’s homeless children.

America’s Youngest Qutcasts 2010 also analyzes trends in child homelessness since the publication

~

of our first Report Card:

* 1.5 million American children, more than one in 30 children, go to sleep without a home
to call their own in 20067

Appendix A for methodology.
Appendis A for methodology.

6 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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* A significant spike in child homelessness occurs due to 2005 Hurricanes Katrina and Rita,

a historic natural disaster. The storms lead to one of the greatest mass migrations in our

nation’s history, accounting for the large numbers of homeless children in 2006,

7 Recovery {from the

Hurricanes
Child Homelessness {

-

Dirop
¢ 1.2 million American children, or one in 63 children, are homeless in 2007.%

¢ The numbers of children experiencing homelessness decrease dramatically as families
resettle after the two hurricanes. There are more than 383,000 fewer homeless children in
2007 from 2006, a reduction of 25%.

* In the six states most impacted by Katrina and Rita, the numbers of homeless children

decrease by more than 450,000 (Mississippl was an exception, with thefr numbers slightly

increasing’.
GO
2

A Man-Made Disaster Strikes,

ild Homelessness Up by

Pushing

* Financial speculation sparks collapse of the housing market and financial institutions, a
stock market crash, and the Great Recession. The numbers of homeless children increase
by more than 448,000 from 2007 to 2010, 1.6 million {one in 45 children} are homeless in
2010-—that is a 38% spike from 2007.

¢ Only five states report decreases in the numbers of homeless children from 2007 to 2010,

¢ Fallout from the man-made disaster is worse than the natural disaster, driving the national

total of homeless children above the hurricane year (2006} by more than 60,000 children.

* All states are adversely affected by the economic downturn; changes in the structural

determinants that contribute to the risk of homele

ary by state.

In addition to documenting the extent of child homelessness, the well-being of homeless

children, risk factors for child homelessness, and policy respons
offe

economy is placing on institutions and individuals, we recommend affordable policy strategies

dmerica’s Youngest Outcasts 2010

utions to this national tragedy. Mindful of the severe constraints that our struggling

in the areas of housing, child care, education, domestic violence, and employment that will

help stabilize children and families who are homeless or at imminent risk of homelessness,

We also urge that programs addressing and preventing child and family homelessness not be

cut further.

America’s Youngest Outeasts 2010 is a call to action for all of us to address child homelessness
before we Jose another generation. Please join us in demanding a rapid response now so our
next Report Card can paint a brighter picture of our nation’s most vulnerable children.

*Sex Appendix A for metbodology.

The National Center on Family Homelessness www. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 7
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ground

Children experiencing homelessness are America’s Youngest Qutcasts. They have gradually
become a prominent part of a Third World that is emerging within cur own nation. Despite
their growing numbers, homeless children are invisible to most of us; they have no voice

and no constituency. Without a bed to call their own, these children have lost safety, privacy,

and the comforts of home as

vell as their friends, pos

sstons, pets, reassuring routines, and
communities. These losses combine to create a life-altering experience that inflicts profound

and lasting scars.

Arperica’s Youngest Outcasts: The First Report Card
Committed to ensuring that not one child is homeless for even one day, The National Center
The

Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Flomelessness. The report presented vital information

on Family Homelessness ational Center} gave them a voice by creating America’s

about the needs of these extremely vulnerable children and their families for the first time in a

single document-—including state-by-state data on {1} extent of the problem, {2) well-being of

the children, (3) risks for child homelessness (e.g,, structural determinants), and (4} the policy
response, Each state was ranked in these four domains and an overall rank was computed

based on a composite of the domains.

Based on data reported in 2006 by Local Education Agencies (LEAs), as mandated by the
A
that 1.5 million, or more than one in 50, of our nation’s children go to sleep without a home

federal McKinney-Vento Homel stance Act, the first Report Card documented that

each year {The National Center on Family Homelessness, 2009), We used this data source
because schools are the only institution nationally that is legally responsible for identifying

and serving homeless children.

The first Report Card described the well-being of children experiencing homelessness

and found that many frequently go hungry, not knowing where their next meal will come
from. Not surprisingly, these children had disproportionately high rates of chronic health
condlitions, asthma, traumatic stress, and emotional problems compared to their housed
counterparts. Their educational proficiency in math and reading was extremely limited. To
further understand why families and children are homeless in a country as affluent as ours, we
created a risk index that focused on the structural determinants of family homelessness. We
included indicators of poverty, household structure, housing market factors, and generosity
of benefits—all at the state level.

Most important, we found that despite the severity of the problem, state level planning
and policy responses were very limited. Few states in our first Report Card had developed
strategies for combating child homelessness, although many had developed 10-Year Plans to
prevent and end homelessness generally. Only six stal

es had done extensive planning focused

on ending child and family homelessness, After publishing the first Report Card, we launched

anational Campaign to End Child Homelessnes

see www. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org)

8 The National Center on Family Homelessnass



168

Ameri
The N
most recent national and state level information to continue to give these children a voice. This

i

Youngest Outcast: New Report G

ational Clenter updated our original Report Card on Child Homelessness using the

2010 Report Card—-based on the newest available data sets—is designed to shine a spotlight
on their plight, raise awareness, and motivate critical policy change. The 2010 edition provides
information about the numbers of children e

riencing home their well-being,

s information tells a

structural determinants of family homelessness, and policy responses.
disturbing story. The numbers of homeless children have increased to more than 1.6 million
annually, or one in 45 children. Similar to other periods of economic hardship, many more

families are homeless and precariously housed, and facing a Hobson’s choice between paying

ains, the depth and

for basic necessities or holding onto their housing. Despite some policy

duration of the nation’s economic downturn has slowed the policy response.

It is ime again to shine the spotlight on children experiencing homelessness. By updating

our first Report Clard, we hope to inspire familics with homes, policymakers, and all relevant
stakeholders to take action to end this national tragedy. By analyzing various trends and with
the power of hindsight, we have learned more about the problem of child homelessness.
America’s Toungest Outeasts 2010 can help us forge an effective policy response to end this
tragic problem.

Children can’t wait until our stagnant economy revives, We must not allow bleak forecasts

about the economy to delay aggressive action. We rmust act now.

The National Center on Family Homelessness www,HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 9



169

10 The National Center on Family Homelassness



170

rly e and

rucy by the Center on.

C:

A1

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org "



171

II. America’s Youngest Outcasts 2010

Similar to our first Report Card, America’s Youngest Outeasts 2010 describes the extent of child
homelessness using the newest data collected by McKinney-Vento school liaisons, adjusted
for age and state population size. The state-by-state numbers are aggregated to calculate a

national total. g other national data se: Appendix A: Methodolog ¢ also report

on variables comprising the three other key state-level domains: child well-being; risk for child
homelessness, and state policy responses. These four domains are combined to create the

composite state ranking

1.6 Million Home
More than 1.6 million children are homeless in America: one in 45 children. Homeless
s number
National

Center for Homeless Education, 2011} In smaller states, their numbers are in the low

families are everywhere in our nation—-in most cities and many communities. Thy

in the thousands, tens of thousands, and even hundreds of thousands in our state

thousands. In our largest states, startling numbers show that child homelessness has become

a catastrophic social problem. States with the highest percentage of homeless children are

generally located in the South and Southw

reflecting the higher levels of poverty in

these states, States with the lowest percentages of homeless children are generally located

in the North and Northeast, where there is less poverty and stronger safety nets for children

ational Center for Homeless Education, 2011; ULS. Census Bureau, 2007}

The national total of more than 1.6 million in 2010 is likely an undercount because the state
of California, which accounts for 25% or more of the national total of homeless children
in the majority of years between 2006 and 2010, changed its procedure for collecting 2010
McKinney-Vento data and reported challenges to implementing its new data collection

process. As explained by Leanne Wheeler of the Title T Policy and Program Guidance

Improvement and Accountability Division of the California Department of Education: ©

many local educational agencies (LEAs) and homeless liaisons are still learning about the

tem and the collection/input of their homeless students. We are continuously trying

students.™

to work with our LEAs and homeless liaisons to better identify and report thes

The number reported by California for 2010 decreased from the previous year by 162
53 in 2009 to 33
increased in every region of the nation, particularly in the larger stat
Homeless Education, 20115 The

2010 will likely remain unknown.

children (dropping from 49€ 31 in 2010; at a time when numbers

ational Center for

ss children in California in

urate nurmber of home

12 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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State Composite Score

Each state was assigned a score of ane through 50. This score is
a composite that reflects each state’s overall performance across
four domains:

1} £xtant of Child Homelessness (adiusted for population size}

2} Chitd Weil-Being

3} Risk for Child Homelesspess

4} State Policy and Planning Efforts

Fach state received a score for each domai. These were sunmumed

to comptite the composite score. See Methodology section for

more detail.

- Vermont

i
2. Minnesota !
“ 3 Nebraska S
4 North Dakota 7 LA Louisiana
5 Maine SR a5 e Meice
6 Nl Hampishire e 14‘6\ California.
7o Newy Jersey i T T A zona
8. Massachisetts - a8 Arkansas
9 Montana LU 4T MissisSIppl
10

- lowa 50" Alabama

The National Center on Family Homelessness

www. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
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DELAWARE.

NORTH CARQLINA

sattom 10.Child
Well-Being Score 2010
(50=worsty: :

Topi0Chld
Well-Being Score
2010 (h=best) -

.- North Dakota 3 417 Georgia

2 Minnesota. " - 42: Missouri

3 Wyoming 43, Ohio S

4 New Jersey g4, Rhodedstand

5:"Idaho : 45: Tennessee

6. Utah CL 4B West Virginia WESTVIRGINI
7. Kansas’ ) AT, Mississippt

8. Colorado 48, Oklahoma OKLAHOMA
9. New Hampshire 49, Arkansas

10 South Dakota 50. Alabama

ALABAMA

14 The National Center on Family Homelassness
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ip 10 Pﬁ!ity ;anc‘f : ‘ ttom 10 Policy and:

Planning Efforts: fanning Efforts Score
- Score 2010 (1=hest). 2010 (50=worst).
1 Maine 41 New Nexico
2 Massachasetts 42 Akansas
3 towa o 43, Taxas.:
-4 Michigan 44 Alabama
5. Vermonit T A5, Tenniessée
6. Rhode tsland ™. - C2 46 Virginia
7. Minriesota- - 47, New York
8. Wisconsin ; 48, Névada
9. Washington 49, Wyoming
10.. Oregon 50.- Mississippi

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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Child Homelessness

Introduc

Child homelessness first surfaced in the TS, as a social problem in the mid-1980s, Before that

time, families and children were not homele

s in significant numbers except during the Great

Depression. Once child homel emerged, it continued to grow Bassuk, 2010). This

section of the report card analyzes trends, showing a steady upward increase in numbers that

now reach more than 1.6 million children annually.

The major causes of homelessness for children are structural in nature, Poverty combined
with our nation’s lack of affordable housing have pushed the most vulnerable families out
Bassuk, 2010; Bassuk et al., 1996). The

picture is complicated by the ways in which traumatic experiences can precede and prolong

of stable housing onto a path towards homelessne:

homelessness for some parents, including veterans and young mothers who are breadwinners

in famili

with young children (Clervil, Grandin, & Greendlinger, 2010; Guarino & Bassuk,

2010 Trauma for veterans is anchored in their battlefickd and military experiences (Clervil,

Grandin, & Greendlinger, 2010} Trauma for young mothers can begin in childhood and
re~occur through adulthood, creating the circumstances for a family’s economic and social
collapse that leaves children without a home of their own (Bassuk et al,, 1996; Browne &

Bassuk, 1997; Guarino & Bass

Homelessness can become catastrophic when natural or man-made disasters suddenly

compound already existing social forces, Millions of people across the globe are affected

every year by natural and man-made events that lead to displacement and forced migration
that may be temporary or permanent. When a disaster threatens, flight or escape to a safe
{Oliver-Smith,

location may be immediate. In the aftermath, flight may be more organized
2006). Regard
and health ¢

ess of the nature of the disaster; it invariably leads to significant economic
. Di
of affected communities may be overwhelmed. The psychosocial consequences have been

ers can pose a public health challenge, since the coping strategies

extensively studied, with most researchers reporting that residents frequently developed
significant distress and diagnosable mental health disorders, Post traumatic stress disorder

(PTSD)) was most often reported, followed by depression and generalized anxiety (P
Bandura, 20041,

enight &

Man-made disasters can sometimes lead to more pernicious outcomes. A natural disaster is
often viewed as “an act of God” or a force of nature that is unavoidable, whereas man-made

disasters can have a more sinister and frightening aspect

since the event might have been
prevented. One of the most studied man-made disasters occurred in West Virginia in February
1972 when a dam collapsed, and 132 million gallons of black waste water rushed through the
000 homeless

in a matter of minutes. Years before, the U.S. Departiment of the Interior had warned state

narrow Buffalo Creek hollow, killing 125 people, injuring 1,100, and leaving

officials that the dam was unstable and dangerous; the coal producer had received more
than 3,000 safety violations at its mines; and when it began to rain continuously, residents
were not informed. No actions were taken to protect the residents of the hollow despite the

16 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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serity of the threat and the near certainty of the outcome. Years later many residents were

still displaced and the sense of community had not been re-established. As reported by Kai
Erikson, “Many survivors experienced severe psychological problems for years after the flood.

The trauma described by a World War T veteran who landed at Normandy was similar to

that of mumerous survivors of Buffalo Creek” (West Virginia Archives and History; 20113

In recent years, two signature events have caused major spikes in the numbers of homeless
children in Armerica. The year reported in our first State Report Card marked the back-to-
back natural disasters of Hurricanes Katrina aud Rita. Just as the nation was recovering and
the numbers of homeless children was starting to decline, a second disaster hit. This one
was man-made in the form of reckless speculation in US. financial markets that triggered

a global and national economic recession. With the damage still ongoing, the impact of the

man-made disaster is more devastating than the damage caused by natural forces.
AL 2005

The first State Report Card on Child Homel

2006: A Natural Disaster Sirikes

sness reported on the numbers of homeless
children in the school year that began in the fall of 2005. That year was marked by two major

natural disasters—one following the other. On August 29, 2005, Hurricane Katrin

a
Category 3 storm-—hit the Gulf Coast, particularly the Louisiana/Mississippi border; setting
into motion a series of events, many of them traumatic, that devastated communities and
led to one of the largest mass migrations in recent ULS, higtory. Less than a month later,
Hurricane Rita made landfall along the Texas/ Louistana border, leading to another massive

€

uation. This was the first time on record that two powerful hurricanes reached Category
5 strength in the Gulf of Mexico in the same season Myers, Slack, & Singelmann, 2010},
In the wake of these hurricanes, many residents fled. Based on data from the Current

Population Survey (CPS), an estimated 1.5 million individuals aged 16 and older left their

homes because of Hurricane Katrina; 75% of these individuals were living in Louisiana;
19% in Mississippi and 6% in Alabama {Groen & Polivka, 2009, Approximately 30% of the
residents in these states evacuated, although this percentage was much higher in communities
near the Gulf Coast {Groen & Polivka, 2009), Communities clustered in the “toe” of

Louisiana experienced the greatest out-migration. Marginalized and socially disadvantaged

groups were more vulnerable to displacement (Myers, Slack, & Singelmann, 2010). Among

g, fewer

the hardest hit were low-income families of color who had poorer quality housing,

assets, and less social support.

Children and families endured countless traumas due to the hurricanes. Many were left in

unfamiliar cities with nothing but the clothes on their backs. Living as nomads, they had to
patch together the pieces of their lives and find food, housing, medical care, income, and
education for their children. School systems around the countr
Tes
to dislocated families, becoming de facto community centers providing safe havens. Community

~particularly in Arkansas,

, and Georgia, and undamaged areas of Louisiana and Mississippi—opened their doors
agencies already working with vulnerable populations began the arduous task of supporting

long-term recovery by offering counseling,

g, health care, and other vital human services to deal

with evacuee

* complex needs (The National Center on Family Homelessness, 2006},

The number of homel

ss children reported in our first State Report Card {more than 1.5

million in 2006} reflected the migration of large numbers of families and children after

The National Center on Family Homelassness www.HomelessChildranAmerica.org 17
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the hurricanes. Many of the families and children experiencing homelessness in 2006 had

been displaced by the hurricanes—
Missi
the high numbers of children experiencing homele

pecially in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana,

sippi, and Texas. States such as Louisiana were among the hardest hit, as reflected by

ess that year, which exceeded 200,000.
Many families fled to Texas—which reported numbers of homeless children exceeding
2009 In the following

300,000 that year {The National Center on Family Homelessn

year, the numbers in both states fell toward 60,000 per state, reflecting the re-equilibration of

families after the hurricanes. Various states, as described above, were differentially affectect—

with their numbers of homeless children swelling disproportionately, then dropping to lower
levels (N

ational Center for Homeless Education, 20115

In the lollowing year (2007}, the numbers of homeless children decreased significantly in
most of these states and, thus, nationally. The impact of the hurricanes largely diminished
over time, bringing the number of homeless children in 2007 (1.2 million children; to a level
that more clearly mirrors the endemic nature of the problem—a decrease of more than
385,000 children from the hurricane year, or about one-quarter of the national total. Too

many, this significant reduction in child homelessness was very heartening

2010: A Man Made Disaster Makes Things Worse

As the nation and our homeless children recovered from Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, a

new storm was brewing-—a devastating recession touched off’ by overheated speculation
in housing and financial markets that destabilized the nation’s economy more profoundly
than the hurricanes reshaped our geographic landscape. According to Michael Elsby and

colleagues, the 2007 recession represented “the deepest downturn in the labor market in

ions of

the postwar era” (Elsby, Hobijn, & Sahin, 2010, p.1} Similar to the severe reces

1973-75 anct 1981-82, the recent economic recession lasted longer, involved above-average

decreases in the Gross Domestic Product, decreased consumer

spending, and widespread

long-term unemployment {Knotek & Terry, 2009}, "This recession was accompanied by high
rates of housing foreclosures. These factors combined to produce a chronically stagnant
cconomy. Unemployment rates reached postwar highs, hovering between 9% and 10%,
with 13.9 million Americans unemployed in Novermnber 2011 (Elsby, Hobijn, & Sahin, 2010}

The duration of unemployment has been the longest since the 1940%, contributing to a

“lackluster recovery” (Elsby, Hobiin, & Sahin, 2010; United States Department of Labor
20114 According to The United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, the average
length of unemployment in July 2011 was 40 weeks
201

to continuing high unemployment rates (Knotek & Terry, 20093,

{United States Interagency Council on

Homelesses

Fundamental changes in labor markets and banking have contributed

Home foreclosures compounded the picture. In 2006-07, when the housing bubble burst

and housing prices plummeted, many families found themsely

>s unable to meet mortgage

payments, resulting in staggering numbers of foreclosures and increased rates of personal
¥ 8 8 £

bankruptcy. According to the Center for Responsible Lending, approximately six million

families lost their homes to foreclosures

Clenter for Responsible Lending, 2010}, This figure
may rise to 12 to 13 million before the housing market regains balance {Gilderbloom &
Squires, 2011},

families with subprime mortgag

Among those at greatest risk of housing foreclosures were individuals and

many of whom were low income and minority borrowers

18 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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es and the foreclosure crisis led to an increased

{Crandall, 2008}, The decline in housing pric

now 20 tmes that of

“wealth gap” in which the median wealth among White houscholds
Black households and 18 times that of Hispanic households (Taylor, Kochhar, Fry, Velasco,
& Motel, 20113

The impact of housing foreclosures on families and communities

s devastating and launches

many families on a path of residential instability and downward mobility—increasing their

risk of homelessness. Foreclosures lead to loss of financial equity, damaged credit ratings, and
administrative costs, making it more difficult for families to get back on their fect. An estimated

tional Cloalition for the

20 to 40% of those facing eviction due to foreclosure are renters {

Homeless, 2009; Pelletiere, 2009 They are often at even greater disadvantage because of

the lack of notice, tarnishing of their rental records, and forfeiture of security deposits and
other payments.

Researchers have not yet systematically tracked what happens to families who are forced out
of their homes. Fully understanding the relationship between homelessness and foreclosures

requires Jongitudinal research that follows people from their loss of housing onto the stree
this research has not yet been conducted. However, the intuitive connection is strong, We know

that poverty and the lack of affordable housing are the primary drivers of homelessness, and

that many families have no place to go. Anecdotal reporits from around the country indicate
that many families doubled up, while others became homeless and turned to emergency
shelter (Kingdley, Smith, & Price, 2009; National Coalition for the Homeless, 20093, The
Urban Institute also conducted a study documenting the impact of the housing crisis. They

found that [ood stamp caseloads increased by nearly 20% in 2008 in the states hardest hit by
foreclosures {e.g, Nevada, California, Arizona, Florida) Kingsley, Smith, & Price, 2009},

In its 2011 Update, the US. Interagency Council on Homelessness further described the
impact of the recession on the housing crisis. Higher-income renters who can no longer
afford their housing or have been evicted due to foreclosures have joined the growing pool of
low-income renters (Steffen et al., 2011). They are now competing for a shrinking number of

affordable housing units. This has led to an affordable housing “supply gap™ that has pushed

many more low-income renters into doubling up with relatives or friends { Joint Center for

Housing Studies, 2011; United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2011} Between

2008 and 2010, the number of multiple families living together increased by 12 percent
now approaching 15.5 million households—a number that is considered an underestimate
fykta & Macartney, 2011:
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 20113, The rate of overcrowding has

given the difficulty of counting diverse living arrangements {

increased dramatically (United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2011}

According to the American Housing Survey {AHS), the number of renters with worst case

housing needs drastically increased by more than 20% between 2007 and 2009 {from 5.9 to
7.1 million)the highest jump in any two year period since 1985. Worst case housing needs
refers to houscholds that do not receive government housing assistance, spend more than
50% of their income on rent, or who live in severely inadequate conditions. Although every
low-income group is aflected, families with children represent the highest proportion of those
with worst case housing needs (Steffen et al., 20113 They are among those most vulnerable

o becoming homeless.

The National Center on Family Homelessness wanw. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 19
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Given the impact and duration of the Great Recession, it is not surprising that more than 46

million Americans now live in poverty-—the highest rate since 1993. With the recent use of
an alternative, supplemental measure that includes both government benefits and expenses,
the poverty rate in 2010 is estimated to include 16% of all Americans or 49 million people (up
from 15.8% in 2009). The child poverty rate increased in 38 states in the last ten years, with

ars, 22.°

the southern states hit the hardest. Of those under 1¢ 5% were considered poor. The

child poverty rate is at 18.2% using the supplemental Census measure {US. Census Bureau,
20115 Almost 18% of American children have at least one parent who is underemployed
or unemployed-—almost twice as many as those at the beginning of the recession in 2007
{Berman, 2011 Mishel, 20113,

The “poorest of the poor”—-the numbers of people living at 50% or less of the poverty

level-have also reached a record high of one in 15 people, or an estimated 20.5 million

Americans. Comprising 6.7% of the LS. population, this percentage is at its highest level
in 35 years (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, & Smith, 20113, In 2010, this group had an income of
$

period, the proportion of very poor people living in high poverty neighborhoods increased

70 for an individual and $11,157 for a family of four (Hayden, 2011}, Over the same

from 11.2% in 2000 to 15.1% m 2010, The largest growth in high poverty areas occurred
2 Clape Coral, FL; Riverside, CA)

in newer Sun Belt neighborhoods {e.g, TLas Vegas, N

{Kneebone, Nadeau, & Berube, 2011}

In sum, the period from 2007 to 2010 will be remembered as a time when overpaid bankers,

captains of industry and carmakers hobbled to Washington, hats in hand, begging for batlouts

and infusions of billions of dollars. But even these bailouts were not enough to significantly

reenergize the stagnant economy. Unemployment rates stagnated at unacceptable levels,

To respond to the faltering economy, many eritical domestic programs are being cut or
threatened. Climbing out of poverty has become increasingly impossible. Amidst this man-
made disaster, the numbers of homeless children have been climbing steadily during the
Great Recession and by 2010 exceeded those of the natural disaster that struck in the fall of
. Int the wake of

2005. The hurricane year left one in every 50 children homeless in Americ

the G
creating this second disaster and for responding to its aftermath.

on, that mumber is now one in 45. As a society, we bear responsibility for

20 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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., State Trends in Child Flomelessness

First Report Card to New Report Card:
2006 to 2010

The increase of more than 60,000 homeless children from
our first Report Card in 2006 to our new Report Card in
2010 is distributed nationwide. Only eight states showed a
decrease during this period. Of these eight states, four were
states affected by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, and three
were smaller states that reported small decreases ranging
from about 100 to about 1000 children. Pennsylvania also

veported a decrease during this period.!

Recovery From the Hurricanes: 2006 to 2007

In the year after the hurricanes {2007}, the number of
homeless children decreased nationally by more than
385,000 or 25% from 2006. This decrease is largely

accounted for by fewer numbers of homeless children

in the hurricane-affected states, with the exception of
M

Arkansas, Georgia, Lowisiana, Texas), the numbers of

sippi. In the five huricane-affected states {Alabarma,

homeless children decreased by more than 450,000
children.

Impact of the R ion: 2007 to 2010

Child homelessness during the period from 2007 to 2010
mereased by 38% to reach 1.6 million annually and exceed
the total of the hurricane year. During this period, 45 states
saw increases in homeless children. Some of these increases
were dramatic, with 23 states increasing their numbers by
50% or more. Of the four states in which the number of
homeless children decreased during this period, two were
tikely still recovering to pre-hurricane levels {Lowisiana,

M

lower numbers of homeless children (North Dakota

sippi), and two were small population states with

and Montana).

SOUTH CARGLINA

*In its report to US DOL for this data period, Pennsyhania acknowledged it did nat
capture all of the Primary hatine Residence data for homeless children, and
acknowledged staffl turnover among Regional Coordinators that resulted in vasiations in
knowledge and experience obtaining and reporting data regarding homeess students

gov/ admins/lead /

WESTVIRGINIA

This seems to have been corrected for 2018 data. Sec wyww2.e
account/consolidated/sy87-08part1 /papdl

WYOMING:

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 21
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DELAWARE |

LOUISIANA: oo : LOUISIANA

PENNSYLVANIA -

SOUTH CAROLINA

WESTVIRGINIA |

WYOMING -
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ReportCard::

MARYLAND

MICRIGAN

NEW JERSEY :

UTH CAROLINA -

6

WYOMING WYOMING
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2010 Child we

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
2%
15% -
0% -
5% |~
0

" One o more Asthma ADDIADHD

chronic conditions

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
2%5%
20%
15%
10% -]
5%
0

VAth Gradé 4th Grade  8th Grade 8th Grade
Reading Math Reading Math

S Alabama Home 2007
m Foreclosure Rank
{1-50, 1 = best) 1 3

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 155
Transitional Housing 277
HUD HPRP Program 27

Permanent Supportive Housing 257

State Housing Trust Fund NO

State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for Alabama
{inadequate’ Early Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Alabama that focus on children and families.

Composite Alabama Rank Ove

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness

wwwe.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 25
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o N S
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010,

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
10% -
5% -
0

ADD/ADHD.

e or more
chronic conditions

Child Food Securit
Households with very fow
Eligible households participating

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20%
15% i~
10%
5%
(38

8th Grade
Math

8th Grade )
Reading

4th Grade )
Math

Aath Grade
Reading

Alaska Home
Foreclosure Rank
{1-50, 1 = best)

g

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 116
Transitional Housing 114
HUD HPRP Program 0
Permanent Supportive Housing 33
State Housing Trust Fund NO

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and famities? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Alaska
inadequate  Early Moderate [Exfensive

The 2008-10 Year Plan to End Long Term Homelessness in Alaska includes
an extensive focus on children and families experiencing homelessness.

2006

2007 2010

26
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M Arizona Home
% Foreclosure Rank

(1-50, 1 = best)

20,000

10,000 |

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%

. § Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 547
20% S Transitional Housing 910
15% HUD HPRP Program 31

10% i
5% i
01

Permanent Supportive Housing 529
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for Arizona
Inadequate  Early | Maderaté’ Extensive

r more
chronic conditions

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math

(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Efigible for School Lunch)
30%
25%

The 2009 State Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness mentions
children and families experiencing homelessness.

o

thGrade AthGrade  SthGrade  SthGrade : =
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 <2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica,org 27
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15,000
12,500

10,000,

9,560

5,000

2,500

¢

2006 2007 2008 2009

2010

One or more Asthma
chronic conditions

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch)

ADDIADHD

30%
25%

20% i
15%
16%
5%

[

4th Grade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade

Reading Math Reading

Math

g, Arkansas Home 2007
m Foreclosure Rank |
; (150, 1 = best) ! 34

% Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 146
Transitional Housing 162
HUD HPRP Program 79

Permanent Supportive Housing 140

State Housing Trust Fund YES
State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency

Council an Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for Arkansas

Snadequate: farly Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Arkansas.

Arkansas Rank OverTime

20062007 - 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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.
300,000 ¢

/200,006

100,000 =

2006 2007, 2008 2009

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%

o

ADDIRDHD

One or more
chronic conditions

Asthma

 Child Food Securit
' Houseftolds with very fow

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
2%
Pr L F—
15%
10%
5%
)

4thGrade  4th Grade  8thGrade  8thGrade

ot California Home
m Foreclosure Rank

{1-50, 1 = hest)

72010

47

2007

49

Reading Math Reading Math

% Housing Units for Homeless Families
| Emergency Shelter
]

1,951

Transitional Housing 4,532
HUD HPRP Program 559
Pertmanent Supportive Housing 5,747
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts
Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)? NO

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and famities?

YES
State Planning Rank for California

inadequate  Early | Moderate’ Extensive

The 2010 Governor’s Ten Year Chronic Homelessness Action Plan
includes a focus on children and families experiencing homelessness.

2008

2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessniess

www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 29



189

Colorado Home | 2007 2010
Foreclosure Rank
(1-50, 1 = besty i 48 41

ooy
30,000 -

s

20000

15,000

110,000,

2006, 12007 2008 2009 2016

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30% Housing Units for Homeless Families
% Emmergency Shelter 371
20% S0} Transitional Housing 852
15% HUD HPRP Program 762
10% i Permanent Suppartive Housing 297
5"/(‘; ] State Housing Trust Fund ~ NO

Qne or more
chronic conditions

State Planning Efforts
is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES
is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families? ~ NO

State Planning Rank for Colorado
nadequate  Early (Modérats Extensive

Education Preficiency: Reading and Math The Colorado C ity and gency Council on Homel
(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for Schoof Lunch) 2008 report Acting to End Homelessness mentions children and famifies
30% . experiencing homelessness.

25% -

20%

15%

10%
5%

0L — L S
4thGrade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade .
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 20102
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s Connecticut Home 2007
m Foredlosure Rank |
(150, 1 = best)

2006 2007 2008 - 2002 2010,

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

% Housing Units for Homeless Families
% Emergency Shelter 284
20% Transitional Housing 253
15% HUD HPRP Program 31

10% - Permanent Supportive Housing 585
5%

0L

State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts
Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)? NO
is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families? ~ YES

ne of more
chronic conditions

§tate Plaﬁnlng Rank for Connecticut
inadequate  Early ~Moderate Extensive

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5%
o

Connecticut’s Next Steps Initiative includes a focus on children
and families experiencing homelessnass.

. 3 0 - 8
4thGrade  dthGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade N —
Reading Math Reading Math | 2006~ 2007 2010
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Delaware Home
Foreclosure Rank
(1-50, 1 = best)

 Homeless Children: 2006 10 2010 -
6,000 .

5,000

8,000,

33,000 1

2,000,

2006. 2007 2008 2009~ 2010

Health Problems of Children Balow 100% Poverty

30% Housing Units for Homeless Families
B% Emergency Shelter 64
20% Transitional Housing 91

15% HUD HPRP Program 0

10% - Permanent Supportive Housing 14

5% State Housing Trust Fund  YES

o - : .
One or more Asthma ADD/ADHD State Planning Efforts

chranic conditions Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (iCH)? YES
is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and famifies?  NO

State Planning Rank for Delaware

. Early Moderate Extensive

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20% -
15%
10% -
5%
0

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Delaware that focus on children and families.

4thGrade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8th Grade
Reading Math Reading Math

200602007 2010
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2007, 2008 2003 2010

Housing Units for Homeless Families
Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty 9

Emergency Shelter 21
30% = Transitional Housing 543
25% HUD HPRP Pragram 0
20% F s Permanent Supportive Housing 470
15% ! )

State Housing Trust Fund YES
State Planning Efforts

: Is there an active state Interagency

e or more Asthma ADDADHD Council on Homelessness (iCH)? YES
chronic conditions Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?  NO

10%
5% i~
0oL

The 2010 District of Columbia Strategic Action Plan
Eliaible households pe to £nd Homelessness mentions children and families
S IRE o;ge i P & experiencing homelassness.

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for Schaol Lunch}
30%

4th Grade “ath Grade  8th Gra’der 8th Grade
Reading Math Reading Math
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Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30%
25%
15%
10% i
5%

o

Asthma

ne or more
chronic conditions

Child Food Securit
- Households with very fow foo
Eligible hotiseholds participatin

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}

4thGrade  dthGrade  8thGrade  B8thGrade
Reading Math Reading Math

Florida Home =~
Foreclosure Rank
{150, 1 = besy)

“.2007"_ 2010

47 48

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 916
Transitional Housing 1606
HUD HPRP Program 199

Permanent Supportive Housing 1363

State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessnass ((CH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for Florida
adequate  Early - Moderate Extensive

The Florida Council on Homelessness report to the Governor includes a
focus on children and families experiencing homelessness,

2006, 2007 . 2010+
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60,000 -

50,000

40,000

30,000

2006 2007 2008 2009,

20,000

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5% -
o

f tmore Asthma
chronic conditions

" child Food Security

Eligible Households pa

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math

{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%

8th Grade  8th Grade
Reading Math

4th Grade “thh Gradé
Reading Math

Georgia Home
Foreclosure Rank
(4-50, 1 = best)

a3 43

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 403
Transitional Housing 789
HUD HPRP Program 167

Permanent Supportive Housing 679
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (iCH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and famities?  YES
State Planning Rank for Georgia
Early  Moderate Extensive

{nadequate

The Georgia Homeless Action Plan To End Homelessness in Ten Years
mentians children and families experiencing homelessness.

2006 2007 2010
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2006 2007 2008 ... 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
5%
208
15%
10% i~
5%

[

ok
One or more
chronic conditions.

Child Food Security
Households with very
“Eligible househdlds par

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
209
15% f-
10%
5%
o

4th Gvade7 dth Grade  BthGrade  8th Grade
Reading Math Reading Math

Foreclosure Rank
(1-50, 1 =best)

: w”%? Hawaii Horﬁé

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 202
Transitional Housing 577
HUD HPRP Program 7

Permanent Supportive Housing 69

State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Hawaii
Inadequate  Early | Moderate Extensive

The 2008 Plan to End Homelessnes in Hawaii mentions children and
families experiencing homelessness,

Cofnpésité Hawail Ra
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idaho Home 2007
Foreclosure Rank 31

. Homge

il (1-50, 1 = best)
|

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30% Housing Units for Homeless Families
% Emergency Shelter 150
2% Transitional Housing 180
15% HUD HPRP Program 25
10% Permanent Supportive Housing 67
5°§ State Housing Trust Fund  YES

One or more Asthma ADD/ADHD State Planning Efforts
chronic conditions

Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for idaho
inadequate’ Early Moderate Extensive

- Households with ver
Eligible Hous

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten- lanning efforts
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch} © time o this publication, o statewde ter-year pianning etior

have taken place in Idaho that focus on children and families.

30%
25%
g 20%
g 15%
10% |~
5%

¢

4thGrade  4th Grade et Grade Sthrader R v .
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness waww. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 37
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Lz, Winois Home 2007 2010
m Foreclosure Rank 41 -

(150, 1 = best) 42

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30% - Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% E£mergency Shelter 528
20% Transitional Housing 1694
15% HUD HPRP Program 61
10% Permanent Supportive Housing 1237
5"2’ " State Housing Trust Fund ~ YES

One or more Asthma ADD/ADHD State Planning Efforts
chronic conditions

is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness ({CH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for illinois
inadequate  Early Moderate Extensive

Educat;:n Pr:flCIgnC{iilgeadllpigb?I}d Mith; . Building for Success: illinois Comprehensive Housing Plan mentions
(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for Schoof Lunch) children and families experiencing homelessness.

30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
o

VMh Grade  4thGrade  8th Gradé 8th Grade i A B 0
Reading Math Reading Math . - 2006 2007 .. 2010

38 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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e

5,000

2006 2007

007 2010

a2 3%

Indiana Home
Foreclosure Rank
(150, 1 = best)

(il

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30%
25%
20%
15%
10% -
5%

0L

ADDADHD

One or more
chronic conditions

Asthma

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for Schaol Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5%

74th Grade
Reading

8th Grade
Reading

8th Grade
Math

4th Grade
Math

| Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 548
Transitional Housing 619
HUD HPRP Program 252
Permanent Supportive Housing 481
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state [nteragency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

_includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for Indiana
{inadequate Early

Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Indiana.

The National Center on Family Homelessness

www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org

39



199

2006...-...-.~2007. 2008+ 2009 2010

2010 Child Wellbeing Rank: 29

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
5%
20
15%
10% i
5% I~

0

i
ADD/ADHD

One or more
chronic conditions

Child Food Security
Households with very low
Eligiblekholise‘hdld pal

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
200
15%
10%
5%
[

8th Grade ) 8th G;ad:
Reading Math

4thGrade  4th Grade
Reading Math

- lowa Home
Foreclosure Rank
(1-50, 1 = best)

0

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 185
Transitional Housing 472
HUD HPRP Program 33

Permanent Supportive Housing 139

State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for lowa
Inadequate  Early Moderate  Extensive’

The 2004 State of lowa Accessing Mainstream Resources Action Plan includes
an extensive focus on children and families experiencing homelessness.

2006 2007 2010

40

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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Kansas Home [ 2007 2010
Foreclosure Rank | |
(150, 1 = hest) : 14 16

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

0% Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% Emergency Shelter 227
20% Transitional Housing 225
15% HUD HPRP Program 4
10% i~ Permanent Supportive Housing 108
5“2’ State Housing Trust Fund ~ YES

" One or more Asthma

chronic conditions

State Planning Efforts
is there an active state Interagency
; i Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES
~Child Food Securit Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
“ Houssholds with very | % includes children and families? ~ NO
Eligible househy pe - State Planning Rank for Kansas
Inadequate Early Moderate Extensive

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20% o
15%
10% |~
5%

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Kansas.

MhGrade  dthGrade  BthGrade  8thGrade : R :
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 41
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2006 2007. 2008+ 2009 2010.

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
0% i~
5%
[

chronic conditions

Child Food Security.
Houiseholds with very low f
Eligible households participating

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
2%
i 20%
15%
10%
5%
0

4th Grade
Math

Ath Grade
Reading

8th Grade
Reading Math

8th Grade

Kentucky Home
Foreclosure Rank
(1-50, 1 =best)

§ Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 288
Transitional Housing 682
HUD HPRP Program 116
Permanent Supportive Housing 532

S‘éaié Housing Tn‘x‘st' Fyund YES

State Planning Efforts
Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES
Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?

YES

State Planning Rank for Kentucky
inadequate  Early Moderaté Extensive

The 2009 Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness mentions children and
families experiencing homelessnass,

2006, 2007 2010

42
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Foreclosure Rank
{1-50, 1 = hest)

L ? Louisiana Home

200,000

160,00

120,000

780,000

0,000 :
2006 20072 20087+ 2009 .- 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30% Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% Emergency Shelter 266
0% Transitional Housing 439
15% HUD HPRP Program 173
10% Permanent Supportive Housing 322
5":; State Housing Trust Fund ~ YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Louisiana
inadequate  Early - Modérate Extensive

One or more Asthma
chronic conditions

Child Faod Se
Households Mthk/ég low oo
Eligible households pa

Education memency:, Read'f‘? and Math ‘The 2007 Louisiana Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness: The Road to Supportive
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch} Hotsing mentions children an families experiencing homelessness.

30%

5% b

209 1o
‘g 15%

10% -

5%

¢

AthGrade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade
Reading Math Reading Math

The National Center on Family Homelessness www,HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 43
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*2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15% -
10%
5%

it

One or more Asthima

chronic conditions

Child Food Securi

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children: Efigible for School Lunch)
30%
25%
s 20%
15%
10%
5%

8thGrade  8th Grade
Reading Math

TithGrade At Grade
Reading Math

Maine Home
Foreclosure Rank
(1-50, 1 =best)

2007 2010

6 8

(il

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 159
Transitional Housing 379
HUD HPRP Program 58

Permanent Supportive Housing 248
State Housing Trust Fund YES
State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency

Councif on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Maine
Early  Moderate | Extenst

{nadequate

Maine’s 2008 Plan to End & Prevent Homelessness includes an
extensive focus on children and families experiencing hamelessness.

2007 2018

44
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G SR N . e
.. 2006 -12007 2008 - 2009 2018

2010 Child W

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30% |

One o more
chronic conditions

Households with very |
Eligible households pz:: i

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20% -
15% -
10%
5%
0

8th Grade  8th Grade
Reading Math

4th Grade  4th Grade
Reading Math

Maryland Home
Foreclosure Rank
{1-50, 1 = hest)

| Housing Units for Homeless Families
z Emergency Shelter 315
L3 Transitional Housing 556
HUD HPRP Program 14

Permanent Supportive Housing 1164
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Maryland
Early  Modefate Extensive

inadequate

The 2005 Maryland 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness mentions
children and families experiencing homelessness.

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness

www. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
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Massachusetts Home 5997
Foreclosure Rank ”
{150, 1 = best)

2006 2007 .. 2008, 2009 . 2010,

% Housing Units for Homeless Families
Emergency Shelter 2493
§ Transitional Housing 759
HUD HPRP Program 35

Permanent Supportive Housing 888
State Housing Trust Fund YES

£ more " 'ADDIADHD State Planning Efforts

chronic conditions Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

- Households with very low food se includes children and families? ~ YES
Eligible households pa : 3 State Planning Rank for Massachusetts
Inadequate  Farly Moderate | Extensive
Education Proficiency: Reading and Math The 2007 MA Commission to End Homelessness Five-Year Plan to End
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch) Homelessness includes an extensive focus on children and families
0% . experiencing homelessness.

35%
30%
5%
20%
15%
0%

At Grade  4th Grade W‘Stthade SthGraz E 8
Reading Math Reading Math : 12008 2007 010

46 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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20,000

19,000 -

o

2008

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15% i
10%
5%
0

Asthma ADDIDHD
chronic conditions

Child Food Securit

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for Schaol Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0

8th Grade
Reading Math

4thGrade  4thGrade  8th Grade

Reading Math

20072010

Foreclosure Rank 45 46

(1-50, 1 = best)

Michigan Home

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 730
Transitional Housing 1300
HUD HPRP Pragram 187

Permanent Supportive Housing 2485
State Housing Trust Fund YES
State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency

Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and famities?  YES

State Planning Rank for Michigan
Inadequate  Early |Moderate  Extensive

The 2010 Michigan Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness mentions
children and families experiencing homelessness,

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homaelessness

www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
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2006+ - 2007 2008 2009 2010

Minnesota Home 2007
Foreclosure Rank 1

{1-50, 1 = best)

(i

2010 Child Wellbeir

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%

" One or more Asthma ADDIDHD
chronic conditions.

 Child Food Securi
Hotiseholds with ve

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School tunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5%

8th Grade
Math

8th Grade
Reading

4th Grade
Math

- klh Grade
Reading

children and families experiencing homelessness.

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 495
Transitional Housing 938
HUD HPRP Program 131
Permanent Supportive Housing 1360
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Piénning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?
State PI
Inadequate

YES

ing Rank for Mil a
tarly  Moderate  Extensive

Ending Long-Term Homelessness in Minnesota: Report and Business
Plan of the Working Group on Long-Term Homelessness mentions

48
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o SN
e 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010,

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
10% -
5% |-

¢

¢ ore
chronic conditions

Child Food Security.
“Houiseholds with }iery low

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for Schaol Lunch}

30%
25%
20%
15% i
10%
5%

&}

4thGrade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade
Reading Math Reading Math

* Foreclosure Rank
(150, 1 = best)

D{M? Mississippi Home 2007 Zd1 4]

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 94
Transitional Housing 92
HUD HPRP Program 35

Permanent Supportive Housing 21

State Housing Trust Fund NO
State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency

Counci on Homelessness ({CH)? NO

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?  NO
State Pl Rank for Mi /
nadequate’ tarly Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Mississippi.

2006, 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness

www. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 49
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Missouri Home 2007 2010
Foreclosure Rank |
(150, 1 = best) 35 24

215,000

10,000

5.000

- 2006 . 2007 2008 2009 2010

2010 Child Wellbeing Rank:

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

0% Housing Units for Homeless Families
B% Emergency Shelter 603
2% Transitional Housing 683
15% HUD HPRP Program 28

10% i~
5%
o

Permanent Supportive Housing 916
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Missouri
inadequate  Early [Moderate Extensive

-
One or more
chronic conditions

Child Food Sec
Households with
Eligible households

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10% |-~
5%
o

The Governor's Commiittee to End Homelessness Plan to End Homelessness
in Missouri mentions children and families experiencing homelessness.

WMI»Grade WAthGrade 8th Grade ) 8th Grade 5 G
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 2010

50 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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Homeless Childre
5000
£ 75,000

000 1

3,000

37000

1,000

2006 2007 - 2008 . 2009 2010.

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30%
25%
20%
15%
16% -
5%

o

 Oneormore Asthma ADD/ADHD

chronic conditions

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30% -

25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
o

8th Grade  8th Grade
Reading Math

ahGrade  4th Grade
Reading Math

Montana Home 201 0‘”
Foreclosure Rank

{1-50, 1 = best)

(i)

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 89
Transitional Housing 114
HUD HPRP Program 82
Permanent Supportive Housing 18

State Housing Trust Fund YES
State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH? NO

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and famities? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Montana
inadequate  Early M

te Extensive

The 2006 No Longer Homeless in Montana: A Report on the State of
Homelessness and a Ten Year Plan to End it includes a focus on children
and families experiencing homelessness.

2006 2007 - - 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness

www, HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 51
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2008

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

36%
25%

20%
15%
10%

5%

Qne or more
chronic conditions

Child Food Sacurit
‘Households with very !
< Eligible hqqseholds‘pa

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0

8th Grade ) 78!h Grade )
Reading Math

:kh Grade " ath Grade
Reading Math

Nebraska Home | 2007 2
ﬁ Foreclosure Rank | 4 7
(150, 1=besty

o
7

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 222
Transitional Housing 415
HUD HPRP Program 38

Permanent Supportive Housing 81
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (JCH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and famifies? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Nebraska
tnadequate Modarate Extensive

Early W

Completing the Journey: Nebraska's Action Plan for People
Experiencing Chronic Homelessness mentions children and families
experiending homelessness.

2006720077 2610

52
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2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
2%
15% =
0% -
5% 1+

oL
One or more
chronic conditions

Asthma

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
109% -
5%
0

8th Grade  8th Grade 4
Reading Math

4thGrade  4th Grade
Reading Math

4007 2010

50 50

Nevada Home
Foreclosure Rank
(150, 1 = best)

G

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 185
Transitional Housing 286
HUD HPRP Pragram 0

Permanent Supportive Housing 141

State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)? NO

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and famities?  NO
State Planning Rank for Nevada
Inadequate farly Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Nevada that focus on children and families.

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness

www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 53
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2006 2007 2008 72009 2010,

One or more Asthma ADD/ADHD

chronic conditions

Child Food Secur
Houssholds with very
Eligible-household:

tow food sec

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math

{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
40% =

35%
30%
L 250, I
20% |~
15%
10%

4thGrade  4th Grade  8th Grade
Reading Math Reading

e New Hampshire 2007 12010
m g::;(e Foreclosure 26 27

(150, 1 = hest)

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 95
Transitional Housing 162
HUD HPRP Program 43

Permanent Supportive Housing 155

State Housing Trust Fund YES
State Planning Efforts
Is there an active state Interagency
Cauncil on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES
Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and famities? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for New Hampshire
Inadequate Early [Moderate’ Extensive

The 2006 A Home for Everyone: New Hampshire's Ten-Year Plan to End
Homelessness mentions children and famifies experiencing homelessness.

2006 200702010

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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sy New Jersey Home 26{)7 2010
{@ Foreclosure Rank 37 3 4
(150, 1 = best)

12500
10,000

500

5000
2,500

2006 - 200712008 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30% | Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% § Emergency Shelter 695
20% Transitional Housing 607
15% - HUD HPRP Program 74
10% Permanent Supportive Housing 272
5% o State Housing Trust Fund YES
[

 Oneor more Asthma ADD/ADHD State Planning Efforts

chronic canditions Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  NO
Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and famifies? ~ YES

Child Food Security
- Households with
" Eligible househol

‘State Pfahhing Rank for New J'érseVyw )
inadequate  Early | Modgrate  Extensive

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20%
15% i~
10%
5%
[

The 2003 Preliminary Action Plan to End Homelessness in New Jersey
includes a focus on chifdren and families experiencing homelessness.

4thGrade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade ) B
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 55



215

New Mexice Home ;;2007 201"‘0

Foreclosure Rank 1 5 25

{150, 1 = best)

2010 Child Wellbeing Rank

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

3% Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% Emergency Shelter 101
20% . o Transitional Housing 219
15% HUD HPRP Program 19
10% Permanent Supportive Housing 175
St State Housing Trust Fund ~ YES

"~ One or more sthma State Planning Efforts

chronic conditions Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  NO

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
_includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for New Mexico

/Inadequate  Early Moderate Extensive

‘Child Food Secuit
Households with very
‘Eligibté households participating

Education Pmﬁc'ency‘, Readl!’ng and Math At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts

(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School tunch) have taken place in New Mexico that focus en children and famifies.
30%
25%
20% L
5%
10%
5%
0

;lthGrade 4th Grade ;ZthGrade 8th Grade N
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 2010

56 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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New York Home 2007°

Foreclosure Rank 25 9

{1-50, 1 = best)

- e0000
140,000

- o0

2006 2007, 2008 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30% Housing Units for Homeless Families
25% Emergency Shelter 11657
20% Transitional Housing 1699
15% i HUD HPRP Program 170

10% Permanent Supportive Housing 4116
5%

0

State Housing Trust Fund NO

One or more Asthma ADDIADHD State Planning Efforts
chronic conditions N
Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)? NO

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and famities?  NO
State Planning Rank for New York
[Inadequate farly Moderate Extensive

urity
Households with very low
Eligible households parti

Child Food Securit

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5% |
20%
15%
10%
5%
0

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in New York.

MhGrade  4hGrade  BthGrade | 8hGrade B 0
Reading Math Reading Math R 20062007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 57
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2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
2%
15% -
10% -
5%

[}

Qne or more
chronic conditions

" Child Food Sec
Households with
Eligibfe household:

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20% -
15%
10% -
5%
[

WMh Grade  dth Gracie 8th Grade ) 8th Grade
Reading Math Reading Math

A North Carolina
ﬁ Home Foreclosur
& Rank
{1-50, T = best)

Emergency Shelter 439
Transitional Housing 610
HUD HPRP Program 33
Permanent Supportive Housing 584

é Housing Units for Homeless Families

Sfate Housing Trusf Fund YES

State Pianning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (JCH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ NO
State Planning Rank for North Carolina
Inadequ Early Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in North Carolina.

2006, - 2007. 2010
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2009 2010

2008

2007

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
209 b
5%
10% &
5% -
o

e
& Asthma
chronic conditions

" Child Food Secu
- Households with very |
“Eligible households pa

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
;o 20%
15%
10%
5%
o

8th Grade

- -
4thGrade  4th Grade  8th Grade

North Dakota Home = 2007 2010
Foreclosure Rank |
{1-50, 1 = best) 3 3

Math

Reading Math Reading

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 85

o Transitional Housing 31
HUD HPRP Program 18

Permanent Supportive Housing 7

State Housing Trust Fund NO

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?  YES ]
State Planning Rank for North Dakota
Early  Modgrate Extensive

inadequate

The 2008 Housing the Homeless: North Dakota's 10-Year Plan to
End Long Term Homelessness mentions children and families experienc-
ing homelessness.

2006 2007 20610

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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s Chio Home 2007 ZOﬁ)
m Foreclosure Rank | 46 40
{1-50, 1 = hest) i K

30% | Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 684
Transitional Housing 858
HUD HPRP Program 177

Permanent Supportive Housing 1661
State Housing Trust Fund YES

One or more Asthma ADD/ADHD State Planning Efforts
chyonic conditions

Is there an active state Interagency
Councif on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ NO
State Planning Rank for Ohio
Inadequate  Early [Moderaté  Extensive

Child Food Secur

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Efigible for School tunch)
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0

The 2008 Family Homelessness Prevention Pilot Project Report
mentions children and families experiencing homelessness.

thh Grade  4thGrade 8thGrade  8th Grade )
Reading Math Reading Math
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2006 2007 2008 ... 2009 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20% -
15%
10%
5%

L s
One or more
chronic conditions

ADI

Child Food Securit
- Houiseholds with very low
Eligible households pe

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0

"4th Grade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade )
Reading Math Reading Math

Oklashoma Home 2007 2010
@ Foreclosure Rank 28 1 9
¥ (150, 1= best) S~ 4

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 275
Transitional Housing 182
HUD HPRP Program 29

Permanent Supportive Housing 61
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Okiahoma
Inadequate  Early [Moderate Extensive

The 2008 Cklahoma Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness mentions
children and families experienting homelessness.

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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M Oregon Home 12007
m Foreclosure Rank 22

(150, 1 = best)

2007 2008

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
0% I~
5%

0

" One ormore Asthma ADDIADHD
chronic conditions

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch)
30%
5%
20% |~
15%
10% |-
5%
oL

ath Grade thh Grade  8thGrade N 8th Grade
Reading Math Reading Math

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 348
Transhtional Housing 862
HUD HPRP Program 103

Permanent Supportive Housin 734

State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Counci on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
_includes children and families?  YES
State Planning Rank for Oregon
Inadequate  Early Moderate | Extensive

The 2008 A Home for Hope: A 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness
in Oregon includes an extensive focus on children and families
experiencing homelessness.

omposite Oregon Rank Over Ti

2006 2007 010
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Pennsylvania Home', ‘ zmé
Foreclosure Rank |
(150, 1 = best) l 21 : 18

2006. 2007 2008

30% } Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 1060
Transitional Housing 1822
HUD HPRP Program 185

Permanent Supportive Housing 1375
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Pennsylvania
Inadequate  Early [Moderate’ Extensive

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20% |
15%
10%
5%
o

The 2005 Agenda for Ending Homelessness in Pennsylvania mentions
chifdren and families experiencing homelessness.

;}Nx Grade WAth Grade  8th Grade SthGradei G
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 010
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Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
5%
20% -
15%
10%
5%
[

One or more
chronic conditions.

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School tunch}
30%
5%
20%
15% |-~
10% -~
5%
o -

Wdth Grade  4th Grade 8thGrade  8th Grade
Reading Math Reading Math

M§ Rhode Island Home 2007 e

Foreclosure Rank .
1-50, 1 = best) 24 Zo

I Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 105
Transitional Housing 110
HUD HPRP Program 0

Permanent Supportive Housing 216

Siété Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (iICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families? ~ YES
State Planning Rank for Rhode Island
inadequate  Early | Moderate’ Extensive

The 2006 State of Rhode Island Action Plan to End Homelessness men-
tions children and famifies experiencing homelessness.

2006 2007 2010
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7

South Carolina  “-_ 200
Home Foreclosure 8
Rank
{1-50, 1 = best)

2
33

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

0% Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% Emergency Shelter 156
2% Transitional Housing 279
15% HUD HPRP Pragram 15

10% Permanent Supportive Housing 204
5%

0

State Housing Trust Fund YES

One o more ADDY State Planning Efforts
chronic conditions Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that
__includes children and families?  YES
State Planning Rank for South Carolina
inadequate  Early Moderate | Exténsive!

* Child Food Securt
- Hotisefiolds with ver
Eligible hotiseholds participating in S

Education memency:, Read'f‘? and Math The 2004 Blueprint to End Homelessness in South Caralina includes an

(NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch) extensive focus on children and families experiencing homelessness.
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
o

":nh Grade  4th Grade e Gra&e B éti)Gyade
Reading Math Reading Math

2006 12007 2010
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iny  South Dakota 2007

Home Foreclosure | 2
Rank
(1-50, 1 = best)

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
5%
15% -
10%
5%

[

ADDIADHD

One ot more
chronic conditions

Child Food Securit
Households with very low
Eligible Household

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%

8th Grade ) 8th Grad:

AthGrade  4th Grade
Reading Math

Reading Math

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 139
Transitional Housing 85
HUD HPRP Program 8

Permanent Supportive Housing 25

State Housing Trust Fund NO

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for South Dakota
. madequaté  Early Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in South Dakota.
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2006 - 2607 2008 2009, 2016

Tennessee Home
Foreclosure Rank
(150, 1 =best)

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
2%
20%
15%
10% -
5%
ol

One or more Asthma

chronic conditions

Child Food Security
Households with very low fo
* Eligible households partici

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20%
- 15%
10%
5%
[

h Grade
Math

8th Grade
Reading

4th Grade
Math

4th Grade
Reading

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 268
Transitional Housing 371
HUD HPRP Program 13
Permanent Supportive Housing 399
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for Tennessee
Inadequate  Early Moderate  Extensive

NO

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Tennessee.

2010

2006 2007

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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 Texas Home
Foreclosure Rank -
{1-50, 1= best)

0000
5010001
206,000+
1500001

100,000 - M
SG000, e LRI

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

3% Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% Emergency Shelter 1368
20% : Transitional Housing 1657
15% HUD HPRP Program 628
10% e Permanent Supportive Housing 930
5"2‘; State Housing Trust Fund ~ YES

One or more
chrenic conditions

State Planning Ffforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)? ~ YES

is there 3 State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?  NO
Eligible households participating ‘ State Planning Rank for Texas

T inadequate [EAHY  Moderate Extensive

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for Schoot Lunch}
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
o

The Texas Interagency Council for the Homeless is currently drafting a
state plan to prevent and end homelessness.

4thGrade  4thGrade  8thGrade  8thGrade REC:
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 010
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10;000.

2006 2007- 2008 - -~ 2009 2016

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%

One of more Asthma ADDISDHD

chronic conditions.

Education Preficiency: Reading and Math

{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%

v 20%

L 15%

10%

5%
[

8th Grade  8th Grade
Reading Math

ath Gvadé ithGrade
Reading Math

iy Utah Home
‘*W Foreclosure Rank
¥ (150, 1 = best)

State Minimy

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 178
Transitional Housing 307
HUD HPRP Program 25

Permanent Supportive Housing 195
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Councit on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that
_ includes children and famiies?  YES
State Planning Rank for Utah
inadequate

Early {Modarate’ Extensive

The 2005 Utah's Plan to End Chronic Homelessness mentions children
and families experiencing homelessness.

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessnass
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sidedy Vermont Home 2007 2610
m Foreclosure Rank 1 ;
(150, 1 = best) |

State Minimum Wa
income needed fol

+ 2006 2007 2008 2009..7 2010,

2010 Child Wellbeing

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

30% Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% Emergency Shelter 74
20% Transitional Housing 78
15% HUD HPRP Program 33

10%
5% i

Permanent Supportive Housing 17
State Housing Trust Fund YES
State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH)?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and famifies?  YES
State Planning Rank for Vermont
inadequate  Early - Moderate Extensive

" Child Food srefcu‘r'

Househéldg‘with\véry

Educatgn Pr:fICIan{‘:.‘geadllpgb]anfd Mithi " Vermont's 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness mentions children and
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch) families experiencing homelessness.

35%
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5% 1.

bGrade  AthGrade  8thGrade  SthGrade S . 5
Reading Math Reading Math ’ 2008 2007772010
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Virginia Home 2007 20
*’Egﬁ% Foreclosure Rank 27 31

(1-50, 1 = best) P

2006, 2007 -~ 2008 2009

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty

3% Housing Units for Homeless Families
5% Emergency Shelter 585
20% ;- Transitional Housing 75
15% HUD HPRP Program 43

Permanent Supportive Housing 192

10%
5%
oL

State Housing Trust Fund NO

State Pianning Efforts
is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (JCH)?  NO
is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families?  NO

Qne of more Asthma
chranic conditions

Child Food Secur
“Households with vel
Eligible households par

State Planning Rank for Virginia
inadequate farly Moderate Extensive

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math The Virginia Homeless Outcomes Advisory Committee 2010
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch} Report and Recommendations mentions children and families
30% experiencing homelessiess.

25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
¢

HhGade  MhGrade Sthorade  8thGrade i :
Reading Math Reading Math 2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessnass www HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 71
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120,000

10,000

0 BRI
+-.2006 2007 2008 2009

2010 Child Wellb

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20% i
15%
10%
5%
0

One or more
chronic conditions.

Child Food Secur
Households with ver
Eligible Hoseholds

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5%
o

8th Grade
Math

4th Grade
Math

8th Grade
Reading

4th Grade
Reading

Washington Home |
Foreclosure Rank
{1-50, 1 = hest)

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 725
Transitional Housing 2921
HUD HPRP Program 128
Permanent Supportive Housing 803
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (ICH?  YES

Is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?
State Pl Rank for Washi
inadequate Early Moderate i E énsivé; .

YES

The Ten-Year Homeless Plan: 2010 Annual Report includes an extensive
focus on children and families experiencing homelessness.

2006

L2007

2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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[

10000

8000

000

4,000

2,000

L2006 2007 2008 2009 2018

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%

25%
20%
15% i~
16% -

5%

One or more
chronic conditions

Child Food Secutity
Households with 7
- Eligible hotise

Education Preficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15% I~
10%
5%
[

4th Gradej ) ;lth Grade
Reading Math

i

8th Grade

Bth Grade
Reading Math

West Virgina Home
Foreclosure Rank
{1-50, 1 = hest)

2007

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 147
Transitional Housing 108
HUD HPRP Program 44

Permanent Supportive Housing 48
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (1CH)?  NO

is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families? ~ NO
State Pianning Rank for West Virginia
_inadequate Early Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in West Virginia.

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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15,000 -k

5,000

10,0001

2006 2007 - 2008 2009 o010

© 2010 Child Wellbei

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20%
15%
10% -
5% -

i

One or more Asthma ADD/ADHD

chronic conditions

. ChildFood Sec
Households with very |
Eligible hotiseholds pa

Education Proficiency: Reading and Math
{NAEP 4th & 8th Grade/Children Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0

8th Grade
Math

ath Grade
Reading

4th Grade
Math

ah Grade
Reading

Wisconsin Home
Foreclosure Rank
(150, 1 = best)

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 480
Transitional Housing 682
HUD HPRP Program 141
Permanent Supportive Housing 252
State Housing Trust Fund YES

State Planning Efforts

Is there an active state Interagency

Councit on Homelessness ({CH)?  YES

is there a State 10-Year Plan that

includes children and families?  NO
State Planning Rank for Wisconsin
Early {Moderate Extensive

Inadequate

The 2007 Plan to End Homelessness in Wisconsin, "Homeward
Wisconsin,” mentions children and families experiencing homelessness.

2007

20107
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2006+ - 2607 . 2008 2008 2010

Health Problems of Children Below 100% Poverty
30%
25%
20% b
15% [
10% b
5% (-

sthma

Qne or more
chronic cenditions

Education Preficiency: Reading and Math

{NAEP 4th & 8th GradefChildren Eligible for School Lunch}
30%
5%
20%
15%
10%
5%

4th Grade  4th Grade éth Grade

Reading Math

8th Grade
Reading Math

12007 2010 |

14

Wyoming Home
Foreclosure Rank
(1-50, 1 = best)

Housing Units for Homeless Families

Emergency Shelter 88
Transitional Housing 61
HUD HPRP Program 0
Permanent Supportive Housing 0

State Housing Trust Fund NO )

State Planning Efforts
is there an active state Interagency
Council on Homelessness (JCH)?  NO
Is there a State 10-Year Plan that
includes children and families? ~ NO

State Planning Rank for Wyoming
[Inadequate Farly Moderate Extensive

At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning efforts
have taken place in Wyoming.

2006 2007 2010

The National Center on Family Homelessness
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e
o AL

Action

Introduction

Ending child and family homelessness in the U.S. is urgent. We can end this tragic problem

if national, state, and local political leaders, service providers, advocates, and the business
and philanthropic communities make coordinated and strategic efforts. We must create
an efficient, integrated, fully-funded, and high quality system of housing and services for

children and their families. The Campaign to End Child Homelessness at The National

Center on Pamily Homelessness works with federal policymakers in Washington, D.C. and in

states across the country to address this overwhelming social problem.

The Campaign to End Child Homelessness has created a comprehensive federal policy
agenda for 2011-2012. The implementation of the Campaign’s policy recommendations
during the 112th Congress and Obama Administration would go far in putting the federal
government on track to accomplish its goal of ending family homelessness in 10 years as
stated in. Opening Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness. To view our federal
policy agenda and learn about federal policies impacting homeless families, please go to:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org/media/ 139.pdf

A Current Policy Context
Discussion of budgets, federal deficits, and debt ceilings have dominated the UiS. Clongress and
the Administration as each side works to advance its priorities and spending choices. During
atime when the federal government should be increasing funding for homeless programs to
keep pace with the increased numbers of homeless children and families, funding for many
programs has been held level or cut.

Homelessness is not a problem that proves less costly to taxpayers when access to services

is reduced. The costs of homelessness are significant, National studies indicate that people

experiencing homelessness access costly emergency medical care far more often than cost-

effective preventive care and are more likely to suffer long-term instability and health issues

that interfere with economic security (Cuthane et al., 2002, Larimer et al. 2009, The loss of

stable housing also results in diminished productivity through decreased access to education,

employment, and income. Investing in housing and services ensures that homeless children

and families are able to take their best step forward, even in these precarious economic times.
Despite this period of fiscal constraint and severe budget cuts, it is critical that we work
together to prevent further funding cuts that harm homeless children and families.

Halfway into the current fiscal year, the U.S. House and US. Senate passed the final FY 2011
spending bill for discretionary programs (those programs that are funded annually). The bill

was signed into law on April 15, 2011 and was estimated to cut $38.5 billion in spending for
the remainder of the year—the largest ever reduction in annual spending. Some significant
cuts were made to housing and community development programs as well as to job training

and energy assistance (Coalition on Human Needs, 2011}

76 The National Center on Family Homelassness
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The subsequent Budget Control Act of 2011 enacted immediate spending cuts and created

the Joint Select Committee on Deficit Reduction to further trim the federal budget by the end
(Heniff, Rybicki, & Mahan, 2011
on appropriations for housing and community development, education and training, public

of the ye

"he Budget Control Act caps and cuts spending

health, early childhood education, and more {Coalition on Human Needs, 2011} The Joint
Select Committee on Deficit Reduction failed to make deficit reduction recommendations by
the November 23, 2011 deadline. This will trigger automatic funding cuts.

&8

According to the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, one of the most cos

flective ways

to stimulate economic growth and to create or preserve jobs is to target financial assistance
programs such as SNAP-Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program {formerly the Food
Stamp program), unemployment benefits, and rental assistance to hard-pressed families
who are likely to use support immediately to pay for essentials such as food, transportation,
medical care, and housing {(Sand, 2009).

States Are Experiencing the Same Pressures

Federal policy influences state policy and vice versa. In the spring of 2011, the Campaign to

End Child Homelessness developed a National Policy Survey to learn more about the effects
of federal government programs on state and local stakeholders working to end child and

family homelessness. The

espondents included a combination of direct service providers,
nonprofit staff, and state and local government workers. The survey sought to discover more
about how some federal regulations, policies, and programs are applied at the local level.

State governments are faring poorly during the current economic recession. As a result, program

. The

and funding cuts are hindering progre: s
survey found that state and federal concerns were similar and included: lack of affordable

towards ending child and family homel

housing and the need to increase access to supportive services such as food, child care,

transportation, and education. Survey respondents felt that the federal policy change that most

positively impacted states was the U8, Department of Housing and Urban Development’s

HUD; Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program HPRP) Over the past few

years, HUD has shifted focus to Housing First and rapid re-housing programs. To read our

Federal Policy Survey and learn more, please go to: wwwHomelessChildrenAmerica.org
HEARTH Act

The May 2009 HEARTH Act reauthorized the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance

programs and broadened the HUD definition of homelessne:

According to the final rule,
2012, HUD will now define youth as up to age 25, HUD
has been working to develop regulations to implement the law that substantially expands

which goes into effect on January 4,

homele:

ssness prevention activities and offers new incentives that emphasize rapid re-housing,
especially for homeless families. HUD officially published the interim regulations for the new

Emergency Solations Grant 3y program on December 5, 2011,
The National Center urges HUD, and the federal government generally, to adopt the broader

definition of homelessness in the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Homeless

ssistance Act, 2001, This broader definition

chool districts, and

includes all children, youth, and their families identified as homeless by

is already used by the US. Department of Education, Head Start programs, Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act programs, and early intervention programs under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org 77
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2010 Federal Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness

The federal government has created various coordinating bodlies to collaborate on policies
ISICH:
USICH is an independent agency within the federal executive branch and is composed of

related to specific issues including the ULS. Interagency Council on Homelessness

19 Cabinet secretaries and agency heads. It was created to coordinate the federal response to

homelessness and to develop a national partnership at every level of government, including

the private sector, to reduce and end homelessness in America,

In June 2010, the USICH released Opening Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End
Homelessness (www.usich.gov/opening_doors/} with a goal of ending child and family
hornelessness nationwide in 10 years. Acknowledging the need for adequate funding, political
will, and private sector support, the Plan calls on the federal government to:

* Increase leadership, collaboration, and civic engagement.
* Tncrease access to decent, affordable housing:
« Increase economic security.

« Improve health, well-being, and family cohesiveness.

* Retool the homeless crisis response

systemm.

If the recommendations in the federal plan are fully implemented, they can help secure the

future of countless vulnerable Americans, With leadership from the USICH, many states have

formed their own interagency councils. Some have engaged in 10-year planning processes

that chart a course to end family homelessness in their states. Others have examined the
definition of homele

ness, making determinations about who is considered 7 and

eligible for targeted resources.

0 o Sy
B. Recommendations
Increasing the availability of decent, affordable housing is essential for ending homelessness.
Housing promotes health, prevents the onset and exacerbation of illness, improves educational
outcomes, reduces stress, and provides a safe environment in which children can grow and
thrive. As HUD increasingly focuses on rapid re-housing as a solution to homelessness, it is

critical to remember that housing alone is not sufficient. Housing must be aligned with critical
services and supports if’ families are to remain stably housed in the community. Housing and

services must both be part of any effective solution.

1. Housing

Any solution to end child and family homelessness must target the inadequate supply of safe,
affordable housing as well as access to supports and services. Congress and the Administration
must increase funding for the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act grant programs.
With an increase in funding, HUD could effectively implement the changes mandated in the
HEARTH Act of 2009.

Increasing numbers of families experiencing homelessness and the multiple challenges
associated with obtaining subsidized housing indicate a need to generate a more extensive

stock of affordable housing in communitics nationwide. Creating housing trust funds that

support safe, decent, affordable housing is a critical strategy for addressing this issue. Starting

78 The National Center on Family Homelessness
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ars ago, the housing trust fund movement began with the belief that the health of a

community relied on its ability to create affordable housing for its citizens. Housing trust
funds are established by ordinance or legislation on a state, county, or city level, and target

low-income households. They rely on public revenue sources , real estate transfer

taxes, mterest from state-held funds, document recording fees) that vary depending on the

community’s resources {(Brooks, 2007},

Most housing trust funds are used to fund new construction, rehabilitation, preservation,
acquisition, permanent supportive housing, and services for special populations, Many also
use these funds for transitional housing and emergency rental assistance {(Brooks, 2007). The

Housing and Economic Recov

ry Act of 2008 established a National Housing Trust Fund

HTT), creating our nation’s first new production program specifically targeted to extremely
low-income households since the inception of the Section 8 program in 1974. The National
Housing Trust Fund is needed to help address the severe shortage of rental homes that are
affordable for the lowest income families.

Unfortunately, due to the recent housing market crash and subsequent Clongressional efforts

to re-configure, and in some cases, dismantle Fannie Mae and Freddic Mac, the National

Housing Trust Fund has yet to be capitalized. We are working to ensure that a dedicated

source of revenue is created for affordable housing activities that the market will not provide
on its own and to use this revenue to fund the National Housing Trust Fund. The initial
capitalization of the National Housing Trust Fund should be funded at 81 billion to begin to
help address the severe shortage of rental housing affordable for the lowest income families.
HUD is committed to implementing Housing First and rapid re-housing practices broadly;
while this is important, we also must ensure that services are connected to these programs.
The federal government must work to increase collaboration among the federal agencies and
HHS, HUD,

programs, including the US, Department of Health and Human Servic

Veteran’s Alfairs, and the US. Department of Education (DOE}
One way to increase integration is through the Housing and Services for Homeless Persons
Demonstration project. This project would connect housing vouchers with HHS, mainstream

programs , TANE Medicaid; for low-income people, and DOE programs for homeless

children. This will help to break down barriers to better provide housing and services to homeless
families. Unfortunately; only 10,000 of these vouchers were proposed in the President’s FY11
budget and none were actually funded in FY11. Given the backlog and waitlists for programs
like Section 8 vouchers, we need many more affordable housing options.

Please see Appendix B: Housing for a detailed overview of the current context.

2. Services and Supports

All Families Need Support

All families need various kinds of support at one time or another. Think of the various
supports you have needed for your own family—child care, transportation, medical and other
must include

health care, and educational services, Any strategy (o end child homelessy
critical supports that may change over time as family member’s needs shift. As families move
from homelessness into housing, services and supports facilitate this transition, help maintain
housing over the long-term, and ultimately lead to self-sufficiency.
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The typical or “average™ homeless family—comprising approximately 80% of all homeless

families—needs some support that may wax and wane over time, may be episodlic in nature,
and vary in intensity with life circumstances, transitions, and stressors. A small number of
families—perhaps 10%—will need only transitional supports. In contrast, another 10% may
need ongoing, intense supports and services to maintain thetr housing In sum, an estimated
0% of families experiencing homelessness need some infusion of supports and services,
with 10% needing continuing, intensive support. This is no different than families in higher
socioeconomic groups who use their greater assets and social capital to buffer stress and
maintain robust support networks and services Bassuk, Volk, & Olivet, 20103

Addressing the Trauma of Hormelessness
Homelessness is traumatic. For many families, the stress of homelessness is compounded
by past traumatic experiences, including catastrophic illness, abrupt separations, physical or

Traumatic stre:

sexual abuse, and ntimate partner violence {Bassuk, 2010 s impacts eve

aspect of a person’s life, including their ability to maintain housing and eruployment and
achieve educational success, capacity to form sustaining relationships, and physical and
mental health (Bassuk, Volk, & Olivet, 2010}, Services and supports that protect children and
their families from the damaging consequences of these traumatic experiences are critical in
ending family homelessness.

Homeless children need supports and services specifically targeted to their unique needs.

They often lve in unpredictable, chaotic circumstances——and do not know where their

next meal will come from or where they will sleep the next night (The National Center on

Family Homelessness, 2000

They are young and have experienced serious disruptions in

their interpersonal relationships. They have witnessed violence in their families and on the
streets; they are frightened, anxious, and depressed. This constant stress puts them at risk
es (Bassuk et al., 1997; Bassuk &

Guarino, 2010; Buckner, Beardslee, & Bassuk, 2004}, These challenges must be addressed,

for developing significant medical and mental health i

children’s needs assessed, and service responses developed to mitigate the impact of these

experiences.

Training the Homelessness Workforce

Critical services for homeless families and children cannot be effectively implemented without
a comprehensive effort to address the needs of the homeless service delivery workforce and
expand the capacity of community-based programs. Service providers are overworked,
underpaid, isolated from others working in the field, and have few opportunities for training or

carcer development. As a result, homeless delivery is often limited and does not reflect

state-of-the-art knowledge and practice Mullen & Leginski, 2010). Providers and community-

based programs should be supported to use promising and evidence-based practices by:

* Developing training for new and experienced workers that requires basic knowledge of
poverty, horaelessness, the needs of the family unit, and child development.

« Offering training and technical assistance focused on best practices (both knowledge

* Providing training opportunities both onsite and online to accommodate to the difficult
schedules and demands placed on service providers.
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+ Fostering information exchange and networking among providers,

« Creating professional standards and competencies for the homelessness workforce.

* Developing career ladders and credentialing for the workforce.

Implementing Basic Principles of Care

Based on our understanding of the service and support needs of homeless families and

children and our experiences in the field, The National Center recommends a set of basic
practices that we believe should be implemented in every program that serves homeless

children and families. Programs for homeless children and families should strive to:

Rapidly re-house families.

Respond to families” immediate needs.

Link housing with services and supports.

Assess families and create mdividualized housing and service plans.

Support family units to stay together.

Deliver high quality services using evidence-based practices.

Provide trauma-informed care.

Be recovery-oriented and culturally competent.

.

Address the unique needs of the children.

Ensure a basic standard of care by training the workforce.

Monitor progress and outcomes.

Providing Vital Services

Along with housing, homeless families require various services and supports to stabilize their
lives. Qur research and clinical experience indicates that the following services areas are

critical and align with legislation that is currently pending:

a. Child Care: Improve CCDF for Homeless Children

Child care is a significant expense for all working families and can become a barrier to
maintaining a steady job. In every region of the country, infant child care consumes a larger
portion of a family budget than food {National Association of Child Care Resource and
Referral Agencies, 2008}, The Child Care Development Fund {CCDF) is the primary source
of funding for child care for low-income and homeless families. CCDF vouchers supplement

a family’s income by subsidizing child care expenses, enabling parents to maintain jobs and
be economically stable {Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, 2004}

am needs to be fully funded.

This important federal prog

Even with adequate CCDF funding, homeless children will still have difficulty accessing
child care due to lack of awareness and identification of homeless children; stringent
enrollment requirements

g, immunization forms, health records, birth certificates, proof

of guardianshipj unaffordable co-payments; and other challenges to maintaining continuity

of care. Once enrolled, homeless children are susceptible to losing child care benefits

if' temporary housing is found in a different geographic area. These barriers need to be
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climinated to maximize a family’s access to child care supports. Legislative action is necessary

to ensure that ss children are identified, enrolled, and maintained in GCDF

ung home

to ensure their familics continue to receive the child care support for which they are eligible.
The McKinney-Vento Home

tance Act has established protections for homeless

children in public schools {pre-K
CCDE

25 Similar protections should be available through

b. Education: Strengthen EHCY Program (Education for Homeless Children and Youth)
Federal law mandates that states provide children with a free, appropriate public education.
The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act requires that schools remove barriers to
education for homeless children o that they may attend and succeed in school. Currently,
Congress is working on the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESE,
Vento Act’s Education for Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY) Program. During the

that will continue many federal education programs, including the McKinney-

reauthorization process, The National Center is working with others to address strategies
for identifying homeless children and youth, school selection, enrollment, transportation,
needs of pre-school homeless children, needs of unaccompanied homeless youth, and
Vational Association for the Education

access to academic and extra-curricular activities (]

of Young Children, 2011} Progress on these issues will greatly strengthen educational

protections and servic should move forward

for homeless children and youth. Congre:

with current reauthorization legislation before the Senate Health, Education, Labor and
Pensions Committee and bring similar legislation before the House Education and Worklorce
Somimittee.

c. Domestic Violence: Protect Survivors From Eviction

Domestic violence is consistently identified as a primary cause of homelessness for women
and children in the United States {Bassuk et al., 1996). While some survivors can access the
safety and confidentiality afforded by domestic violence shelters, others are forced to leave
safe housing and become at-risk for homelessness. We must ensure that survivors do not
face eviction when they have removed their batterers from their homes and feel it is safe to

live by themsclves, but fack the economic resources to support independent housing Many

federal domestic violence programs are authorized through the Violence Against Women
(=3 = g=]

that is currently under reauthorization. We urge policymakers to extend VAWA
housing protections to other federal housing programs so that domestic violence survivors and
their families are not unjustly evicted and become homeless. There must also be a stronger

focus on connecting survivors with permanent housing,

d. Employment and Training: Focus on Homeless Youth and Families

Undoubtedly, the most pressing economic and policy issue across America Is job creation.
While job creation benefits the overall economy, we must ensure that federal plans to
increase employment and training include homeless youth and families. The Workforce

Investment Act (WIA) currently up for reauthorization in Congress includes many of the U.S.
Department of Labor employment and training programs. We urge that WIA state grantees
be required to provide homeless youth and pavents with job training services designed to

help them improve job skills, maximize earning potential, and place them in jobs that pay a
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livable wage. To increase effectiveness, WIA employment programs should be coordinated

with homeless assistance, social service, veterans’ service, youth, and housing programs. The

federal government should also invest in a comprehensive effort to upgrade the skills of the

homeless service delivery workforce with training on how best to provide for children, youth,

and families.

3. Data Collection

Comprehensive information about at-risk and homeless children is essential for ensuring that
policy and planning efforts are responsive to their needs. Currently, national data sets are
very limited. We must ensure that all future data collection efforts involving children and their

parents include questions about residential status and stability, and well-being

traumatic stress, ecucation, safety’.

€. Conclusion
Child and family homelessness is a growing social problem that will only prove more costly to
taxpayers if it is left unattended. Persistent homelessness leads to poor health, unemployment,

and acdverse educational outcomes that carry large economic and societal costs. Housing is
essential to the solution, but it must be combined with critical services that support each
family member and the family as a unit. By making the necessary investments in preventing
and addressing family homelessness now, we can end this national tragedy before it becomes
a permanent and expensive feature of our national landscape. At The National Center on
Family Homelessness, we are working to mobilize the public and political will for decisive
action, Please join us by visiting www. HomelessChildrenAmerica.org to download a copy of
this report and learn more.
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To determine the status of children experiencing homelessness and develop composite ranks
for the states for dmerica’s Youngest Outeasts 2010, we used various national data sets in the
2y

following four domains: {1} Extent of Child Homelessness {adjusted for population si
Child Well-Being; (3} Risk for Child Homelessness; an

The ranks are based on 20 variables from approximately a dozen sources that are described

(1) State Policy and Planning Efforts.

below, We determined the composite state rank by scoring factors within each domain {see
below) and then determining an overall score.

ssessing the status of homeless children in each domain was a very challenging undertaking,
Most national data sefs have no specific measures of homelessness, residential status, or
housing stability, nor variables about the numbers, characteristics, and needs of homeless
children. To adjust for the limitations in existing data sets, we used various proxy measures
that are described in detail below. For example, since the US. Census provides data about
the rates of poverty nationwide, we assumed that most homele:

hildren tive in paverty and

used 33% to 50% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). Many consider the current measure for

the FPL an underestimate of the realities of lving in poverty. If new poverty thresholds were
created to reflect current realities about a family’s expenses, adjusted for regional variations
in costs of hving, and changed to include a realistic assessment of a family’s resources, it is
estimated that millions more people would be considered to be living in poverty by government
standards. In November 2011, the US. Census released a Supplemental Poverty Measure

SPM). The SPM does not replace the official measure and is not used to determine program
eligibility or funding distribution. It provides additional information about economic trends

and conditions {LLS. Census Bureau, 2011}, See page 105.

The timeframes of various data sources relating to the status of homeless children are not
consistent, presenting another challenge. National data sets are not always available on an

annual basis. We used the most recent comprehensive datasets for our first Report Card and

for dmerica’s Youngest Outcasts 2010. For example, the 2010 composite state rank consists of

MeKinney-Vento Education data from 2010}, National Assessment of Educational Prog

data from 2011, and the National Survey of Children’s Health data from 2007, Tor the 2007

ranks, we used the most recent data available for, or prior to, the 2006-2007 school year.

America’s Youngest Outeasts 2010 assumes that for most states, the sizable gap between homeless
children’s needs and available resources has not changed dramatically in the last five years,
and may have worsened. The combination of natural disasters, the economic downturn, and
underreported data ensures we are being conservative in our reporting The use of data from
adjacent years and sources should not have a gignificant impact on the results.

 Each school year, Local Education Agencies identify and count the numbers of homeless children in their
the federal McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistanc

schools as mandated by
‘hese numbers are reported annually by school year {e.g, data reported from
20032006 are from the fafl and spring semester of a single school years. To simplify vur presentation of data in this report, we use
2006 for the 2003-06 sthaol year, 2007 for the 2006-07 school yeax, 2008 for the 2007-08 school year, 2009 for the 2008-09 school
year, and 2010 for the 2009-10 school year
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Domain
The Extent Domain reports the numbers of homeless children in each state.
Data Sources

- McKinney-Vento Educational Data.

- Children’s Defense Fund (2007}

- US, Census Age and Sex Composition Census Brief (2010},
Variable(s)

- Numbers of children identified as homeless and enrolled i local school districts in the

state over the course of an academic year.

- Numbers of children under the age of 18,

These data are homeless speaific. The federal McKinney-Vento Homeless A
Tite X, Part C, of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires that all State Education
Agencies and/or Local Education Agencies (LEAs, more commonly referred to as school

istance Act,

districts} collect and submit information to the US. Department of Education about the

numbers of homeless children who were Wentified as homeless and envolled in all local school
districts in the state over the course of an academic year (National Center for Homeless
Education, 2011 using the following definition:

Children and youth are homeless if they are Child Left Behind Act of 2001%

« Living in emergency or transitional shelters.

* Living in motels, hotels, trailer parks, or camping grounds due to lack of alternative
accommodations.

.

Living in cars, parks, public spaces, abandoned buildings, substandard housing, bus or train
stations, or similar settings.
« Us

ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings.

ing a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private place not designed for, or

Sharing the housing of other persons due to loss of housing, economic hardship, or a

similar reason {sometimes referred to as doubled-up}.

.

Awaiting foster care placement.

Abandoned in hospitals.

Migratory children who qualify as homeless because they are living in circumstances
described above.

This definition, used throughout the report, accurately reflects the reality of family

homelessness by defining homeless children and youth as “individuals who lack a fixed,

regular, and adequate nighttime residence.” The McKinney-Vento data are currently the

only system that is comprehensively assessing the numbers of homeless children.

In writing this report, we examined data collected by the US. Department of Education
DOE; from years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010% To rank and compare the states based

#See Footnote #1
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on the extent of child homelessness in these years, we used data from these school years as

well as the “Extent” ranks reported in the earlier version of America’s Youngest Quicasts: State
Report Card on Child Homelessness for 2006,

The DOE data do not include children under the age of six who are not enrolled in public
school programs. Based on previous research that estimated 42% of the total number of

homeless children are under the age of six, the U.S, DOE count of school-aged homeless

children represents 58% of the total number of hon children Burt et ¢

this, we used a ratio to calculate an estimate of the total number of home children in

each state that inchudes an estimate of the number of homeless children under the age of six

number of school age homeless children x 100 / 38 = total number of homeless children).

we subtracted the number

To estimate the number of homeless children under the age of s
of school age homeless children from the total number of homeless children.

To control for states with varying population sizes, we divided the total number of homeless
children in cach state by the total number of children under the age of 18 in each state as
reported by the US. Census to calculate the percent of children who are homeless in each
state. We then ranked the states from 1 to 50 based on the percent of children who are

=lowest, 50

homele: highest). Tt is important to note that all states have children who are

homeless; those states with the better rankings just have a smaller percentage of homeless
children compared to their total number of children. In cases where there were ties between

states in the percent of homeless children, the state with the lower raw number of homeless

children w oned the better rank.

In addition to determining the numbers of homeless children in each state adjusted for
population size, we also used McKimmey-Vento data to calculate the numbers of homeless
children compared to the general population of children under 18 years of age for 2006,
2007, and 2010, Again, research indicates that 42% of the nation’s homeless children are

pre-schoolers, aged 0 to 5 years {Burt et al., 1999). This means the McKinney-Vento count

% of the total number of homeless children
2 x 100

of school-aged homeless children represents

in the U5, From this, we caleulate 100% of 1S, homeless children in 2010: (933,
/ 58 = 1,609,607

* 2010 total LS, homeless children = 1,609,607 { 2 school-age + 676,035 pre-school}

According to the ULS. Census, ther

are 74,181,467 children under 18 y:
children were homeless in 2010 1s

s of age in 2010,

The finding that one in -
ss children in the U.S. in 2010 (1,600,607}
H181,522%

ralealated by dividing the total

number of homel
under 18 in 2010

by the total number of children

» 1,609,607 / 74,181,467 = .022 = 2.2 in 100 = | in 4¢ 5 in 2010,

This same process is used for our 2007 findings, using McKinney-Vento school data for
that year adjusted to include homeless children under age 6 and 2006 U.S. Census data on
children under 18 for that period. We calculated 100% of ULS. homeless children in 2007:

(673,458 x 100 / 58 = 1,161,154

* 2007 total US. homeless children = 1,161,154

58 school-age + 487,676 pre-school).

According to the US. Census, there were 73,901,733 children under 18 years of age during
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that period. The finding that one in 63 children was homeless in 2007 is caleulated by dividing

the total number of homeless children in the U.S. in 2007 (1,161,134
children under 18 in 2007 (73,901,733}

) by the total number of

1,733 = 016 = 1.6 in 100 = 1 in 62

* 1,161,134/ 7¢ in 2007,

G2,

In our first edition of dmerica’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness, using
2006 data, we used the same calculation but rounded down the percentage of homeless
children from 2.1 to 2.0 when making the estimate of one in 50 children for that report. The
approach for 2007 and 2010 provides a more precise estimate.

Limitations

We used DOT data on homeless children and youth because public schools are the only
universal institutions existing in all communities that are legally responsible for identifying
and serving homeless children. However, the data have various limitations. DOE data report
only children who are enrolied in school and identified by school personnel. Therefore, this
report does not include homeless and unaccompanied children and youth who are not in
school or who are in school, but whase homeless status is unknown to school personnel.

In this report, we used the ranks for “extent™ as reported in the earlier version of America’s
Youngest Qutcasts: State Report Gard on Ghild Homelessness for school year 2006, During that year, an
estimated 77% of LEAs submitted data about homeless children to DO (National Center

for Homeless Ecucation, 2011% The number of homeless children in 2006 i Lo

na,

Alabama, N ansas, Georgla, and Texas was unusually high that year because

of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. The number of homeless children in New York State was

thought by staff at the New York State Education Department to be higher than reported,

due to under-reporting by the New York City Department of Education.

We also used McKinney-Vento data from 2007 and 2010, During 2007, an estimated 78%
of LEAs submitted data about homeless children to DOE (National Center for Homeless
Education, 2008). During 2010, an estimated 87% of LEAs submitted data (National Center
for Homeless Education, 201 1,

California, which generally accounts for more than 23% of the national total of homeless

children, changed its proceclure for collecting 2010 McKinney-Vento data and reported

challenges to implementing its new data collection process. As explained by Leanne Wheeler
of the Title T Policy and Program Guidance Improvement and Accountability Division of
(LEAs) and

homeless Liaisons are still learning about the new system and the collection/input of their

the California Department of Education: “Many local educational agenci

homeless students. We are continuously trying to work with our LEAs and homeless liaisons

to better identify and report these students.” The number reported by California for 2010
53 in 2000 to

y region of the nation, particularly

decreased from the previous year by162,822 children {dropping from 496
334,131 in 2010} at a time when numbers increased in eve

in the larger states, The accurate number of homeless children in California in 2010 will
likely remain unknown.
All school districts are required to identify homeless children who are enrolled in local school

districts. Many states are successtully identifying and serving homeless children; this is ves

important and challenging work, especially given that the resources available are not enough
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to respond to the need. We applaud the efforts of states that effectively identify and serve

homeless students. LEAs throughout the country are of widely varying size, resources,

capacities, and circumstances, In some districts, continued lack of awareness of homelessness

and its definition among school personnel leads to the under-reporting of homeless children,
In addition, lack of program capacity and funding to carry out the requirements affects
the outreach and identification efforts of many school districts. Finally, DOE data collection
sets to their districts

requirements are relatively new; thus, not all schools report complete date

and not all districts report complete data scts {o their states for transmission to the federal
government, Therefore, it is likely that DOE numbers are an undercount in many states and
n some more so than others,

Our estimates for the total numbers of homeless children in each state and the numbers of
homeless children under age six are approximations based on the number of school-age
children reported by DOE. However, given current data sets, it is the best data available
nationally. It is important to include these children since they make up almost half of the
population of homeless children and are in a very important period in their development.

Children in rural areas are among the most hidden of homeless children and may not be Rully

represented in this report, contributing further to an undercount. Rural areas remain home

to an estimated 9% of homeless people (Post, 2002} More sobering, the rate of home

in some rural areas may be greater than ten times that of large citi

addition, rural conditions can help to obscure homelessness. Funding for homeless assistance

programs is less available in rural areas, limiting access to services, transportation, and
2010;. Aron & Fitchen, 1996}

affordable housing (National Alliance o End Homelessne

s Domain

The Well-Being Domain examines characteristics associated with general child well-being
and is comprised of the following three sub-domains: food security, health, and education.
To construct the score for the Well-Being Domain, each variable within the sub-domains
was ranked on ascale of 1 to 50. The variable scores were then added together and ranked
to create the sub-domain score. The Well-Being Domain score was created by adding
together each of the three sub-domain scores and ranking these [rom 1 to 50. Scores within
the Well-Being Domain display more variation than other domains,
2006 and 2007,

specifically between

Many states jumped significantly on the Wellbeing rank from 2006-2007-most likely due

to methodological issues. For the Education factor, the eardier report used both McKinney-

EP} data. Tor the 2010 report,
only NAEP data were used. Additionally, the Health factor variables changed. In the earlier

Vento and National Ass

ssment of Educational Progres

report, we used four variables from the National Center for Health Statistics National Survey

of Children’s Health. The variables were: overall health, asthma, traumatic stress, and

emotional disturbance. In the 2010 report, the traumatic stress variable was not used and
the wording of the overall health, asthma, and emotional disturbance questions changed.

These changes are discussed in more detail below,
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a. Food Security

Data Source
- LL8. Department of Agriculture, Household Food Security in the United States Annual
Reports.

Fach year, USDA surveys 50,000 households to assess food security by using a supplement to
the Current Population Survey. If households are screened as being food secure, they are not
asked specific questions about food security. If they are screened as being food insecure, the

full food security survey is adiministered.
Variable(s)
- Percentage of households with very low food security.

USDA provides the percentage of households with very low food security,. We divided
this percentage to generate how many houscholds out of 100 have very low food security.
Assuming that very low food security rates disproportionately affect families that experience

homelessness, the Report Card uses these percentages of households identified as having very

low food security

Food security is defined as “assured access for every person to enough nutritious food to

sustain an active and healthy fe inchuding food avaitability (adequate food supply’; food ac

ntial nutrient:

{people can get to food) and appropriate food use {the absorption of

(Bread for the World Institute, 2006). Food insecurity is defined as “having limited access
to adequate food due to financial and other resources.™ In short, families experiencing food

insecurity do not know where their next meal is coming from. The USDA further specifies

a “very low foad security category,” defined as households that experience food i

curity
with hunger, and report “multiple indications of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food
intake” {ColemanJensen, Nord, Andrews, & Carlson, 2011}, Food security survey questions
agked of adult respondents inquire about:

* Will food run out before there is money to buy more?

« Inability to afford the cost of a balanced meal?

+ Unable to afford enough food and remaining hungry?

* Losing weight because there is not enough money for food?

+ Unable to eat for a whole day because there was not enough money for food?

In 2005, the national average for very low food security thaving experienced hunger) was
3.9%

Andrews, & Carlson, 2011

(Cooper & Weill, 2007, In 2010, this average rose to 3,

% {Cloleman-Jensen, Nord,

Limitations
The annual Current Population Survey Food Security Supplement is conducted by sampling

and screening residential addresses. I families are residing in shelters, hotels/motels, or are

doubled up with families or friends, they are not included in the s

ampling frame. The very low
food security rates are reported as direct percentages and are not specific to families that are

experiencing homelessness. It is likely that the actual rate of very low food security among the
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popudation of homeless children is much higher than the overall rate of very low food security.

A possible source of reporting bias is a household respondent’s willingness to disclose their
level of food insecurity. In the case of households that have children, it is possible that parents
might not be willing to disclose food insecurity that affects their children for fear of stigma,

embarrassment, or other consequences

o, fear of losing children to child welfare systems).

b. Health

Data Source

- National Center of Health Statistics, National Survey of Children’s Health.

The National Survey of Children’s Health (NSCH}, sponsored by the Maternal and Child
Health Bureau and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, was conducted in either

English or Spanish. Tt assessed children’s health across eight domains: demographics, physical

and mental health status, health insurance, health care utilization and access to health

care, medical home {e.g, ongoing primary care},
et al., 2001

were conducted in 2011 {Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2011}, Telephone

amily functioning, parents’ health, and

fumberg, total of 91,642 child level interviews

neighborhood characteristic =

numbers were randomly sampled, {with one child under 18 years randomly selected as

the interview subject). The respondent was an adult in the household who had the most
knowledge about the child’s health. Over 95% of the time, the respondent was a child’s
parent or guardian.
Variables
- How many children have one or more current chronic conditions that their parents rate
as moderate or severe?
- How many children currently have asthma?

- How many children currently have ADD/ADHD?

Homelessness Proxy

- 0-99% of the Federal Poverty Level.

Within the
Poverty Level. The TS,

CH, there are no data on homelessness but there are data on the Federal

Census Bureau is responsible for calculating poverty thresholds each
vear used to determine the number of Americans living in poverty. See page 105, HHS
creates the Guidelines as a simplified version of these thresholds and uses it for administrative
purposes such as calculating eligibility for various tederal programs (LIS, Department of
Health and Human Services, 20113

Limitations

Data are only available for 2007. Therefore, the 2007 values were used to calculate the well-being

ranks for both 2007 and 201 1. The phrasing of all questions from 2003 to

N 37 has changed:

* Overall Health: 2008 survey asked: How many children/youth {ages 0-17
health conditions described as moderate or severe by their parents?; 2007 sarvey asked:

currently have

How many children have one or more current chronic conditions that their parents rate as

moderate or severe?
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+ Asthma: 2003 survey asked: How many children/youth {ages 0-17} experienced one or

more asthma-related health issues during the past 12 months?; 2007 survey askedh How

many children currently have asthma?

.

1ave

Emotional disturbances: 2008 survey asked: How many children/youth {ages 3-1

moderate or severe difficulties in the areas of emotions, concentration, behavior, or being

able to get along with other people?; 2007 survey asked: How many children currently have
ADD/ADHD and take medication for this condition? We included both those children
taking medication and those children who are currently diagnosed but not currently taking

medication.

.

Additionally, the 2006 ranks included a measure of traumatic stress that is no longer
included in the survey and there is no substitute question. Therefore, we have omitted
this variable. The 2003 question read: When you have a serious disagreement with your
household members, how often do you end up hitting or throwing things?

To enhance the representativeness of the NSCH sample, results were weighted to adjust
for various potential biases such as exclusion of households without telephones. Based on
evidence that households with no telephone service may be similar to households that have
experienced service interruptions, researchers used data from previous census and population
surveys to identify the number of households who experienced service interruption, and

extrapolated the number of households without telephones (Blumberg et al., 2003}, Increased

weight was assigned to households with interrupted telephone service. While this adjustment

may increase the representativeness of the sample for families who are housed but struggling
financially to pay utilities, it does not consider families who may be living in shelters, cars, or
on the streets, or who are doubled-up.

¢. Education

Data Source

- National Assessment of Educational Progress (]

The NAEP i3 conducted periodically among students in grades 4, 8, and 12 to gauge the

state, reglonal, and national academic performance of selected subjects. EP testing is also

conducted to determine Jong-term trends by assessing samples of students at ages 9, 13, or 17

ars. Academnic areas assessed include mathematics, reading, science, writing, the arts, civics,

ye 3

AER 2011 Each state uses the same tests each

economics, geography, and US. history
year, allowing for a common metric across states and continuous documentation of student
AEP, 9011

progress. Possible scores include the following {

“Below Basic™—students who do not achieve even partial mastery score.

.

“Basic™—partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills fundamental for proficient

work. This is not considered a satisfactory level.

“Proficient™—progress at the level necessary for grade promotion or graduation.

.

“Advance

uperior performance at a higher level than what is necessary for grade

promotion or graduation.
National assessments include a representative probability sample of schools and students,
and a selected private school sample of about 700 schools with up to 60 students per school
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ational Center for Education Statistics, 201 1. NAEP state assessmentsinclude mathematics,

reacding, science, and writing, and include a representative state sample of schools and

students. An average state sample includes 2,500 students across 100 public schools. Schools

Late-

with similar characteristics such as physical location, extent of minority enrollment, s
based achievement scores, and median income are stratified within each state to improve
20115

AEP identifies students who have disabilities or are

reliability (National Center for Education Statistics, AEP aims to assess as many

randomly selected students as possible

National

English language learners and may require special accommodations to participat

Center for Education Statistics, 201 1%
The McKinney-Vento Homeless £ states ensure that homeless

s to a free, appropriate public education and that school districts provide

: Act requires that

children have ac
data to the federal government. McKinney-Vento educational data are available for some
states but DOE requires only those school districts receiving McKinney-Vento sub-grants to
submit data on the numbers of homeless children who took state assessments in the previous
academic year, and the number of homeless children who met or exceeded state proficiency
in reading and math, This requirement was first put into place by DOE in 2003. Since only
5% of school districts receive McKinney-Vento sub-grants, the data do not represent all
children experiencing homelessness and were not used to generate ranks for this report card.

In addition, testing data only reflect a “snapshot™ of children who were in attendance on the

day the test was administered. Since the overall number of homeless children reported for

children

the year is an annual numbe, it is not possible to compare the number of homele
taking a test to the overall number of students identified as homeless over the course of a year.

While some states collect and report proficiency levels for the McKinney-Vento educational

data, these data are not comparable because states develop their own assessments and gauge

proficiency by their own standards. There is no standardized test used for McKinney-Vento

educational data. We used National Assessment of Educational Progress (INAEP) scores to

generate proficiency rates.

Variables
- Children scoring proficient or higher in 4th grade reading
- Children scoring proficient or higher in 8th grade reading.
- Children scoring proficient or higher in 4th grade math.

- Children scoring proficient or higher in 8th grade math.

Homelessness Proxy

- National School Lunch Program {NSLP; cligibility.

While there are no residential status questions, NAEP collects information about eligibility

for the U.S. Departiment of Agriculture’s National School Lunch Program

% of the FPL and free meals

provides reduced priced meals to children between 130%-185

to students below 130% of the FPL {US. Department of Agriculture, 2011} Students who

meet the McKinney-Vento Act definition of homelessness are autornatically enrolled into the

1P without an application {United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 20113,
Therefore, students eligible for the NSLP represent a conservative estimate of children who

are homele
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Limitations

‘While the NSLP provides an adequate proxy for children who are homeless, the lack of data
sets specifically related to homeless children limit the precision of the academic proficiency
measurement. Data from the school lunch program likely overestimate proficiency. Factors
may impact whether or not homeless children, or a representative sample of NSLP eligible
children, were assessed. For example, high mobility rates mean that homeless children may
not have been in school on testing day; these children may also have been absent for other

reasons not related to homelessness,

s Domain

The Risk for Child Homelessness Domain uses various structural determinants of
homelessness at the state level. Family homelessness is used as a proxy for child homelessness
because the Report Card is based on children who are members of homeless families and
does not include unaccompanied youth.

Oftenn when thinking about predictors of homelessness, we focus on factors related to
individual vulnerability, such as the recent birth of a child or parental hospitalization for
a mental health or substance use problem. However, individual factors only tell us who is
more likely to be affected by various structural factors that contribute to losing one’s home.

Structural factors describe the “why” of homelessaess, not the “who.” Therefore, we have
developed this domain to focus on the structural determinants of family homelessness and
have included factors within sub-domains of poverty, household structure, housing market

factors, and generosity of benefits. The impact of unique state or regional characteristics and

events {e.g, natural disasters, local contex

s not directly captured.

‘ariables within each sub-domain were ranked and states were scored according to quintile
(1 point for the top fifth; up to 5 points for the bottom fifth). All ranks within cach sub-domain
were averaged to compute an overall sub-domain score between 1 and 3 then all four sub-
domain scores were added together to create an overall score from 4 to 20. Scores were
assigned based on quintile to help smooth out some of the random variation in measurement.
‘When quintile scores were assigned, total index scores were calculated by taking the average
score within each sub-domain. The four sub-domain scores were then added together to
create an overall index score for each state. Higher scores indicate the presence of greater risk
for homelessness {max score = 20}

Alinear index has various limitations. First, there are data limitations. For some desired data
elements, we could not find or calculate state level estimates. We also could not find all the
data for a given year With different years of data, it is difficult to determine which events

are causes and which are outcomes. Second, our scoring strategy may not fully account for

the correlation among covariates. As a result, some factors, such as poverty, may be weighted

more heavily than other clements.

a. Poverty

Data Source

-

- U8, Census Bureau Gurrent Population Survey.
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Variable

- Population at less than 50% of the Federal Poverty Level.

Poverty is represented by a single variable—-the rate of extreme poverty {the percentage of

households with incomes at 50% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) or lower). See page
105. Of all the state descriptors that we considered, extreme poverty was by far the strongest
predictor of family homelessness.

Limitations

As discussed in the Policy and Planning scction, questions remain about whether or not

the Federal Poverty Level accurately reflects the current economic environment, is set at an

appropriate level, and whether it is a reliable measure.

a. Household Structure

The household structure sub-domain is comprised of two variables: female-headed
houscholds and teen births. These two variables are included because they focus on families
who are especially vulnerable to an economic catastrophe. The majority of homeless females

are headed by women alone, In general, most female-headed households do not become

homeless. However, these houscholds are more vulnerable to events such as the loss of ajob

or the serious iflness of a child. Single mothers are often only one catastrophe away from

homelessne

ince they are solely responsible for wage earning, child care, and homemaking,
For women with children who have a limited education and job skills, the options for survival

are low-paying service-sector jobs with inflexible hours and inadequate benefits. Similarly,

areas with high teen birth rates include many children with parents who are lacking the

ecducation and incomes of older parents and are mare likely to become homeless.

1. Female Headed Households
Data Source

- LS. Census.

Variable(s)
- Percentage of households with female householder, no husband present, with own
children under 18 years.
Limitations
"The major limitation of the female-headed households variable is that the data used in
the report card are not broken down by poverty. If we used data based on female-headed
households at or below 50% of poverty this would better capture those families

penencng

homelessness. Another Bmitation s that census data are only available every ten years. Itis

possible that the 2010 census data were a more accurate representation of 2007 than the
2000 census data that were used.

2. Teen Birth Rates

Data Source

- Center for Disease Control.
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Variable(s)
- Teen birth rate per 1,000,

Limitations
Similar to female-headed households, we were unable to control for teen birth rates for

women under 50% of poverty.

b. Risk Factors: Housing Market
ide of the equation: How much housing

The housing market domain represents the supply

able for fammbies at the low end of the econoruc ladder?

1. Extreme Housing Need

Data Source
-1

Census.
- National Low Income Housing Council, ULS. Census Current Population Survey.
National Low I H g C LUS C ¢ t Population Survey

Variable(s)

- Percentage of renter houscholds that lack complete plumbing {used only in 2007 rank).

Caleulated by dividing the lotal monber of renter households that lack complete plhumbing by the total
raamber of renter howseholds,

- Percentage of households that are severely housing burdened {paying 50% or more
of income in rent} {used only in 2010 rank). Caleulated by dividing the total monber of renter
households that are severely housing burdened by the total mumber of venter households.

Extreme housingneed is defined by the U8, Department of Housing and Urban Development
HU
et al.,, 2011} To capture this, we utilized data on “severcly housing burdened’

teffen

as paying 50% or more of income for rent or living in substandard housing

mdividuals

that was defined as paying 30% or more of income in rent and the percentage of renter
households that lack complete plumbing. Extreme housing need is a strong predictor of family
homelessness because it includes the group that may be one expense away from eviction or is

living in substandard housing.
Limitations
Due to the unavailability of the same variable at both data points, we used the percentage of

renter houscholds with incomplete plumbing from the 2000 census as our measure for the

%% or more of their income

2007 rank and we used the percentage of households paying !
in rent from 2009 as our measure for the 2010 rank. The 2009 data may more accurately
represent 2007 than the 2000 data. While the report card includes renter households that
lack adequate plumbing, in rural communities there may be a high percentage of owner

households that lack adequate plurbing and are at risk for homelessness. Furthermore, onty
3% of households with worst case housing needs are accounted for by substandard housing

alone

steffen et al., 20113 The household data do not focus on families; a household can be
an individual or adults without children.
2. Home Foreclosures

Data Source

- RealtyTrac.
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Variable(s)

- State

ank by houscholds in foreclosure (1=best; 50 = wor:

Foreclosure rates are an indicator of diminished housing stock. In many locales, foreclosures

tead to the eviction of vulnerable tenants and are ¢

soctated with rising rates of homelessness.

Limitations

Typically, when we talk about “households™ we are speaking about family units, or groups of

of foreclosure data a “household”

people who are hiving together. In the ca s a dwelling
While foreclosure rates are indicators of housing availability and potential homelessness,
these rates do not capture the precarious housing situations of families who are lving on
the streets, in shelters, or those who move from one doubled-up situation to another Also,
gage
Many homes currently under foreclosure were purchased as investment properties and

it is unclear

wther foreclosure rates are a reflection of housing situations or the mor!

crisi

were not occupied, Because the Realty Trac data refer to a household as a dwelling and not a
person or group of people, these numbers likely over represent the impact of the foreclosure

crisis in certain states, such as Florida, where the majority of homes under foreclosure were

likely to be vacation homes or investment properties and were not occupied. No foreclosure

dlata focus specifically on dwellings that were used for rental properties

c. Generosity of Benefits

The final risk factor, generosity of benefits, describes the income side of the affordable housing
equation. When rent far exceeds income, people cannot afford to maintain their housing,
For those with extremely low incomes, public benefits are essential for keeping this equation
balanced. This domain is made up of four variables: use of federal child care vouchers, ratio
MR, rate of children who lack insurance,

of TANF benefit to a state’s Fair Market Rent {

and participation in SNAR Each of these variables represent resources that help buffer the

impact of pove

ty. Child care vouchers enable people to work. SNAP helps cover the cost of
food so that wages can be dedicated to other essentials such as rent. Although children tend
to have relatively Jow health care expenditures, without routine care, a small problem can
become an emergency, leading to missed work and costly expenditures. Finally, the ratio of
T

to pay rent.

VF benefit to the Fair Market Rent is an indicator of whether public benefits are sufficient

1. Ratio of TANF to Fair Market Rent
Data Source
- Urban Institute {TANT Awards}.

- National Low Income Housing Coalition Fair Market Rent}.

Variable(s)
- Percentage of TANF necessary to pay fair market rent. Calewlated as FMR for « troo bedroom
apartment/ TANF maximwm allotment for a family of three.

In three states (California,
T
exempt and non-exempt participants. In Wisconsin the difference is between W-

assachusetts, and Wisconsin), there are two different possible

¥ maximum allotments. In California and Massachusetts the difference in rate is for
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and Community Service Jobs. For these states, we averaged the two amounts and used this

amount for the state maximum allotment.

Limitations

Averaging the two possible amounts for California, Massachusetts, and Wisconsin may
NF allotment. For California and Massachusetts,

not accuraiely capture the maximum T,
non-exempt means that someone i the houschold must be working; therefore, the TANF
amount does not accurately represent the total income for the household. Fair market rent
varies widely from community to community; FMR in Boston is much higher than FMR in
\‘\

of hiving throughout the state.

tern Massachusetts. Therefore, the state level FMR is not a perfect measure for the cost

2. Use of Federal Child Care Vouchers
Data Source

- Children’s Defense Fund (2007} (number of children).

- U8, Census Age and Sex Gomposition Census Brief {2010

mumber of children).

- LIS, Department of Health and Human Services Administration of Children and

Families (number of child care vouchers},

Variable(s)
- Percentage of children in poverty served by Federal child care vouchers. Celeulated as

average monthly mumber of child care vouchers / (total number of children > % children under 18 years
below: poverly level in last 12 months)

Homelessness Proxy

No additional controls

Limitations

The percentage of children in poverty w rear estimate of 2003-2009. There may have
been variation for 2007 and 2010, Federal Child Care Voucher data are reported as amonthly
average. We were unable to determine how many unduplicated children received a child care

voucher at some point during the year The Child Care and Development Fund (CCODF)

is a federal program that provides child care ance to low-income families {Child Care

Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, 201

. Child care assistance is granted
by the GCDF to states and each state determines its own eligibility guidelines. This does not
allow us to determine how many vouchers actually went to children who are homeless or
children who are below 30% of the FPL.
3. Participation in SNAP
Data Source

- US. Department of Agriculture.
Variable(s)

- Estimates of SNAP Participation Rates.
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Limitations:

Participation in SNAP is reported by the US. Department of Agriculture as anumber derived

from aregression analysis, SNAP s available for individuals and households that meet certain

resource and income tests. There are additional requirements regarding employment status

P

ar

and for those who are elderly, disabled, or immigrants. We were unable to determine

participation for families with children, or, more specifically, families whe are homel

below 30 percentof the FPL, separate from individuals and other households; the participation

rates inchude all those who are eligible.

4. Percentage of Children Who Lack Insurance
Data Source

- U8, Census.
Variable(s)

- Percentage of children who lack insurance.

Limitations

We were unable to determine the percentage of children who are homeless or below 502

3

of FPL that lack insurance. The available data were for all children. "This measure does not

capture the percentage of children who are underinsured. Even with insurance, sometimes

co-pays and deductibles are so high that families with insurance are still unable to bring their

children to the doctor:

State Poliey and Planning Efforts Domain

The State Policy and Planning Domain examines current policies and activities using four
factors. These factors include housing, income, health, and planning To construct the score

for this domain, data were collected for each sub-domain to determine a score {see below for
more detailed information}. Each state was then ranked on a scale of 1 to 50 based on their
scores in each factor. The overall rank was created by adding each state’s rank for the housing,
income, and health factors plus the planning factor score, and then ranking the states based
on the total numnber from 1 to 50 {I=best, 50=worst. If' there were ties between states, the
state with the lower percent of homeless children was assigned the better rank,

Limitations

The first version of America’s Toungest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness included
an education policy factor. The 2010 version does not include an education policy factor for
2007 and 2010,

a. Housing

Data Sources
- U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 2007 and 2010, Continuum of
Ciare Homeless Assistance Programs Housing Inventory Chart.

- Center for Community Change’s Housing Trust Fund Project.

The HUD reports are based on data collected curing the federal fiscal year {C
September 30,
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Variables

- Number of Emergency Shelter Family Units HU

- Transitional Housing Family Units (HU

- Permanent Supportive Housing Family Unit

HUD}

- Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing HPRP) Un

-E

HUD, 2010 only

istence of State Housing Trust Funds {Center for Community Change).

Based on the sources described above, we reported the number of family units in each state.
We summed these numbers to determine total family units or capacity in each state. We
caleulated an estimate of the number of homeless familics in the state by dividing the total
number of homeless children (using data from the Extent domain} by two because the average
homeless family is comprised of two children Burt & Aron, 2000). We then calculated the

total capacity as a percentage of need (total number of homeless families/ total number of

family units). "To determine the Housing score, each state was ranked based on total capacity
The

I there were

as aperce

tage of need and received bonus points for existing state housing trust funcls

Housing score was then used to rank the states from 1-50 (1=best, 50=wo

ties between states, the state with the lower percent of homeless children was assigned the
better ranking.

Limitations

HUD’s Continuum of Care data are the most complete data set available nationally to
determine the mumbers of family units, but do not include units that are not a part of the
Continuum of Care. For example, if alocal community group runs an emergency shelter, but
is not part of the Clontinuum of Care, it is not reported in this data set. We did not include
data on the existence of county or locally-based Housing Trust Funds. Additionally, in the
current economic climate, state-based Housing Trust Funds are likely to be exp

financial difficulty since they are often based on real estate transter tas

s. Despite these
limitations, state Housing Trust Funds are an important part of creating and maintaining
affordable housing stock. For the 2007 data, we used the same data reported in the first
version of America’s Youngest Qutcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness because it was based
on information collected through 2007.
b. Income
Data Sources

- Center for American Progress.

- National Low-Income Housing Coalition Out of Reach Report.

- The Hatcher Group Tax Credits for Working Families Online Resource Center.

- Personal communication between Kelley Gossett, Director of Policy and Planning at

o

Horizons for Homeless Children, and Christina Murphy: Director of the Campaign to
End Child Homelessniess at The National Center on Family Homele

SSHEeSS.

Variables

- State Minimum Wage {Center for American Progress, 2010 minimum wage from

100 The National Center on Family Homelessnass



260

National Low Income Housing Coalition).

- Housing Wage for a two-bedroom at fair market rent {(National Low Income Housing

Coalition).
- State Earned Income Tax Credit (Hatcher Group).
- Prioritization of Homeless Families when Distributing Child Care Vouchers {Personal
Commumicatior).
We compared the minimum wage to the housing wage for a two-bedroom unit at {air market
x 100] to find
the percent earned compared to what is needed to afford a two-bedroom unit at FMR in each

hrough a simple calculation:

mimum wage / Housing wag

state. For example, if’ the minimum wage is $5.00 and the housing wage for a two-bedroom

at fair market rent is $10.00, then a worker is only earning 50 percent of what he/she needs

to cover rent each month.

We chose to use

the FMR for a two-bedroom unit based on the assumption that it is the
smallest and therefore least expensive housing option that would be viable for a family
experiencing homelessness. We then ranked each of the states based on the percent earned
compared to what is needed to afford a two-bedroom at FMR.

We collected information about the State Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) for each state,

including whether or not the state EITC is refundable. A refundable EITC is most helpful
to low-income families. States that have an ETTC received one round of bonus points; states

whose EITC are refindable received another round of bonus points. For the 2007 data,

we gave additional bonus points to the one state that gave priority to homeless families in

distributing child care vouchers—Massachusetts {also the only state to receive these bonus

points in the carlicr version of dmerica’s Youngest Outcasis: State Report Card on Child Homelessness).
No states received these bonus points in the 2010 data. All bonus points earned were added to
the rank of each state to compute the overall Incorne score. The Income score was then used

to rank the states from 1-50 {1=best, 50=worst}. If there were ties between states, the state

with the lower percent of homeless children was assigned the better ranking

Limitations

Data on minimum wages represent an estimate of what a homeless family might earn. No
data are available describing the income of homeless families. The federal minimum wage
increased in July 2007 from $3.15/hour to $5.85/hour; in July 2008 to 86.55/hour, and in July
2009 to $7.25/hour {

the minimum wage before it was increased ($5.15/hour), State Earned Income Tax Credits,

nited States Department of Labor, 2011 For the 2007 data, we used

while important, do not provide families with ongoing income support. Rather, fanlies are
more likely to receive one lump sum payment, The amount varies by state and may not be
enough to make a substantial difference in the family’s economic situation. Furthermore,
although the State EITCs do lift families out of poverty, it is important to factor in how
the Federal Poverty Level is calculated. Many consider the current measure for the Federal

Poverty Level inadequate (Cathuen & Fass, 2008},

The FPL is based on research from the 1960s that showed that families spent one-third of
their income on food. As a result, the FPL was set by multiplying food costs by three. This
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measure has not been updated to reflect the current costs of food: an average family now

&

spends only one-seventh of their income on food. In addition, other costs such as housing,
child care, health care, and transportation have become mcreasingly more expensive for
families

A family’s pre-tax cash inconie s assessed and compared to the poverty threshold for their
family size. If a family’s income is below the threshold, they are thought to be living in poverty.
This measure does not take into account earnings lost to income taxes, debt, hardships related

to substandard housing, or financial assets.

The U,
year. However; this threshold does not vary by state and thus does not account for regional

. Clensus Bureau uses a standard poverty threshold, which is updated for inflation each

variations in cost of living In November 2011, the US. Census released a Supplemental

Poverty Measure {(SPM) that will be released along with the official measure cach year The

SPM does not replace the official measure, and is not used to determine program eligibility
or funding distribution. Tt is an additional

atistic that provides further understanding of

economic trends and conditions, The SPM is based on the following ULS, Census Bureau,

20113

« Measurements of all related individuals living at the sarme address, including coresident and

unrelated children cared for by the family as well as cohabitators and their children.

.

The 33rd percentile of expenditures on food, clothing, shelter, and utilities
consumer units with two children multiplied by 1.2.

Geographic adjustments for differences in housing costs and a scale for family size and
composition.

Updates based on a five year moving average of expenditures on FCSU; and the sum of
cash income plus in-kind benefits that families can use to meet their FOSU needs, minus
tax

or plus tax credits), minus work expenses, and minus out-of-pocket medical expenses.

€

c. Health

Data Sources

- US. Census Bureau.

Variables

~ Health Insurance Coverage Status and Type of Coverage by State—Children Under

18: 1999 to 2010 {percentage of children who are not covered}.

We used ULS. Census Bureau data (Health Insurance Cloverage Status and Type of Coverage
by State—Children Under 18: 1999 to 2010} to report the percentage of children who are

not covered. We then ranked each state based on this figure (I=best, 50=worst). In the cases

where there were ties between states, the state with the lower percent of homeless children
was assigned the better ranking,

Limitations

The data reported are not specifically for children who are homeless, alihough it is highly

k of

likely that homeless children are included in these data sets. In addition, because of als

data, we do not address access to physical, mental, and dental health providers.
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d. Planning

Data Sources
- U8, Interagency Council on Homelessness {USICH) Fact Sheets: “Active State and

Territory Interagency Councils on Homelessness™ and “Ten Year Plan Update,”
- Existing Ten Year Plans, reports, and other relevant documents from each state,

Variables

- Active Interagency Council on Homelesst

- Ten Year Plan.

- Ten Year Plan Mentions Children and Farnilies.
- Ten Year Plan Focuses on Children and Families.
- Stage of Planning for Ten Year Plan.

Many states have created Interagency Councils on Homelessness TCH) and engaged in
planning efforts to end homelessness within ten years. For each state, we reviewed the status
nd the Ten

We also called and left messages for ICH representatives

of the TCH. We tried to determine whether it is active or not (in existence)
Year planning efforts {in existenc

or other key informants to ensure that we had the most accurate information. We spoke
with about 30% of the states we attempted to contact, In addition to using information
collected by the USICH, we conducted internet searches using key search terms such as the

5w cq P ¥ 7

&

state name plus “interagency council,” “homele: homelessness,” “ten-year plan,” ete.

examined existing Ten Year Plans, state reports on homelessness, policy academy documents,

and Interagency Council reports that we found online for each state. We documented any

mention of children and families in the plans and reports. We then classified each state’s

planning efforts in the following categories:

* Extensive Planning indlicates that the state hags an active Interagency Council on Homelessness
and has created a comprehensive Ten Year Plan to end homelessness that includes an

extensive focus on children and families,

« Moderate Planming indlicates that the state has an active Interagency Council on Homelessness
and has created a Ten Year Plan (o end homelessness, or a similar statewide plan/report
that includes some mention of children and families. Or, moderate planuing indicates that

the state has an inactive Interagency Council on Homelessness, but has created a Ten Year

Plan to end homelessness, or a similar statewide plan/report, that includes a strong focus

on children and families.

Early Stages of Planning indicates that the state has recently established an Interagency Council
on Homelessness, and therefore has not created a Ten Year Plan to end homelessness or is

now in the process of creating a Ten Year Plan to end homelessness.

Inadeguate Planning indicates a state does not have an active Interagency Council on
Homelessness or a Ten Year Plan; has an active Interagency Council but no Ten Year Plan:
has drafted a Plan that has not been adopted; or has a Ten Year Plan but the Plan does not

mention children or families.
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Each state received points based on whether they received a classification of Extensive,

Moderate, Farly, or Inadequate—all states that received the same classification received the
same number of points. Within the Inadequate classification, we assigned two different sets
of points: 1. States that have no Interagency Council and no Ten Year Plan, and 2. All the

other Inadequate states.

Limitations

Our examination of planning efforts was limited to written materials that we could find
online that were produced by the USICH and by states on their Ten Year planning and

Interagency Council work, We did not conduct key informant interviews. In addition, our

focus was on planning initiated by state agencies, state legislatures, and/or the governor’s
office. It does not include the important work being done by community-based organizations
around the country, unless these organizations were also involved in state-initiated Ten Year

planning or Interagency Council efforts. For the 2007 data, we used the same classifications,

points, and rankings as those that appeared in the carlier version of America’s Youngest Outcasts:
State Report Card on Child Homelessness” becanse it was based on information collected through

2008. For the 2010 data, because state planning activities have advanced beyond our initial

ations, we shightly modified the definitions to include all current activities.

Composite Bank for iach State

This report captures the complexity of child homelessness. Although each state has been
assigned an overall rank, this single number represents a composite of the four domains
described above and multiple factors within the domains. To arrive at the composite rank

{1=best, 50=wors h state was ranked on:

« Extent of Child Homeles

ess (percent of homeless children out of all children in the state).
+ Child Well-Being (hunger, health, and education).

* Risk Factors for Child Homelessness (factors related to generosity of benefits, housing

market factors, houschold structure, and extreme poverty}.

* State Policy and Planning Efforts {policies related to health, income, and housing, as well as

levels of planning to end child and family homelessne

State ranks on extent of child homelessness, child well-being, risk for child homelessness, and
state policy and planning efforts we

re then summed. The composite rank was based on the
surn of these four domain rankings. In cases where there were ties between states, the state

with the lower percent of homeless children was a

gned the better ranking.

Limitations

The limitations of individual data sources have been discussed earfier. The use of a scoring
and ranking mechanism based on the selected domains and factors provides a profile that has
various limitations.

District of Columbia

"The District of Columbia was not included in the first version of America’s Toungest Outcasts. In

the 2010 report, we include a one-page description of the status of homeless children in the

District with information from all four domains for 2007 and 2010,
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Appendix B: Housing

Fred Berman
Director of Pathways to Housing

The National Center on Family Homelessness

At the most basic level, homelessness occurs when a family cannot afford to pay for
appropriate’ housing H(nnﬁlé‘«nm\ though, does not just refer to the lack of a home. It
implies disconnection from relationships, routines, possessions, and community. To ensure
that a family will find and maintain decent, affordable, appropriate housing, various supports
and services must be in place. As noted throughout our Report Card, housing is essential

but it is not sufficient by itself to address child and family homelessness. Both housing and
services must be part of any effective solution. This appendix focuses on the housing part of
the equation. Tt reviews the state of housing resources, programs, and policies, and how they

have affected the availability of affordable housing and assistance in paying for it over the

past 5 tol0 ye

-ar, the National Low Income Housing Cooalition (NLIHC} publishes “Out of Reach,”

a state-by-state analysis of the gap between the cost of housing and wages.? Based on the

principle that housing-related costs should consume no more than 30% of a household’s gross
ncome, “Out of Reach” caleulates the hourly wage that a full-time worker needs in order to
afford Fair Market Rent (FMR), including utilities. Based on the national average 2-bedroom
BR) FMR of $860/month, the so-called Housing Wage is $18.46/hour ($38,400/ year).

Clearly, the Housing Wage is higher in more expensive housing markets and for families

needing larger units.

Most renters earn significantly less than the Housing Wage for an “average™ 2-bedroom

’clp?ll‘llnﬁl'll:

Nationally, the average renter carns about $13.52/hour {

o of the national Housing Wage},

rns 39% of the

« Someone working full time at the federal minimum wage ($7.25/hour)

Housing Wage.

Aworking family grossing 50% of the arca median income { y—-that s, at the high end

of the “very low income™ category — is carning 86% of thc Housmg > Wage.

.

A \\orkm; family grossing 30% of the AMI {the high end of the “extremely low income”

category) is earning only 52% of the Housing Wage.

Nage isn't fucky enough to have subsidized

I a renter family earning less than the Hous
housing or to live in a below-market-rent Aparlmcm they are paying more than 30% of their

income for housing.

¢ Of the 6.75 million very low income (VLI families counted by the 2008 American

Community Survey { —more than 2/3 of whom reported earned income —
appm\unatol\ one quurtcr reported having housing assistance, half reported being

and

“severely rent-burdened” {(paying over half of their income to cover rent/utilitie
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the remaining fourth reported being “moderately rent-burdened” {paying 30-50% of their

income for housing costs).

Of the 3.9 million extremely low ncome (ELL families counted in the 2009 ACS —

more than half of whom reported earned income — approximately one-third reported

having housing assistance, two-thirds reported being severely rent-burdened, and one-sixth

reported being moderately rent-burdened {presumably in subsidized situations where rent

and utilities combined to exceed the FMR]
Overall, according to the 2009 ACS, 52% of all ULS, renters paid more than 30% of their
income for housing - up from 40% a decade ago, and up from 25% in 1960 ~— and 26%
of all renters paid more than 50% of their income for housing -~ the definition of “severely

rent-burdened” -~ as compared with 19.7% in 2000, and 11.9% in 1960.%

and 51% of

Approximately 28% of very low-income (VLI renters {(~ 2 million households

(ELL} renters {~ 3.1 million households) paid more than 50°%

extremely low-income ‘o of their

incomny

for heusing in 2009.5 These 7.1 million severely rent-burdened households with
incomes under 50% of AMI represent an increase by 20% above 2007 levels, and an increase
by 42% above 2001 levels, reflecting a nationwide problem fueled by declining incomes,

steady eroston of an already inadequate supply of affordable housing,

and an ongoing deficit
of rental assistance.”®?

These statistics would be a lot worse without the mitigating effect of the housing assistance
received by one-in-three extremely low-income households and one-in-four very low-income
houscholds in 2009. One has to look no farther than the statistics describing the prevalence
of severe rent burden among unassisted households—50% of unassisted renters with “very

ot

low™ incomes and 75% of unassisted renters with “extremely low” incomes' —to appreciate

the importance of the approximately 6 million units of as 1.2 million units

of public housing, 2.1 million households using tenant-held subsidies, 1.4 million privately

owned HUD-assisted units, and an estimated 1.3 million otherwise-subsicized units {

Low Income Housing Tax Credit,

SDA Section 521 and related programs, inclusionary

zoning, etc.y~that comprise one-sixth of the rental housing stock.!t ™

Intuitively; the lower a family’s income, the more likely they are to be rent-burdened in the
absence of housing assistance, the less money they can set aside to cover other essential costs—
food, clothing, health care, child care, transportation—and the greater their vulnerability to

a budget/housing crisis—and homelessness—in the event of an unplanned expens

repair, prescription drug} or dip in income {e.g, an unpaid sick leave, seasonal drop in hours}.

Indeed, ten of the fourteen states with rates of homelessness greater than the national average
also had fevels of housing cost burden greater than the national average.” With the percentage
of rent-burdened households increasing,
i increase in the annual number of family households seeking shelters

it is no surprise that HUD AHAR reports showed

a substantial {28.5%
or transitional housing, from 130,968 households in 2007 to 168,227 households in 2010.1*

Doubled-up households are not counted at all in the AHAR or in other HUD homelessness

statistics. According to the aforementioned NAEH report, the Census counted over six million
doubled-up households nationwide in 2009, a 12% increase above 2008 levels. In the course
of a year, one of every ten of those doubled up houscholds can be expected to experience

5

homelessness.!
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B. The dupply Gap

As described i a report by Harvard’s Joint Center on Housing Studie reduced

federal support for the development of affordable rental housing, the increasing difficultly

of sustaining housing offered at below market rates, and the lack of proj ased subsidies

to stabilize rental income have all contributed to a growing shortfall in affordable rental
400 {2000 to
ssurc on the supply of affordable

housing.® A 10% drop in the median income of renter households from
$31,980 {2009y —below pre-1980 lew

housing during the past decade.”

—only increased p

ACS) describes an increased need for affordable

The 2009 American Community Surve;
housing, accompanied by shrinkage in the affordable housing stock during the “boom” years
when units were upgraded to serve higher income tenants, converted to condos, or demolished
due to deterioration or to make way for more lucrative development. While the number of

ELI renter households increased from 9.4 million {2003} to 10.4 million the muumber

of units affordable to ELI households decreased from 7.3 million {2003} to 6.6 mullion {2009},

widening the gap between supply and demand at the bottom end of the affordability scale.

While the number of VLI renter households increased from 16.8 million {2008} to 18 million
{2009}, the number of units affordable to VLI households decreased from 19.9 million (2003}
to 17.9 mallion {2009}, creating a new gap between supply and demand.™

Competition for affordable rentals with higher income households exacerbates the scarcity
of affordable units. Higher income renters occupy 42% of all the units affordable to the
extremely low income (ELI renters and 36% of the units affordable to very low income (VLI}
renters. As a result, the vacancy rate for the most affordable units is only 4.3% nationally’®
Factoring in this competition and the unavailability of units with habitability problems, the
2011 JCHS study describes a shortage of 6.8 million units affordable to ELT houscholds fup
from 5.6 million i 2003}, and a shortage of 6.4 million units affordable to VLI households

fup from 4.3 million in 2003

In the wake of the recession, low-income families with children have had an especially difficult
time finding and holding onto affordable units, with nearly two-thirds paying more than half
their incomes for housing in 2009.% Overall, the number of families with children paying
o from 3.1 million in 2007 to

more than 50% of income for housing increased by about 13
3.6 million in 2000.* The increasing difficulty covering rent was undoubtedly reflected in
(2007) 10 168,227

the 30% increase in families using homeless shelters from 130,968 famili
families (2009)

Against this backdrop of increasing need, the following sections discuss the “supply side”™
of affordable housing: public housing, privately owned HUD-as

ok affordable housing,
privately owned affordable housing developed with the help of Low Income Housing Tax
Credits, privately owned unassisted affordable housing, and housing assis

€ Loss of Public Housing

There are currently approximately 1.2 million units of federally funded public housing,
reflecting aloss of about 163,

000 units since the mid-1990s, and annual Josses of approximately

10,000 units, primarily as aresult of demolition or sale for redevelopment.™® Advocates point

to under-funding of capital and operating budgets that contributes to irreversible decline
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and eventual loss. The “Capital Needs in the Public Housing Program™ a Congressionally

mandated HUD study estimated a “backlog”™ of $25.6 billion in overdue repairs, accessibility

improvements for disabled residents, lead abatement, and water and energy conservation

measures in public housing, in addition to $3.4 billion in annual maintenance costs. That
backlog will continue to grow in FY 2012, given the $1.9 billion appropriated for capital

mprovements. On the positive side, the FY 2012 HUT budget funds a Rental Assistance

Demonstration (RAD} program testing the feasibility of converting up to 60,000 units

of public housing to Section 8 project-based units {local housing authorities would retain

ownership of the units}, an initiative intended to help stabilize the level of funding support,
and make it casier to borrow private funds for rehabilitation.™

Public housing tenants in units lost to demolition or sale, or habitability issues are typically

offered the choice between receiving a “Tenant Protection Voucher™ {essentially a portable

Section 8 voucher} and the opportunity to relocate to another public housing unit® Through
2005, HUD funded and authori;

vouchers for every public housing unit approved for demolition or disposition that was not

d local housing authorities to issue tenant protection

being replaced by another public housing unit. In 2007, in response to a HUD decision to

timit the number of tenant protection vouchers to occupied units, Congress directed HUD

to issue tenant protection vouchers (subject to the availability of funds} for all units that

were occupied within the prior 24 months, if the units were no longer available because

of demolition, disposition or conversion. Notwithstanding these policies, an October 2010

Congy

onal Budget Office memo indicated that 40% to 50% of the public housing units

lost in the past 15 years were not “replaced” by subsidies.

i

The majority of the 700,000 government-assisted affordable units lost over the past 135 years
were in privately owned multi-family buildings developed from the mid-1960s to the early
1980s. Under the Section 22

interest foans and/or discounted mortgage insurance, and in exchange, made a commitment

236 programs, developers received low or no-

to maintain the affordability of their housing for the duration of their typically 40-year

mortgage. Units developed with the help of project-based Section 8 subsicies {introcluced
in the mid-1970s} typically contracted to maintain affordability for 20 years. In addition to
serving as the primary source of federal assistance for many projects, some Section 8 project-

and Section

based subsidies were allocated® to assist financially troubled Section 221

236 units where below-market rents were proving inadequate to support operating costs. In

sum, these funding sources facilitated the creation of 1.5 million uni s

000 of these units

The National Low Income Housing Coalition estimates that another 4

are currently at risk “because of owners opting out, maturity of the assisted mortgages, or

faiture of the property under HUD's standard:

Depending on the nature of the government agsistance that leveraged affordable rents,
an owner can shed the affordability commitment by {

allowing their below-market-rate

mortgage {0 expire/ matur pre-paying their below-market-rate mortgag

(c) “opting
out” of their project-based section 8 contract and its affordability restrictions. In addition to
further depleting the stock of affordable housing, these actions could put incumbent tenants

at risk of displacerment.
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Recognizing the importance of providing an option for tenants who wished to remain in

their now more expensive unit, Congress passed legislation in 1996 requiring HUD to offer

so-called “Enhanced Vouchers” to tenants in units whose affordability expired due to owner

prepayment of the subsidized mortgage. Legistation i 1999 extended the availability of

Enhanced Vouchers to tenants in units whose affordability expired when the owner “opted

, failed to renew) an expiring project-based Section 8 contract. These Enhanced

Vouchers provided tenants “with a right to remain in their unit after conversion to market
rents, thus creating an obligation for the owner to accept the voucher™ So long as the rent
remained ‘reasonable,” the voucher covered the difference between rent and the tenant’s
30%e-of-income payment-—even if the rent exceeded the FMR and the local housing
authority’s ordinary payment standard. If a tenant opted to move, however, the voucher
would lose its “enhanced” properties, and become an ordinary Housing Choice Voucher®

The FY 2012 HUD budget will, for the first time, afford that same access to Enhanced
Vouchers to the thousands of tenants in buildings whose subsidized mortgages will expire in

37

the next few vears.

AHUD-funded study by Abt

out or went into foreclosure wi

ssociates™ found that the majority of d

lopments that opted

e the buildings with the family-sized units maller units for

elders or persons with disabilities), the units offered at below-market rents, in buildings owned
by for-profit entities, located in neighborhoods that could support higher rents.

LA B

As described in the JCHS study, “net additions to the assisted housing stock have declined

o Tax Credit (LIH T

&

1w Spot: The Low Income Housin

continuously since the late-1970s peak of roughly 300,000 units a year. Growth in the
number of assisted umts fell to about 150,000 per year by the mid-1990s, and then to
about 75,000 annually over the last five years, consisting almost entirely of LIHTC units.”
The authors describe the LIHTC program as “nearly alone in replenishing the affordable
stock, supporting both new construction and substantial rehabilitation of existing properties

including older assisted developments.™®

Since its inception in 1987, the LIHTC program
has helped develop over 1.9 million affordable units, approximately two-thirds of which
included two or more bedrooms.* LIHTC affordability protections generally last 30 vears,
and are often used in conjunction with HUD HOME funds or project-based Section 8s to

deepen the subsidy and ensure greater affordability.

The recent Economic Reces

ion had a chilling effect on the availability of LIHTC funding,
as the corporate profits that are typically offset by tax credits, like the TIHTC, dipped. As
investor demand for new tax credits waned, and as the value of those tax credits fell, new
LIHTCG-assisted development slowed to a trickle. Two federal Stimulus-funded gap-financing
programs helped a few “shovel-ready™ tax credit projects obtain the additional financing

needed to begin construction.

As the economy has improved {in terms of profits, if’ not jobs), the tax credit market has

picked up, and the LIHTC is again helping to finance affordable housing development.™ The

program is not without its detractors, however, and is especially vulnerable should Congress™

like the LIHTC.# %

cfforts at tz form focus on eliminating tax expenditur
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After over adecade of trying, advocates for affordable housing finally succeeded in establishing
a National Housing Trust Fund when, in July 2008, the Housing and Economic Recovery
Act was signed into law by President Bush. The housing trust fund will, once capitalized,
“provide grants to states [and other entities] to increase and preserve the supply of rental
housing for extremely low- and very low-income families, and to increase homeownership for

Under the law, 80% of Trust Fund resources

extremely low- and very low-income families.
will support development and operation of rental housing, 10% will support the development
of homeownership housing, and 10% will pay for planning and adiministration costs incurred
by grantees. At least 75% of funds must benefit ELT families, and all remaining funds
must benefit VLI households. All HTF-2

affordability period of 30 years.* In the current political and economic climate, there is no

ed units will be required to have a minimum

agreement on the source of funding for the Trust Fund.*®

The JUHS study of Rental Housing d
sted affordable housing:

ribes the primary importance and uncertain future

of private, unas

“As important as federal assistance is in providing affordable housing, the majority of

ted

the nation’s low-cost rental stock is una Among the inventory renting for less

than $400 a month {roughly what a family of two living near the federal poverty line

or what one full-time, minimum-wage worker could afford;, 2.1 million units were

assisted and 3.0 million were unassisted in 2009, The supply of unsubsidized units

/en larger, numbering 7.1 million [vs. 1.2 million

renting for $400-600 per month is

a >l upits]. ™
Three-quarters of unassisted units renting for less than $400 in 2009 were in 1- to 4-family
structures, as were 58% of unassisted units renting for $400-599. Typically, these buildings

are owned b

{and buildings with 5-9 uni individuals, rather than by organizations with

ted affordable units—in

greater access to resources. For the most part, these are the unassi
small stractures, owned by individuals, with below-market-rate rents—that are being lost:

<

vore than one in ten single-family detached homes, which made up over a quarter
of the low-rent housing stock in 1999, were permanently removed by 2009, Loss
rates for multifamily properties with 2--4 units, accounting for a quarter of the 1999
low-cost stock, were even higher at 13,1 percent. Low-cost rentals in buildings with
The
especially targe.

5 or more units fared much better, with permanent loss rates of 7 percen

difference in loss rates for older vs. newer multifamily properties was

with rates for multiftamily units built before 1960 {about 10 percent} more than six
times those for units built between 1980 and 1999, Likewise, more than 15 percent
of low-cost units built before 1940 were permanently lost by 2009, compared with
Jjust 6.4 percent of units built in 1980-09.7

Smaller and older rental buildings are especially at risk, because as housing ages, a higher

proportion of rental income must be inv

sted in maintaining and replacing aging systems.
Not

“the loss rate for [units renting at below $400] was nearly twice the rate of loss

The lower the rent levels, the less adequate the income stream to pay for these costs

surprisingly
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for units renting at $400-79% and four times the rate of loss for units renting for more than

800,71

The mismatch between affordable rents and the cost of operating and maintaining rental
housing also explains the slow progress in adding to the affordable rental stock, and the fact
that “apart from new LIHTC units, recent multi-family construction has focused primarily on
the high end of the market.”® The authors of the JCHS Rental Housing study peg the average
canstruction cost per unit for new multifamil

tructures fincluding land and miscellaneous
development costs) at about $110,000. In expensive housing markets, land and construction
costs can be two or three times that level. Family-sized housing will clearly be nmore expensive
than smaller units for individuals. Housing industry standards suggest that monthly rent be
approximately 1% of property value in order to provide acceptable returns and ensure adequate
resources for maintenance. The median rent of $1,067 reported in the Census Bureau’s 2009
Survey of Market Absorption is consistent with that standard. A household with the median
renter income of about $31,000 in 2009 would therefore have to pay more than 40 percent
of that income to mect that asking rent. Tncluding tenant-paid utilities, the total housing cost
burden would be about 50 percent.™ An extremely low income household {30% of AMI or
about $13,600) or a household earning the equivalent of a full-time job at the minimum wage
$14,30
targeted 1% of property value mark. This, without a subsidy to make up the difference, an

vould have to conirtbute upwards of 85% of their income towards rent to reach the

affordable rent generates insufficient revenues to cover basic costs.

These unsubsidized units are more than just an important complement to public and privately
operated subsidized housing programs. They may be the only source of affordable housing for
people with incomes over 50% or 60% of the area median income {the typical thresholds for
the Section 8% and LIHTC® programs, respectively); they may be the only housing available
to renters who have been evicted from public or subsidized housing;, and they may be the
d

housing. The JCHS study authors conclude that, “while policymakers are rightly concerned

only option for people who live in communities that lack a stock of government as

about preserving the nation’s assisted housing stock, they should focus more attention on the
privately owned unsubsidized stock that supplies three times as many low-cost units but is
threatened by high permanent loss rates. For example, federal tax provisions could be altered

lation

to encourage preservation of existing housing More generous deductions and depra

schedules for repairs and systemn replacements could increase investment in the stock and

help restore dilapidated buildings to occupancy

HL Lmpact of the |

Although rnauch of the public attention on the foreclosure crisis has been directed at the plight
of single homeowners, increases in the foreclosure rates, have resulted in the displacement of
renters who live in foreclosed properties, as well as homeowners. The authors of the JCHS
study of “The State of the Nation’s Housing: 201 1* note that the estimated 3.5 million homes lost
to foreclosure between 2008 and 2010 “displaced millions of renters” As of March 2011,
there were another nearly 2.2 mitlion homes “in the {foreclosure] pipeline, with 67% of
owners having made no payments in more than a year, and 31% having made no payments
in two years.” Another 2 million mortgages were 90 days or more delinguent, but not yet in

the foreclosure process.™
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The National Low Income Housing Coalition reports that more than 20% of properties

facing foreclosure nationwide arc rentals. Because rental properties often house multiple
families, renters make up roughly 40% of the families facing eviction, with very low-income
families and rminority communities bearing the brunt of rental foreclosures:

“Nearly [60 percent of] foreclosed properiies in  high-poverty, non-white
neighborhoods are multi-unit, as compared to {7 percent} in low poverty, white

neighborhoods. Not only are properties in these neighborhoods more likely to be

foreclosed upon, but cach foreclosure is likely to affect more families. The impact of

foreclosure is truly concentrated in these communities,
In May 2009, Congress passed the “Helping Families Save Their Homes Act” to require
a minimum of 90 days of notice to tenants facing eviction from foreclosed properties. The
legislation provided renters whose landlords had lost their properties to foreclosure the right
to stay in their rental home through the term of their lease, or if the property is sold to
someone who will occupy the home, for 90 days after the foreclosure, These protections will

56

expire at the end of 2012

The Obama Administration has implemented a variety of strate

s under the Making Home
Affordable initiative, including programs targeting owners with loans owned or guaranteed
by Fannic Mae, Freddie Mac, or one of the Federal Home Loan Banks; programs for owners
with privately owned or guaranteed loans; programs for “underwater” owners; programs
specifically targeting unemployed owners, programs for owners who have managed fo stay
current on payments; and programs for owners who are already delinquent.”” In 2010, more
than 500,000 troubled loans were permanently modified under the Housing Affordable

Modification Program HAMP), and another 1.2 million private-sector modifications were
completed. But these efforts only began to address need, and many owners continue to face
barriers to refinancing: low income and unemployed/under-employed owners cannot meet

required payment-to-income ratios,” and owners with underwater mortgages lack the equity

to meet requirec debt-to-value ratios. As this Report Card goes to publication, the foreclosure

crisis remains an unresolved threat to affordable housing

L The Central Importance of Housing Subsidies

Some 2.1 million very low and extremely low-income houscholds receive monthly tenant-
based rental assistance {TBRA} under the Section 8/Housing Choice Voucher program.
Approximately 40% of these households are single parent families with children. For

every houschold using a rent subsidy, there are three eligible households without housing

assistance.™ The unmet need is evidenced by the extremely long waiting lists maintained by

housing authorities across the country. As rents rise and incomes stagnate, the costs of serving
the existing 2.1 million voucher houscholds will increase. Increasing costs compounded by a

small decrease in the Housing Voucher line item in the FY 2012 HUD budget will combine
&

1o jeopardize the renewal of some 12,000 to 2 ing subsidh
For renters, these subsidies make the difference between housing stability and an unsustainable
rent burden that preempts a family’s ability to adequately address its other basic needs. Yor
property owners, the subsidies make it possible to offer affordable housing at FMR that is
suflicient to cover operating and maintenance costs—especially important given the aging
condition {median age = 38 years) of much of the affordable rental stock.
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Changes in the voucher renewal funding formula by Congress and HUD during the period

2003-06-—and a series of funding shortfalls—caused a drop in voucher utilization rates, from

98% in 2003-04 to 93% in 2008, and the removal from use of about 150,000 vouchers during

that period. In the same way that airlines overbook flights in anticipation of cancellations,

housing authorities had historically over-issued subsidies knowing that some would be returned
unused. The new policies increased the financial risk to housing authorities that pursued that
practice, and reduced annual renewal funding, based upon the number of wnused vouchers,
These policies were reversed in 2007, and many of the vouchers that were taken out of use
during the period of funding instability have been reactivated.®’ %2 However, according to
the Genter for Budget and Policy Priorities, voucher utilization rates have continued to fall,
reaching 91% in 2010. In other words, tens of thousands of additional houscholds could be

¢ 63

afforded housing assistance within the current allocations to housing anthorities.

Current Section 8 reform legislation that would allow for fuller utilization of subsidy
allocations (i.e., more subsidies with the same level of funding) has been stuck in Coongress

amidst disagreement about other programmmatic “fixes” including provisions relating to the
“minimum rent” paid by tenants; the percentage of subsidies that can be project-based {to
create more permanently affordable housing); permission for Housing Authorities to overlook

misdemeanor records of prospective subsidy-holders; and authorization of “enhanced

subsiclies” for tenants remaining in privately owned, federally assisted apartments whose
subsidized mortgages (and affordability obligations} have expired. %

we Housing

According to HUD Secretary Shaun Donovan, “... veterans are 50% muore likely than the

average American to became homeless,” in part, because of the physical, emotional, and
hidden injuries and trawmas that they suffered during their military service Legislation

passed at the end of 2007 inaugurated the HUD-VASH program, bringing together HUD

(rental assistance vouchers} and the Department of Veteran’s Affairs

ase management

3) to create thousands of new units of affordable supportive housing for

and clinical service

homeless and vulnerable veterans.® %

Although rollout of the program got off to a slow and challenging start®, initial obstacles
have largely been addressed, and 30,000 subsidies managed by some 300 Local Housing
Authorities have been funded and are being mobilized to end the homelessness of the veterans
{and veterans’ families) they were intended to help.™ The $75 million in the FY 2012 HUD
budget for an additional 10,000 HUD-VASH subsidies represents the largest commitment
for new housing resources in that budget.

revention and Rapid Re-Housing Program

One of the mostimportant federal initiatives to address homelessness during the past few years

was the creation of the Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing program (HPRP
$1.5 billion component of the American Recovery and Relnvestment Act of 2000 [ARRAY!.
HPRP grants we

of rental, relocation and/ or utility as

e distributed to 535 jurisdictions, funding locally-determined combinations

tance, case management, and other authorized services

. legal assistance, credit repair} in order to prevent individuals and families from becoming
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homeless and o rapidly re-house those who had become homeless. ™ Although, there were

increases in homelessness from 2009 to 2010, without HPRE the recession would have had
far more dire consequences. First year program reports indicate that FIPRP assistance~—that
will come to a close in 2012—helped prevent or end the homelessuess of over 300,000 very
low income individual and family househalds, including over 300,000 children,™

HUD's Year 1 Summary describes a very successful program, indicating that 88% of all
t
destinations were known, Nearly two-thirds of households that were homeless at program

program participants exited to permanent housing, including 94% of all persons whose
o Lo pel

enrollment exited into permanent housing, with over 90% of these exits occurring within six
months of enrollment. Just over half of the households that entered the program at risk of
losing their housing exited the program with a more stable housing situation, with over 90%
of those exits also occurring within six months of entry™

The HPRP initiative set a number of important precedents: {a) it represented a substantial
first-time federal commitment to homelessuess provention {approximately 75% of the funds

used, typically to help address arrearage

b it affirmed “rapid re-housing™ as a key strategy

for ending homelessness; and {

it supported major improverents in the quality of data
coltection and reporting, building on the framework of HUD’s Homeless Management

Information System (HMIS).

As jurisdictions wind down their HPRP implementations (many communities have already

run out of resources and ended their program:

they have faced challenging questions about
how to assist households that remain at risk of homelessness or that face that risk for the first
time, as unemployment and foreclosure rates remain dangerously high.” Pursuant to 2009
passage of the HEARTH Act re-authorizing the McKinney Vento program, HUI) recently

introduced interim regulations for the new Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) program,
creating permanent, altbeit very scaled-down versions of the HPRP prevention and rapid
re-housing components, with narrower cligibility guidelines {prevention clients must have
incomes under 30% of AMI, instead of 50% of AMIL Although first-year funding for the

bove funding for the previous year’s Emergency Shelter Grants

new ESG program is 56%
program, the added $90 million is only a fraction of the $1.5 billion that sustained HPRP

assistance for the 2-3 years that jurisdictions stretched their funding™

L. Assessing

/S Housing Policy

In many important ways, our country has demonstrated a comumitment to addressing
ISICH)

issued the first-ever federal strategic plan to end homelessness in 2010 which, in addition to

homelessness. A revitalized United States Interagency Council on Homelessness {

reiterating federal commitments to end chronic homelessness, articulates commitments to
prevent and end veteran homelessness by 2015, and to prevent and end homelessness for
families, youth, and children by 2020.7 Passage of the HEARTH Act in 2000 codified the

nation’s commitment to addressing homelessness via a continuum of interventions, including

new permanent funding for homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing, and continuation

and possible expansion of supportive housing and services that have been funded through

various McKinney-Vento programs.”® Tremendous public and private effort has been
mobilized, including an unprecedented $1.5 billion investment in preventing and addressing

homelessness in the wake of a devastating economic recession.
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Unfortunately, the economic forces and housing affordability problems that combine to create

and exacerbate the risk of homelessness remain, the erosion of the affordable housing stock
continues, and funding for housing subsidies and new affordable housing development is still
far from adequate to meet need. The official counts of homeless men, women, and children
across the country are staggering, and show no immediate prospect of significant decrease;
there are many other households whose homelessness falls below the official radar.

To the ex

ent that a Report Gard is expected to summarize its findings as a single grade, that
grade would have to be an “Incomplete”™ despite the considerable effort described herein.

The question is, do we have the political will to earn a *passing”™ grade or, perhaps one that is

even higher? Given all the lives at stake, failure is not an acceptable option.
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December 9, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert

Chairman, Subcommittee on Insurance,
Housing and Community Opportunity

Committee on Financial Services

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington DC 20515

The Honorable Luis Gutierrez

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Insurance,
Housing and Community Opportunity

Committee on Financial Services

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:
The National Coalition for the Homeless supports the Homeless Children and Youth Act (H.R. 32).

The National Coalition for the Homeless (NCH), founded in 1982, is a national network of people
who are currently experiencing or who have experienced homelessness, activists and advocates,
community-based and faith-based service providers, and others committed to a single mission. That
mission, our common bond, is to end homelessness. We are committed to creating the systemic and
attitudinal changes necessary to prevent and end homelessness. At the same time, we work to meet
the immediate needs of people who are currently experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of
doing so. We take as our first principle of practice that people who are currently experiencing
homelessness or have formerly experienced homelessness must be actively involved in all of our
work.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011 (H.R. 32) proposes to amend the definition of
“homeless” in Title IV of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, applicable to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and other federal programs that rely upon
the Title IV definition, to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by
personnel administering four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under
the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (RHYA) programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act makes important improvements to current statute, and would
prompt HUD to make necessary changes to a final rule it promulgated to interpret the McKinney-
Vento Title IV definition of “homeless.” Most significant, H.R. 32 would remove impediments to
eligibility for HUD and other federal programs using the Title IV definition for those homeless
children, youth, and families currently excluded from them due to their homeless living arrangement
being excluded from the Title IV definition. In addition, H.R. 32 would significantly reduce the
onslaught of paperwork requirements headed in the direction of homeless people, which will only
exacerbate their difficulty in obtaining emergency assistance and rapidly transitioning to housing, as
envisioned by Congress in the HEARTH Act of 2009.

Bringing America Home
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While this is by no means a criticism of H.R. 32 as introduced, we do recommend that as the
measure advances, the bill should be amended to include as eligible certifying officials those
personnel administering all federal programs determined by HUD in its definition final rule as
having definitions of homelessness under which unaccompanied youth and families with children
and youth could qualify as homeless.

Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez, the Homeless Children and Youth Act offers a
common-sense approach that moves federal law closer to the aspiration of a single definition of
homelessness that includes all of the living arrangements experienced by those without permanent
homes, and in doing so, includes within its scope all people experiencing homelessness. For this
reason, the Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011 has our enthusiastic support. We urge
Congress to pass this measure most quickly.

Sincerely,

O~

Neil Donovan
Executive Director

Bringing America Home
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR HOUSING & CHILD WELFARE

December 9, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

1 am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of
2011. This legislation amends the U.8. Department of Housing and Urban
Development {HUD) definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and
their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from
four federal programs: school district homeless hiaisons designated under the
education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act aims to capitalize on the ability of
community members such as teachers, other school staff, and youth outreach
workers to identify and rapidly respond to homelessness among their
neighbors. H.R. 32 is an important complement, indeed a correction, if you
will, to HUD’s recently issued guidance which seeks to fund added layers of
record-keeping and surveillance within homeless services. HUD’s overly-
bureaucratic approach is not a good use of public funds and it comes with
extraordinary safety concerns for children as well.

The requirement that households produce evidence of multiple moves in order
to gain access to housing services presents significant risks and delays.
Consider the domestic violence victim placed in the unenviable position of
attempting to verify a stay with her abuser; or young children lingering in
doubled-up homes with strangers while their parents make their case to the
local housing or shelter provider; or a homeless young man who has been
sexually exploited in order to borrow a couch or a bed for the night being made
to provide proof of such horrors. The personal toll of these delays is
incalculable.

One must also take into account the considerable costs associated with re-
verifying such things. Why must HUD continue to argue for an extra layer of
staff to complete this process when a community member has already
ascertained that the family is homeless?

Furthermore, while it is true that many families and individuals who doubled-

up, move frequently, it is not always possible for a case manager to verify this
or for a family or individual to provide proof. As you can imagine, it is nearly

6711 Queens Chapel Road, University Park MD 20782 % 8§66.790.6766% www.nchew.org
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impossible for a social worker to verify the extent to which a family or
individual is homeless. Simply put, being doubled-up for lack of other options
is homeless enough for a HUD-funded agency to intervene. This thoughtful
amendment will move HUD toward a less expensive, more efficient process that
encourages housing stability, community participation, and protects vulnerable
children and youth from harm.

For these reasons, we strongly support H.R. 32. Thank you for your leadership
on behalf of all homeless children and youth.

Respectfully,

Ruth White, MSSA
Executive Director

6711 Queens Chapel Road, University Park MD 20782 = $866.790.6766% www.nchew.org
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December 9, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

Tam writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation amends the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children,
youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal
programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act;
Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act simplifies the process for accessing HUD homeless services for
homeless children, youth, and families while maintaining the integrity of the program itself. The recently
released HUD definition of homelessness on the other hand requires extensive documentation of residency and
instability — criteria that will be burdensome or impossible to meet for many experiencing homelessness.
Ensuring that those in need receive eligible services is imperative to retumn families to self-sufficiency.

Homeless service providers working in communities are most qualified to make these determinations.
Affording these providers the flexibility needed to serve and house the most vulnerable rather than those with
proper documentation will better target our increasingly scarce resources at a time when homelessness is
increasing. While we hope that this flexible approach will be extended at some point to all those experiencing
homelessness, including single adults, this current effort will improve service provision in communities
throughout the country and aid in the struggle to prevent and end family homelessness.

In closing, we emphasize our strong support for H.R. 32 and thank you for your leadership.
Sincerely,

john Lozier, MSSW

Executive Director

National Health Care for the Homeless Council | P.O. Box 60427 | Nashville, TN 37206-0427 | {615} 226-2292 jwww.nhchc.org
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A coalition of leading national nonprofit agencies committed to helping individuals, families and communities thrive.

December 8, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

{ am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. | write on behalf of
the National Human Services Assembly, an association of America’s leading national nonprofit
human service providers. Now in its 4th decade, our National Coltaboration for Youth is the fongest-
standing coalition of national organizations committed to advocating with and on behalf of youth
and, in particular, in research-driven positive youth development.

This Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011 amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are
verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district
homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start
programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early intervention programs under the
individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

As addressed in our recently published brief improving federal Collaboration for Homeless Children
and Youth, HUD's narrow definition of homelessness to people living on the street orin
emergency/transitional shelter unfairly penalizes many homeless children, youth, and families. H.R.
32 creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children and youth to access HUD
homeless services. It stands in contrast to the agency's recently released regulations on this
definition, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well
as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless
assistance. The simplicity of the Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the Child
Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house
families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local
communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which families
and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these determinations on
a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support H.R. 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all
homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Hayling Price

Policy Director

National Human Services Assembly

1101 14" Street, NW « Suite 500 » Washington, D.C. 20005 » Phone 202.347.2080 « Fax 202.393.4517 « www.nassembly.org
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ON HOMELESSNESS & POVERTY

December 12,2011

The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515

The Honorable Judy Biggert
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011.
This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who
are verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs:
school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of the
McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, Part C.

For more than a decade, our organization has recognized the disconnect between the
HUD and Education definitions of homelessness. Each year it results in hundreds of
thousands of children, youth, and families considered to be homeless by the
Departments of Education and Health & Human Services, but not by HUD, being
ineligible to receive long-term housing, job training, mental health and substance
abuse treatment, and other HUD assistance. In order o remedy this disconnect, we
have worked closely with Chairman Biggert, as well as with Rep. Geoff Davis, a
former Subcommittee member.

As a result of that collective effort, the HEARTH Act of 2009 amended HUD’s
definition of homelessness, to potentially include a significant number of the people
trapped in this Kafka-like situation where one government agency tells them that they
are homeless and another says they are not. HEARTH was not all that we wanted, but
it represented a meaningful first step.

Unfortunately, the HEARTH “solution,” as implemented by HUD, will not work. The
HEARTH Act passed in May of 2009, with regulations directing HUD to implement
the new definition of homelessness by November of that same year. HUD failed to
meet the deadline and indeed still has not implemented the law. We are told that new
regulations will finally go into effect on January 4, 2012. This means that over more
than 30 months, HUD has not made one child or youth newly eligible for homeless
assistance, despite a clear directive from Congress that the agency should begin to do
so in November, 2009. This track record of delay does not generate confidence in
HUD’s willingness to work in good faith and provide assistance for many of our most
vulnerable families.

1411 K STREET, NW, SUITE 1400

WASHINGTON, DC 20085

wwwy.nlchp.org
alchp@nichp.org
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In addition, when we reviewed HUD’s draft regulation, we were deeply concerned with the
agency’s approach to implementing the HEARTH Act. In every case where the statute could
have been interpreted broadly or narrowly HUD viewed it narrowly. In every case where a
term needed to be clarified, HUD clarified it narrowly. And in every case where HUD could
have required more or less burdensome documentation from families living in motels,
families who have lost their housing and are living with others, families fleeing domestic
violence, and youth living on their own, HUD chose to impose a higher burden of proof in
establishing eligibility for homeless assistance.

We and many other advocates provided comments to HUD featuring specific changes to the
proposed rule. Regrettably, the agency declined to accept them. This was not an abstract
choice — it was a deliberate decision to improperly narrow the intent of Congress and to limit
the number of children, youth, and families eligible to receive help from HUD’s homeless
assistance programs. As a result, it is clear that HUD cannot be trusted to set up a fair and
reasonable system under which people living doubled up and in motels can qualify for help.
Consequently, the decision must be removed from the agency’s hands.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act would do just that. The bill creates a streamlined,
efficient referral process for homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services.
It also provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families, children, and
youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities
are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless families
and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless
situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support H.R. 32. We look forward to working with you to
move this important legislation forward. If you or your staff have any questions, feel free to
contact me at (202) 638-2535 %210 or jrosen@nlchp.org.

Sincerely,

Jeremy N. Rosen
Policy Director
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Sheila Crowley, President

Board of Directors The Honorable Judy Biggert
George Moses, Chair Chair
Pitshurgh, PA . . s .
Mark Allison Subcommitiee on Insurance, Housing and Community Opportunity
Albuquerque, NM Committee on Financial Services
William.C. Spgar U.S. House of Representatives
Combridge, MA N
muig[ Bowers Washington, DC 20515
Washington, DC
Mary Brooks The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
:; "Zf“":’ “b':; o Ranking Member
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Los Angeles, CA Subcommittee on Insgrance, Bousmg and Community Opportunity
Delorise Calhoun Committee on Financial Services
Cincinnatt, OH U.S. House of Representatives
Donald Chamberlair . 4
Seattle, WA Washington, DC 20515
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Chris Estes
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Martha Weatherspoan family homelessness. Instead, core programs that serve households at risk of

Clarksvitle, TN Y . P .

Pl Woadh homelessness, including the children in these houscholds, have been underfunded.

Washington, DC The problem is only expected to grow more severe with the anticipated round of
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There has been po time in recent memory when the core federal programs that help the
poorest Americans have been under such threat. As a result of the recently enacted FY12 HUD
spending bill, 12,000 to 24,000 vouchers will not be renewed next year due to insufficient funding,
The public housing capital fund was cut 8% compared to FY11. We cannot cut programs like these
that serve the nation’s lowest income households and still maintain we are doing all we can do fo
address homelessness in the United States. Indeed, funding for homeless assistance programs is
funded at a level 20% below what the President requested for FY'12,

While there are a number of policy interventions that can mitigate the effects of homelessness
on children, the fact remains that children, families, and society will all be better off if we can
intervene to prevent homelessness from the outset. This can be done by assuring that sufficient
resources are provided to ensure that all households have access to housing that is affordable to them.

One way to assure access to affordable housing for these households is through the
capitalization of the National Housing Trust Fund (NHTF). As you know, the NHTF was created by
the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008. The bill directed the government sponsored
enterprises ((GSEs) Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to make contributions to the NHTFE. Soon after the
bill was enacted, the financial crisis hit and the GSEs were taken into conservatorship by their federal
regulator, who suspended any payments to the NHTF, We urge Congress to take action to capitalize
the NHTF through another dedicated funding source. Doing so is the strongest action Congress can
take to prevent and end homelessness among children, youth, and families.

I commend the Subcommittee for holding a hearing to draw attention to this issue of national
importance. It is critical that Congress take action now to assure that children who are currently
instability house gain access to permanent and affordable housing,

Sincerely,

Sheila Crowley
President & CEO
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December 9, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez

Chairman, Subcommittee on insurance, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Insurance,
Housing and Community Opportunity Housing and Community Opportunity

Committee on Financial Services Coramittee on Financial Services

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives

Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:
The National Network for Youth writes in enthusiastic support of the Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011.

The National Network for Youth has been championing the needs of runaway, homeless, and other
disconnected youth for over 35 years. Our members are community-based, faith-based, and public
organizations along with their neighborhood youth, adults, associations, and regional and state networks of
youth warkers. The National Network for Youth is committed to ensuring that opportunities for growth and
development be available to our neighborhood youth everywhere. The youth we work with face greater odds
due to abuse, neglect, exploitation, lack of resources, pregnancy and parenting, community prejudice, differing
abilities, barriers to learning, and other life challenges. Many of the youth our members support are
experiencing a runaway crisis or a homelessness episode.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act {H.R. 32} proposes to amend the definition of “homeless” in Title IV of the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, applicable to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) and other federal programs that rely upon the Title IV definition, to include children, youth,
and their families who are verified as homeless by personnel administering four federal programs: school district
homeiess fiaisons designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs;
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act {(RHYA} programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act builds on progress made by Congress in the Homeless Emergency
Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act (HEARTH ACT) of 2009 to improve access to HUD homeless
assistance programs for homeless children, youth, and families. That legislation included as a new eligibility
category for HUD homeless assistance programs those children, youth, and families considered homeless under
other federal statutory definitions of the term “homeless.” Unfortunately, Congress undermined its own
expansion intent by attaching additional limiting criteria to these other federal definitions. Making matters
worse, HUD has imposed additional impediments in its recently-promulgated rule elaborating the HEARTH
statutory definition of “homeless.”

Take for example, the manner in which some homeless youth are deemed eligible under H.R. 32 compared to
the HEARTH Act and final HEARTH rule. Under the Homeless Child and Youth Act, any youth considered
homeless under the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act wouid also be considered homeless under the McKinney-
Vento Title IV definition, provided that youth obtained a certification from a Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
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National Network for Youth
Re: Homeless Children and Youth Act
December 8, 2011 Page 2

provider, a McKinney-Vento school district liaison, or a representative of the other two education programs
identified in the bill.

Under the HEARTH definition and final rule, these very same youth, in addition to obtaining a provider
certification, also would need to present evidence of other factors being met before they could be considered
homeless under the HUD definition, including not having had permanent housing any time during the 60 days
prior to applying for homeless assistance; and having have experienced two or more moves during the 60 days
prior to applying for HUD homeless assistance. On top of it, the definition rule establishes a laborious set of
written documentation of these conditions. These additional requirements will be near-impossible for an
unaccompanied homeless youth to meet — and to what end?

The Homeless Children and Youth Act is a common-sense rasponse to prior missed opportunities to fully include
homeless children, youth and families in the McKinney-Vento Title 1V definition of “homeless.” H.R. 32
establishes a streamlined and efficient referral process for homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless
assistance services. It will improve interoperability between federal homeless programs, homeless assistance
providers within local communities, and even between homeless assistance projects within multi-service
homeless assistance agencies. And in so doing, the Homeless Children and Youth Act will ensure that there is no
wrong door for any homeless child, youth, or family in this nation to enter for receiving the resources and
supports necessary for ending their homeless condition.

The National Network for Youth urges Congress to swiftly pass the Homeless Children and Youth Act {H.R. 32}.

Sincerely,

TR v

Deborah Shore

Chair, Board of Directors

SEasrTE s s s
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December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

The National Network to End Domestic Violence, on behalf of the 56 state and territory domestic violence
coalitions, their approximately 2,000 member local domestic viclence programs, and the millions of victims
and families they serve, gives its support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
legistation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of
homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal
program personne! from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the
education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamiined, efficient referral process for homeless
children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It reduces the unnecessary and unsafe burden
created by the requirement for multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive
documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibifity to serve and house families,
children, and youth who are extremely vuinerable and in need of assistance. As you know, domestic
violence, sexual assault, dating violence and stalking often lead to housing instability and homelessness for
victims and thefr children. Although the HEARTH Act does clarify that victims fleeing such situations are
considered homeless, the HUD interpretation of these situations is rather limited. Additionally, not all
victims identify as domestic or sexual violence victims to housing providers. In such cases and where the
family has received support from the aforementioned federal programs, H.R. 32 would help families in crisis
access the services they need.

For these reasons, we strongly support H.R. 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of homeless
families and victims of domestic violence.

Sincerely,

j@a /,/;/é\\
/ k=

President

National Network to End Domestic Violence
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School Social Work Asseociation of America
3001 Veazey Terrace, NW « Suite 825
‘Washington, DC 20008

December 8, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.8. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

On behalf of the Schoo} Social Work Association of America (SSWAA), T am writing in support of HR. 32,
The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are
verified as homeless by federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless Laisons
designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, Part C.

School social workers are in a unigue position to understand the conflicts within current law and the importance
of passing H.R. 32. School social workers often serve as the school district’s homeless liaison under McKinney-
Vento. More important, a regular part of the job of all school social workers is to connect homeless families
with services that ensure their children have a safe living environment and receive a good education.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless children and
youth to access HUD homeless services. This process is in contrast to HUD's recently released regulations on
the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long periods of
homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD
homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully
implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house families,
children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local communities are the
best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless families and youth are most in
need of housing and services. Service providers make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be
permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

SSWAA strongly supports HR 32. We look forward to working with you to achieve these goals. Please feel free
to contact Director of Government Relations Myma Mandlawitz (mrmassociates @verizon.net) for any
assistance. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

Grdlid Stk
Frederick Streeck, MSW, ACSW
Executive Director

Tel/Fax: 202.686.1637 » www.sswaa.org
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the roacl home

December 13, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of H.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This legislation
amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of homelessness to
include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by federal program personnel
from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education subtitle of
the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and
Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for homeless
children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s recently released
regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for multiple moves and long
periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and recordkeeping, before a family or
youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the Homeless Children and Youth Act is
modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost
Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and house
families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance. People in local
communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know which homeless
families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers make these
determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all homeless
children and youth.

Sincerely,
Kristin Rucinski

The Road Home
Interim Executive Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Department of Education’s {ED) Office of Elementary and Secondary Education {OESE} requires all State
Educational Agencies {SEAs) and Local Educational Agencies {LEAs) to submit information regarding child and youth
homelessness. This information enables the office, under the Education for Homeless Children and Youth {EHCY)
Program, to determine the extent to which States ensure that children and youth experiencing homelessness have
access to a free, appropriate public education under Title Vi, Subtitle 8, of the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act. The purpose of the EHCY Program is to improve educational outcomes for children and youth in
homeless situations. This program is designed to ensure that ali homeless children and youth have equal access to
public education and that SEAs and LEAs review and revise policies and regulations to remove barriers to
enroliment, attendance, and academic achievement.

The Department requires all States to report data on program performance and revise and recertify any data
identified as incomplete or inconsistent. Data reflect information obtained principally from LEAs with McKinney-
Vento subgrants; however, some information regarding all LEAs in the State is also required.

There is some variation in the number of LEAs reporting data and recelving subgrants across the three years
represented in this report. Furthermore, as for the number of LEAs with subgrants, SY 2009-10 was the
implementation year of the additional McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth funds
authorized by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Also, the data reporting guidelines were
clarified over this period, which resulted in the counting of all LEAs participating in consortia or served by a
regional grantee as LEAs with subgrants. The reported increase in the number of homeless children and youth
enrofled in or served by LEAs with subgrants can be attributed to the increase in the number of LEAs with
subgrants reporting data in addition to actual increases of numbers of homeless children and youth enrolled by
these LEAs in many States.

States submit McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth data to ED using two methods during
two periods. Most of the data are programmed and submitted in the Fall via the EDFacts data coflection system,
which populates tables in the Consolidated State Performance Report {CSPR}. The CSPR also has questions or
tables requiring manual entry or comment before certification and submission via ED's Data Exchange Network
{EDEN). After the data are reviewed by the program offices, there is a revision period prior to recertification of the
data in the Spring. The data summarized in this report include a three-year comparison from SY 2007-08 through
SY 2009-10. The results of the data are summarized below by CSPR question: ’

*  Number of LEAs with and without McKinney-Vento subgrants (1.9.0)

fn SY 2009-10, LEAs that received McKinney-Vento subgrants (3,046} represented 19% of the total
number of LEAs reported {15,906}. There was a 76% increase between SY 2008-09 and SY 2009-10 in the
number of LEAs receiving subgrants (1,729) and a 123% increase in the number of LEAs receiving
subgrants over the three-year period SY 2007-08 through SY 2009-10.

Those LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants reported 80% (748,538} of the total number of homeless
students enrolled {939,503). LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants that reported data {2,866) only
comprise 21% of all LEAs who submitted data {13,887).

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program SY 2005-18 CSPR Data Collection Summary 3
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Number of | less students ied in LEAs with and without McKinney-Vento subgrants {1.9.1.1}

The McKinney-Vento definition of enrolled students includes those students attending classes and
participating fully in school activities. For data collection purposes, an enrolled student includes any child
for whom a current enroliment record exists.

939,903 homeless students were reported enrolled by LEAs with and without subgrants in SY 2008-10, a 2
percent decrease from SY 2008-09 (956,914) and an 18% increase over the three-year period SY 2007-08
(794,617} to SY 2009-10.

Primary nighttime residence by category in LEAs with and without McKinney-Vento subgrants (1.9.1.2}

The primary nighttime residence for the purpose of data reporting is the student’s nighttime residence
when he/she was determined eligible for McKinney-Vento services. The primary nighttime residence
categories are sheltered, unsheltered, hotels/motels, and doubled-up. The number of students whose
primary nighttime residence was categorized as sheltered or doubled-up increased and the number of
students whose primary nighttime residence was categorized as unsheltered or hotels/motels decreased
between SY 2008-09 and SY 2009-10. The number of students whose primary residence is classified as
“doubled-up” has been the most frequently reported category for the past three years and has increased
33% over that three-year period.

Homeless students served in LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants (1.9.2.1)

The definition of “served” for the purposes of data collection for the McKinney-Vento program includes
homeless children who have been served in any way through McKinney-Vento subgrant-funded staff or
activities. it is possible for a child to be served in a district, but not enrolled in that district. Over 852,000
students were reported served by McKinney-Vento subgrantees in 2009-10, a 38% increase from SY 2008~
09 (617,027} and an 81% increase for the three-year period SY 2007-08 (472,309} to SY 2009-10.

Sub fations of h } ! served in LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants {1.9.2.2)

ED data systems categorize subpopulations of homeless students as unaccompanied youth, migratory
children and youth, children with disabilities {IDEA), and children with limited English proficiency {LEP).
Each category showed significant increases in the number served in SY 2009-10. All categories also
showed significant increases in the number served over the three-year period SY 2007-08 to SY 2009-10.

Educational support services offered in LEAS served by McKinney-Vento subgrantees {1.9.2.3}

This question addresses the number of subgranted LEAs offering each of a number of support services to
homeless students. As the total number of LEAs receiving subgrants has increased over the three-year
period, so has the number of LEAs reporting the provision of these services for homeless students.

Barriers to the education of homeless students in LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants {1.9.2.4)

The CSPR uses the term “Limited English Proficient” {LEP) to describe English Learners (ELs).

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program SY 2009-10 CSPR Data Colfection Summary 4
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This question addresses the number of subgranted LEAs who have experienced each of the following
barriers to the education of homeless children and youth: eligibility for homeless services, school
selection, transportation, school records, immunizations, other medical records, and miscellaneous
barriers. Transportation is the barrier reported most by LEAs receiving subgrants and has been for the

past six years.

Academic performance of homéless students served in LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants {1.9.2.5.1
and 1.9.2.5.2)

The Department collects data on the number and percentage of homeless students in LEAs receiving
subgrants who are assessed in both reading and mathematics and on the proficiency levels of those
assessed.

e

Reading: The number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state reading test in LEAs
with subgrants in SY 2009-10 {235,917) increased 41% from the number of homeless students
taking the reading test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 {167,017}. This number also
represents an increase of 53% from the number of homeless students taking the reading test in
SY 2007-08 {153,643).

Of the number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state reading test in LEAs with
subgrants in SY 2009-10 {235,917}, 53% (125,184) met or exceeded proficiency standards in
reading. This is a three percentage point increase from the 50% {83,926} of homeless students
who were found to meet or exceed proficiency standards in reading in LEAs with subgrants in SY
2008-09 (167,017).

Mathematics: The number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state mathematics test
in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-10 (235,829} increased 42% from the number of homeless
students taking the mathematics test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 (166,104). This
number also represents an increase of 53% from the number of homeless students taking the
mathematics test in SY 2007-08 (153,860).

Of the number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state mathematics test in LEAs with
subgrants in SY 2009-10 (235,829), 52% {122,941} met or exceeded proficiency standards in
mathematics. This is a two percentage point increase from the 50% (83,104) of homeless
students who were found to meet or exceed proficiency standards in mathematics in LEAs with
subgrants in SY 2008-09 {166,104).

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program SY 2009-10 CSPR Data Collection Summary 5
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CSPR DATA COLLECTION SUMMARY

The online portal for the CSPR opened for manual entry and certification on November 8, 2010, and closed on
December 17, 2010. The portal reopened for corrections and recertification on February 28, 2011, and closed on
March 16, 2011. Afl fifty States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Bureau of indian Education {BIE}
submitted SY 2009-10 data.

Following is an analysis of the data submitted for SY 2009-10, including comparisons with data submitted for SY
2007-08 and SY 2008-09.

LEAS WITH AND WITHOUT MCKINNEY-VENTO SUBGRANTS (1.9.0)

The total number of LEAs with and without subgrants reported by the fifty S'ca'(e-s,2 the District of Columbia, Puerto
Rico, and the BIE in SY 2009-10 was 15,906, a three percent increase from SY 2008-09 (15,460). Of these LEAs,
13,887 submitted data {87%), a 2 percent increase from the number of LEAs submitting data in SY 2008-09
{13,561}. Nineteen percent (3,046) of these LEAs had McKinney-Vento subgrants. Of all subgranted LEAs, 2,866
submitted data for SY 2009-10 {94%), a 72% increase from the number of subgrantees submitting data in SY 2008-
09 {1,668) and a 111% increase from the number of subgrantees submitting data in SY 2007-08 (1,356). The
increase in the number of subgrantees submitting data over this period can be attributed in part to the availability
of funds for additional McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth subgrant awards through the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, and in part to a clarification in the data collection guidance first
issued in SY 2007-08 to report all LEAs in regional consortia, or those served by a regional LEA subgrantee, as LEAs
with subgrants.

Forty-one States {77%) had all LEAs, with and without subgrants, submitting data. Twelve States (23%) did not
have all LEAs in their State submit data, either those LEAs with subgrants, LEAs without subgrants, or a
combination of both. Some States are continuing to transition to new electronic data reporting systems and are
working toward future collection of data from all LEAs.

2 The term “State” is used to refer to all reporting entitfes, including the fifty States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and BIE. This
report has submissions from fifty-three (53) States.

3 Pennsylvania does not report data in LEAs without subgrants as subgrant funds are applied to all LEAs in the State. Hawaii and Puerto
Rico each reported anly one LEA. This LEA receives subgrant funds, Hiinois reported no LEAs that receive subgrants,

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program SY 2009-10 CSPR Data Collection Summary 6
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Table 1
Total LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants {CSPR 1.9.0), Three-Year Comparison
L S parent | Percent z::’: ;
Ciitilisvoros b svosos : Usvos1o | Change | Change. 8
SR Pareent i Perdent bl Percent L Between | Between: |
ST | orrotal | T orrorar | 00 ) ormotal | svoros. | svasoy | MO
. LEAS 1 0 BAG s IERS T ande L and G
s ‘Syo809. | syoero [N 000
: : i i g 3 N S o So{d Year)
CLEASWithSubgrants - ] 1,364 9 1,729 11 3,046 19 27 76 123
LEAs With Subgrants 1,356 s 1,668 11 2,866 18 2 7 111
: Reporting
ieAs wrxhoi;ts\xbgrém‘s; 13,834 91 13,731 89 12,860 81 -1 6 -7
| LEAs Withoutsubgramts o) ) 59 8 11,893 77 11,021 69 -5 7 12
Reporting
otal LEAST 0| 15,108 100 15,460 100 15,906 100 2 3 5
© Total LEAS Reporting . | 13,865 91 13,561 88 13,887 87 2 2 02
Figure 1

Total LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants Reporting (CSPR 1.9.0),
Three-Year Comparison
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HOMELESS STUDENTS ENROLLED IN LEAS WITH AND WITHOUT MCKINNEY-VENTO

SUBGRANTS (1.9.1.1)

Homeless children and youth are defined as “enrolled” if they are attending classes and participating fully in school
activities. A total of 939,903 homeless students were reported enrolled in all LEAs in the SY 2009-10 CSPR data
collection, a two percent decrease from the SY 2008-09 total of 956,914, Nationally, 42 States {79%) reported
increases in the total number of homeless children and youth enrolled in LEAs with and without subgrants in
SY 2009-10. Eleven States (21%) reported a decrease in the number of homeless children and youth enrolled in
SY 2009-10 from the number eorolled in SY 2008-09.

Table 2

Total Enrolled in LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants (CSPR 1.9.1.1),
Three-Year Comparison

Percent
Percent Percent Change
SY0708 $Y0809 5Y0910 Change Change Between
Percent Percent Percent | Between | Between
Svo708 of Total $Y0809 of Total SY0910 of Total SYD708 $Y0809 5?7:8
Enrolled Enrolfed Enrolled and and v (;; 10
SY0809 SY0910
{3 Year)
Enrolled in
LEAs with 468,372 59 539,022 56 748,538 80 15 39 €0
Subgrants
Enrolled in
LEAs without 326,245 41 417,892 44 191,365 20 28 -54 -41
Subgrants
Total Enrolled 794,617 100 956,914 100 939,903 100 20 -2 18

Figure 2

Total Enrolled in LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants (CSPR 1.9.1.1),
Three-Year Comparison

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program SY 2009-10 CSPR Data Collection Summary 8
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The following table portrays the three-year comparison of the total number of homeless students enrolied by State
and includes each State’s percentage of the total number of homeless students enrolled nationally.

Table 3
Total Enrolled in LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants (CSPR 1.9.1.1),
Three-Year Comparison by State

3 . N Percent Percent Percent
Parcent Pefcent Percent Change Change .} -Chanige
E:ra;lzd < F-of Total E::('::é 4 of Total E::::I?i g of Totat Petween | Between | Behween
SYOTOS Enrolied SYORUS Enrolled $Y0910 Enrolied 5Y0708 SYongos SYO708an
. Y0708 Y0809 svasil: and “and - d5Y0910
R ¥ 0 SY0809 Sv0910" {3 vear)
Total Envolled AlL
States inLEAs:
with and Without 794,617 100 956,914 100 939,503 100 20 -2 18
| Yotal Enrolled by
- State
ALABAMA . 11,687 15 12,859 13 16,287 1.7 10 39
ALASKA 2,963 0.4 3,401 o4 4,218 €23 15 42
ARIZONA: 21,380 27 25,336 2.6 30,815 33 18 44
ARKANSAS 5,917 0.7 6,344 07 8,107 09 7 37
BUREAU OF;
L INDIAN B 626 a1 2,088 0.2 1,867 0.2 234 198
.. EDUCATION
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO 12,302 15 15,834 17 18,408 2.0 29 50
CONNECTICUT 2,017 0.3 2,387 0.2 2,716 03 18 35
DELAWARE 1,982 0.2 2,598 03 2,843 03 31 43
DISTRICT OF P .
 COLUMBIA 1,005 ¢33 950 0.1 2,439 043‘ -5 143
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. . X . Percent - | Percenti | - perrent
JTowl ot | Tot o | TS| e | e | oo
SYO708 Enrolled $Y0809 Enrolied SY0910 Enroled.. | SY0708 SYODE0S. 1 S¥0708an
SYO708 SY0308 5YG910 and “iand 430910
) : : SYORO08. 17 5Y0910% 1 (3 Year)
GECRGIA 15,700 2.0 24,079 25 26,428 2.8 3 L ‘ 68
HAWAR 925 01 1,739 6.2 2,966 03 221
IDAHO 2,125 4.3 2,710 0.3 4,342 0.3 . 104
HUNOIS 26,238 33 26,688 2.8 33,367 3.6 27
INDIANA 8,480 1.1 10,364 1.1 12,248 13
L IOWA 5,918 0.7 6,824 07 6,631 07
KANSAS 4,850 0.6 8,700 07 2,452 0.9
KENTUCKY 17,735 22 22,626 2.4 23,104 2.5
LOLHSIANA: 29,234 3.7 25,362 2.7 25,223 27
MAINE 1,379 0.2 1,300 0.1 1,158 a1
MARYLAND 8,813 11 10,676 11 13,158 14
MASSACHUSETTS 12,448 1.6 12,269 13 13,090 1.4
MICHIGAN 18,435 2.3 18,706 2.0 22,189 2.4
MINNESOTA 8,163 10 7,580 0.8 9,221 10
MISSISSIPPL 9,926 12 8,525 09 7,499 0.8
MISSOURE 11,877 15 14,350 15 16,654 18
MONTANA 887 0.1 1,308 01 1,445 0.2
NEBRASKA 1,530 0.2 1,752 a.2 2,188 0.2
NEVADA 6,647 0.8 867G 03 8,841 08
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,087 03 2,130 0.2 2,573 03
NEW JERSEY. 6,033 623 0.8 6,250 07
NEW MEXICO 6,152 0.8 0.8
NEW YORK .
NORTH CARCLINA 16,937 2.1 18,693 20 N 2.2 -
NORTH DAKOTA 686 0.1 1,149 01 838 0.1
- OHIO 14,483 18 16,059 17 2.0
OKLAHOMA, 9179 12 12,139 13 17
‘OREGON 15,839 2.0 18,051 19 2.1
+ PENNSYLVANIA 11,756 1.5 12,438 13 13
- PUERTO RICO. 4,336 a5 4,064 0.4 [e3:3
. RHODE ISLAND 745 0.1 1,098 a1 0.1
SQUTH CAROLINA 7,413 0.8 8,738 [ed:] 12
SOUTH DAKOTA 1,430 0.2 1,794 0.2 0.2
TENNESSEE 8,031 10 9,836 18 1.2
m—TEXAS < : e
UTAH . 11,270 14 14,016 15,702 7 24 a3 38
VERMONT 783 1 562 04 785 0.1 -16 . 10 -1
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B ; N R ; Percent 1 Percent Percent
Pereent 1| e Percent ]l § percent Change ‘Change 1 Change
E::z:l?; A -t Yotat E;‘:ﬁ;ﬂ of Totat fE::at:z'edk - of Total Betwden: | Between' | Between
vorgg. | Erolied | Ul | Enkalted |0 e | Envalled ) SY0708 | 5¥00809. | SY0708an
5 1 5YD708 5Y0809. SY0910: and 4 Y0910
: e - . * SY0809- 3 Year):
WVIRGINIA 11,776 is 12,768 13 14,223 15 8
. ;WASH\NGTON‘ 18,670 23 20,780 2.2 21,826 23 il 17
 WEST VIRGINIA 2,909 0.4 4,287 0.4 4,817 03 a6 66
o WISCONSIN 9,331 12 10,955 11 12,029 13 17 29
WYOMING. 732 0.1 724 o1 1021 0.1 -t 338
TOTAL ENROLLED'
CALLSTATES 754,617 100 956,914 100 939,503 300 20 18

o States marked in biue in SY 2009-10 had an increase in enrollment of 20% or more.
States marked in yellow in SY 2009-10 had an increase in enroliment of 19% or less.
States marked in teal showed a decrease in enrollment between SY 2008-09 and §Y 2009-10.
States highlighted i light blue constitute the largest percentages of the total national enrollment.
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Figure 3
SY0910 Increase/Decrease in Homeless Students Enrolled (CSPR 1.9.1.1)

B =20% or more increase
=19% or less increase
[J = Decrease

The total number of homeless students enrolfed nationally in reporting LEAs with and without subgrants decreased
2 percent between SY 2008-09 and SY 2009-10. A number of States (portrayed in the above map) reported
increases in total enroliment of 20% or more. States that reported a 20% or more increase in the number of
homeless students enrolled in all LEAs in SY 2009-10 from the number reported in SY 2008-09 were: Alabama,
Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, District of Columbia, Hawaii, idaho, Ulinois, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Wyoming. States showing a decrease in the number
of homeless students enrolled in all LEAs between SY 2008-09 and SY 2009-10 were: Bureau of Indian Education,
California, lowa, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, New Jersey, North Dakota, Rhode island, South Dakota, and Texas.

Possible factors to which these increases and decreases could be attributed include:

+  Economic downturn {for example, students becoming homeless due to foreclosure)

« Natural disasters

+ Changes in data collection as States align their data cofiection processes with the requirements of EDFacts
and the CSPR

The four States comprising the largest percentages of the total national enrollment of homeless students in LEAs
with and without McKinney-Vento subgrants in SY 2009-10 were, in order, California {21%), New York {9 percent),
Texas {8 percent), and Florida {5 percent). The combined number of students in these four States {400,995} was
43% of the total enrolled {939,903},
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California has accounted for the largest number of homeless students each year over the three-year period;
however, the state aggregate from all LEAs submitting data showed a decrease of 94,437 homeless students
enrolled between SY 2008-09 and SY 2009-10. California explained the decrease in the Comments section for CSPR
Question 1.9.1.1 as, “the main couse for this decrease is the dota reporting procedures and scurces to collect
homeless data has fully transitioned to a new data system. CDE is currently working to improve the data guality in
the homeless data collected in this system.” Excluding California from the national total, homeless student
enrollment increased 11% among all other States.

Table 4
Total Enrolled in LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants by State SY 2009-10 (CSPR
1.9.1.1), States with Largest Percent of Enrollment

SR - National o Californial ) New York: S Texas i Floridal i) Total State
Total#
- Enrolled 939,903 193,796 82,409 76,095 48,695 400,995
SY0510. -
“Percentof
o Total 100 21 9 8 5 43
Enrolled

Age 3-5 Not Kindergarten {1.9.1.1) — Homeless Preschool Children
The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act includes homeless children in public preschool programs as follows:

“Each State Educational Agency shall ensure that each child of a homeless individual and each homeless youth
have equal access to the same free, appropriate public education, including a public preschool education, as

4 Guidance issued from ED elaborates further to state “children and youth

provided to other children and youths.
and their families receive educational services for which they are eligible, including Head Start, Even Start, and

preschool programs administered by the LEA.”®

Homeless children who are enrolled in public preschool programs have been categorized in the CSPR as Age 3-5
Not Kindergarten for the purpose of data collection since SY 2006-07. Following is a three-year comparison of data
submitted for this category.

Table 5
Age 3-5 Not Kindergarten, Total Enroliled in LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants
(CSPR 1.9.1.1}, Three-Year Comparison

Age3SNOt | yorge o svomos | svosio | Chanee i Change . | o een

“Kindergarten Enrolled | enrolled CEnielled ‘Betwee‘n -Between: SYO708 and
ENROLLED. | o STTOIER | RIIOREE MO | svozosand | svosogana | 7T U ONC
- . svos09 | 50910 (iVoar]
CTotalal | e 33,433 30,995 20 7 11

i States

4 Subtitle B of title VIi of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act {42 US.C. 11431 et seq, section 721)
5 Children And Youth Program, Title VII-B Of The McKi Vento Homeless Assi: Act, As ded By The No Child Left Behind Act Of
2001, Non-Regulatory Guidance, United States Department Of Education Washington, DC July 2004.
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Figure 4
Age 3-5 Not Kindergarten, Total Enrolied in LEAs With and Without McKinney-Vento Subgrants
(CSPR 1.9.1.1), Three-Year Comparison

- 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 35,000 40,000

SYQ708

SY0809

$Y0910
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PRIMARY NIGHTTIME RESIDENCE OF HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH ENROLLED IN LEAS
WITH AND WITHOUT MCKINNEY-VENTO SUBGRANTS {1.9.1.2}

Primary nighttime residence is defined as the type of residence {e.g., shelter, hotel, doubled-up in the home of a
relative or friend) where a homeless child or unaccompanied youth is staying at the time of enrollment or the type
of residence where a currently enrolled child or youth is staying when he or she is identified as homeless.® It is the
responsibility of the local liaison to record the type of primary nighttime residence at the time of identification.

As the primary nighttime residence at the time of enroliment is the basis for identifying homeless children and
youth, the data counts regarding residence should correspond with data counts recorded for number of homeless
children and youth enrolled in LEAs with and without subgrants. For each child recorded, one type of residence for
this child should be recorded; therefore, totals for number enrolled should equal totals for primary residence. The
CSPR requires this alignment between the data submitted for total enroiled in LEAs with and without subgrants
and the data submitted for number of homeless children categorized by primary nighttime residence.

Forty-seven States {89%) met the CSPR requirement that the primary nighttime residence total equal the total
enrolied, while six States {11%) did not meet the requirement. Many LEAs collect the primary nighttime residence
data manually and the SEA does not receive the data electronically, thus the potential exists for missing data and
mismatched totals.

Table 6
Primary Nighttime Residence by Category in All LEAs Reporting Data (CSPR 1.9.1.2),
Percent of Total and Three-Year Comparison

Percent of Percent of Percent of
SY0708 Total SY0809 Total SY0910 Total
SY0708 Primary 5Y0809 Primary sY0910 Primary

Nighttime Nighttime Nighttime

Residence Residence Residence

Reported Reported Reported
Shelters 164,982 21 211,152 231 179,863 19
Doubied Up 502,082 65 606,764 66.3 668,024 71
Unsheltered 50,445 7 39,678 4.3 40,701 4
Hotels/Motels 56,323 7 57,579 6.3 47,243 5

Total 773,832 100 915,173 100 935,831 100*

*Results of rounding of fractions may not appear in the chart.

¢ See Appendix B for detailed definitions of primary nighttime residence categories.
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program $Y 2009-10 CSPR Data Collection Summary 15
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Table 7

Primary Nighttime Residence by Category in All LEAs Reporting Data (CSPR 1.9.1.2),
Three-Year Comparison

" Percent. | Percent. :_Percenfc :
: g L i Gl cwiChange
R . Change " Change . Betwasn
SYO708 | SY0809 ... . SY0910 .- | . Between Between Vo708 ard
e S | Sv07083nd | SY0809 and i‘svos;)n"
SY0809 |1 50910 o
ol e Do (3 Yean)
Shelters 164,982 211,152 179,863 28 -15 9
' Doubled Up. 502,082 606,764 668,024 21 10 33
" Unsheltered 50,445 39,678 40,701 21 3 -19
Hotels/Motels 56,323 57,579 47,243 2 -18 -16
Sotall 773,832 915,173 935,831 18 2 21

Figure 5

Primary Nighttime Residence by Category, SY 2009-10 (CSPR 1.9.1,2), LEAs With and Without
McKinney-Vento Subgrants

Hotels/Motels,

47,243, 5%
Unsheltered,

40,701, 4%

—
Shelters, 179,863,

19%

i Shelters
s Doubled Up
i Unsheltered

& Hotels/Motels
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HOMELESS STUDENTS SERVED IN LEAS WITH MCKINNEY-VENTO SUBGRANTS {1.9.2.1)

The definition of students served in the CSPR includes homeless children who have been served in any way
through McKinney-Vento funds. Services include both direct services, as outlined in the McKinney-Vento Act {Sec.
723), and indirect services, such as those provided by a staff member whose position is supported through
McKinney-Vento funds. Also included are 3 through 5 year olds who are preschool age served by the subgrant
program, regardless of whether or not they are enrolled in a preschool program operated by an LEA, orin a
preschool program where the LEA is a partner administratively or financially or has any accountability in
serving the children. It is important to note that the number of homeless students enrolled in an LEA with a

subgrant might:

o Equal the number served, if indirect services can be linked to McKinney-Vento funds;

o Be more than the number served if subgrant funds support only specific activities like
transportation, shelter tutoring programs, or preschool programs; or
o Beless than the number served if subgrant funds support activities such as identifying
children as homeless who subsequently attend school in another LEA or referring or
assisting preschool-aged children to attend non-LEA preschool programs.
in 5Y 2009-10, 852,881 homeless children and youth were reported served in LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants
according to the above definition. This amount is a 38% increase from students reported as served in the 2008-09

school year (617,027).

Thirty-five States {66%) reported that the number of homeless students served in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-
10 was at least 20% higher than the number reported in SY 2008-09. These States were: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Arkansas, Bureau of Indian Education, California, Colorado, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho,
illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington,
Wisconsin, and Wyoming. States showing a decrease in the number of homeless students served in LEAs with
subgrants between SY 2009-10 and SY 2008-09 were: Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Michigan, New York, North
Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Utsh.

Table 8
Total Served in LEAs With McKinney-Vento Subgrants (CSPR 1.9.2.1), Three-Year Comparison

and Comparison to Total Enrolled in LEAs with Subgrants

Percent Percent Percent P it
of Total rce Percent Percent ercent
of Total of Total Change
Enrolled Changs Change
Total Enrolled Total in Served Yotal Enrolled Betwe, Betwe Between
Served | Servedin | Served | TOFRSS | Served | Servedin | SCOOSRR | FORESt | svozos
5Y0708 LEAs with 5Y0809 with SY0910 LEAS with and and and
Subgrants Subgrants SY0918
Subgrants $Y0809 SY0s10
Y0708 sY0708 SY8708 {3 Year}
Served in LEAs with
Subgrants 472,309 101 617,027 114 852,881 114 31 38 81
Total Envolied in
LEAs with 468,972 100 539,022 100 748,538 100 15 39 60
Subgrants
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Figure 6
Total Served in LEAs with McKinney-Vento Subgrants (CSPR 1.9.2.1), Three-Year Comparison
- ~

500,000 1,000,000

SY070%

SYQRL

Table 9
Total Served in LEAs With McKinney-Vento Subgrants (CSPR 1.9.2.1),
Three-Year Comparison by State

Percent Percent
Total Total Total Percent
N Percent . Percent N Percent Change Change
Served in Served in Served in Change
B of Total N of Total N of Total Between Between
State LEAs with LEAs with LEASs with Between
Subgrants Served Subgrants Served Subgrants Served svo7o8 5Y080% Sv0708
® svo708 & sY0809 e 5v0910 and and
SY0708 5SY0B03 5Y0910 and
5Y0808 $Y03916
5Y0310
{3 Year)
Alabama 9,464 2 9,467 1.5 13,308 1.6 [} 41 41
Alaska 2,278 05 2,808 05 3,497 0.4 23 25 54
Arizona 4,793 10 5,864 1.0 27,172 32 22 363 467
Arkansas 899 0.2 1,260 0.2 1,540 6.2 40 22 71
Bureau of Indian
536 0.1 o 00 1,536 0.2 187
£ducation
California 138,955 29.6 185,921 30.1 301,275 353 33 62 115
Colorado 3,897 21 12,560 20 15,288 1.8 27 22 54
Connacticut 973 0.2 2,150 03 1,758 0.2 121 -18 81
Delaware 1,667 04 1,863 0.3 1,899 0.2 12 2 14
District of Columbia o 0.0 0 0.0 2,489 0.3
Florida 30,627 65 35,842 58 47,233 55 17 32 54
Georgia 11,080 23 14,234 23 21,513 25 28 51 94
Hawait 825 0.2 1,739 0.3 2,966 03 88 71 221
Idaho 1,151 0.2 1,301 6.2 1,974 0.2 13 52 72
lifinais 13,050 28 26,460 43 33,367 3.9 103 26 156
Indiana 5,509 1.2 5,808 9 8,776 10 5 51 59
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Total Total Total Percent Percent Percent

Served in Percent Served in Percent Served in Percent Change Change Change

State weaswith | OO | eacwitn | OO ) (pag iy | OFTORE | Between | en | BETWERN

Subgrants Served Subgrants Served Subgrants Served svo708 5Y0809 $¥0708
SY0708 SY0708 Sv0809 SY0309 Sv0910 SY0910 and and and

SY0809 $Y0916 SY0310

{3 Year)
lowa 1,650 03 3,270 05 2,942 03 98 -10 78
Kansas 2,421 a.5 3,469 0.6 6,622 08 43 91 174
Kentucky 14,532 31 13,791 2.2 20,761 24 -5 51 43
Louisiana 16,248 3.4 15,928 2.6 22,705 2.7 -2 43 A0
Maine 302 0.1 545 0.1 421 00 80 -23 39
Maryland 6,228 1.3 9,175 15 10,970 13 a7 20 76
Massachusetts 9,254 20 7,195 12 9,734 11 -22 35 5
Michigan 15,682 33 16,973 2.8 9,724 11 8 -43 -38
Minnesota 6,950 15 7,331 12 8,760 1.0 5 18 26
Mississippi 4,541 10 4,608 07 6,156 0.7 1 34 36
Missourl 1,314 0.4 4,934 08 11,802 14 72 139 551
Mantana 558 0.1 887 0.1 1,308 0.2 59 47 134
Nebraska 1,409 03 1,507 0.2 1,920 0.2 7 27 36
Nevada 6,422 14 8,099 13 8,815 10 26 9 37
New Hampshire 610 0.1 768 0.1 1,561 .2 26 103 156
New Jersey 1,335 03 781 0.1 1,012 0.1 -41 30 -24
New Mexico 6,204 13 7,975 13 8,723 1.0 29 9 41
New York 22,506 4.8 34,788 5.6 28,658 34 55 -18 27
North Carolina 5,850 12 18,815 3.0 12,130 14 222 -36 107
North Dakota 308 0.1 356 0.1 354 0.0 16 -1 16
Ohio 11,024 23 13,291 2.2 18,120 21 21 36 64
QOkiahoma 4,112 03 7,488 1.2 9,373 11 82 25 128
Oregon 9,096 19 10,061 1.6 23,158 2.7 11 130 155
Pennsylvania 12,799 27 20,288 33 19,457 23 59 -4 52
Puerto Rica 3,800 7 4,051 0.7 4,094 o5 12 1 20
Rhode Island 369 [ 425 0.1 464 o1 15 8 26
South Carolina 4,359 eX:] 5,231 0.8 5,880 07 20 12 3s
South Dakota 1,218 03 1,812 03 1,154 0.1 43 -36 -5
Tennessea 6,387 14 7,766 13 9,351 1.1 22 20 46
Texas 32,176 6.8 38,540 6.2 49,309 5.8 20 28 53
Utah 8,182 17 13,903 19 9,381 11 45 =21 15
Vermont 210 00 178 0.0 260 0.0 -15 48 24
Virginia 7,658 1.6 9,481 15 11,940 14 24 26 56
Washington 5,844 12 7,982 13 18,062 2.1 37 126 208
West Virginia 1,232 03 2,414 04 2,875 03 9%6 19 133
Wisconsin 6,246 1.3 7,210 12 8,705 1.0 15 21 33
Wyoming 370 0.1 433 01 619 01 17 43 67
Total 472,309 1000 617,027 100 852,881 100 31 38 81
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SUBPOPULATIONS OF HOMELESS STUDENTS REPORTED SERVED IN LEAS WITH MCKINNEY-
VENTO SUBGRANTS {1.9.2.2)

The next two tables and Figure 7 report the subpopulations of students served by McKinney-Vento subgrantees
and the kinds of services they receive. There were significant increases in all subpopulations between SY 2008-09
and SY 2009-10. The number of unaccompanied youth as reported in SY 2009-10 increased 23% over what was
reported in SY 2008-09; migratory children and youth increased 37%; children with disabilities increased 44%; and
children with limited English proficiency increased 38%.

Over the three-year period SY 2007-08 through SY 2009-10, marked increases were also shown in the number of
homeless students reported in each of the subpopulations: unaccompanied youth (51%), homeless migratory
children and youth (45%), children with disabilities (58%}, and children with limited English proficiency (78%).

Table 10
Subpopulations of Homeless Students Served in LEAs With McKinney-Vento Subgrants (CSPR
1.9.2.2), Three-Year Comparison
Percent Percent Percent
Change
Change Change
Between Between Between
SYo0708 SY0809 SY0910 SY0708 5Y0809 SY0708
and and and
svosoe | svoero | Srooid
{3 year)
Unaccompanied Youth 43,172 52,950 65,317 23 23 51
Migratory Children/Youth 7,754 8,204 11,526 6 37 a5
Children with Disabilities 66,306 72,984 104,795 10 44 58
{(IDEA)
Limited English Proficient
{LEP) Students 62,361 80,525 111,188 29 38 78
Note: The subpepulations categories are not mutually exclusive. Homeless student counts may be duplicated. It is possible for homeless
students to be counted in more than one sub tation; ie, an ied youth may simull be a migrant LEP student who

receives special education services.
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Figure 7
Subpopulations of H

D less Students Served in LEAs with McKinney-Vento Subgrants {CSPR
1.9.2.2), Three-Year Comparison
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Table 11
Subpop fons of H less Students Served in LEAs with McKinney-Vento Subgrants Percent

of Total Served {CSPR 1.9.2.2}, Three-Year Comparison

ihoal | Total Servedin ‘Jna;wm e | Percent Migratory | Percent | Chi!di{e‘n‘witl‘w‘ ‘Dﬂ-" nt | Limited English “Parcent
Vear b LEAs with g You::\ “owor-of Totel o Children/ 2 “of Total | Disabilities = I'of Total - Proficient {LEP} ' 'of Total
St Subgrants i L G Served. |00 Syouth | served (IDEA} - | Served L Students - Served
SYQ708 472,309 43,172 9 7,754 2 66,306 14 62,361 i3
SYoROS 617,027 52,950 9 8,204 1 72,984 12 80,525 13
kS“IOQlU‘ 852,881 65,317 8 11,256 1 104,795 12 111,118 13
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EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES PROVIDED BY LEAS WITH MCKINNEY-VENTO SUBGRANTS

(1.9.2.3)

The following table illustrates how many of the LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants in States that reported data
provided various educational support services to homeless children and youth. The number of LEAs providing each
service in SY 2009-10 is remarkably consistent across services, with over 70% of all LEAs with subgrants providing

14 of the 18 indicated services. Over 80% of these LEAs are providing staff development and awareness,

transportation, inter-organizational coordination, clothing, school supplies, and referral services.

Table 12

Number of LEAs with McKinney-Vento Subgrants Providing Educational Support Services (CSPR

1.9.2.3), Three-Year Comparison

. i . Percent of Percent of Percent of
e | s | o | s || s | o
Reporting Reporting Reporting
Total LEAS with Subgrants Reporting 1,356 100 1,668 100 2,866 100
Educational Support Services
Tutoring or other instructional support 862 64 1,050 63 2,228 78
Expedited evaluations 510 38 676 41 1,510 53
Staff i and 915 67 1,211 73 2,295 80
Referrals for medic:;,r:tgzal and other health 830 51 1133 8 2,182 7
Transportation 974 72 1,183 71 2,405 84
£arly childhood programs 535 39 613 37 1,632 57
A with participation in school p 902 67 1,164 70 2,230 78
Before, afts hool, ing, summer pi 852 63 1,038 62 2,067 72
Obtaining or transferring records necessary for 766 56 983 59 2,033 "
enroliment
Parent education ;'elatcehdH ;ter:‘ghts and resources for 888 65 1,150 6 222 78
Coordination between schools and agencies 806 59 971 58 2,381 83
Counsefing 710 52 853 51 2,010 70
Addressing needs refating to domestic violence 816 60 885 53 1,768 62
Clothing to meet a school requirement 885 65 1,097 &6 2,435 86
School supplies 975 72 1,262 7% 2,761 96
Referrat to other programs and services 811 60 1,168 70 2,308 30
Emergency assistance related to school attendance 220 68 902 54 2,057 72
Other services 332 24 869 52 477 17
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BARRIERS TO THE EDUCATION OF HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH (1.9.2.4)

For the purposes of federal data collection, a barrier is defined as a situation in which difficulties or conflicts have
arisen related to the enrollment, attendance, and provision of services for homeless students, and have required
the intervention of the local liaison or other homeless education staff to resolve. The most common barrier to the
education of homeless children and youth reported by LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants for SY 2009-10 was
transportation to and from the school of arigin. Transportation was the barrier listed most frequently by 1,761
LEAs (61%) with McKinney-Vento subgrants, it has been the barrier most frequently listed by LEAs with subgrants
for the past six school years.

The following table illustrates how many of the LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants reported by States who
actually submitted data reported these barriers to the education of homeless children and youth.

Table 13
Number of LEAs with McKinney-Vento Subgrants Reporting Barriers to the Education of
Homeless Children and Youth {CSPR 1.9.2.4), Three-Year Comparison

Percent Percent Percent
st o savatonstvemtos | gurn | o1 | s | t1o | svomo | T
Reporting Reporting Reporting
Total LEAs with Subgrants Reporting 1,356 100 1,668 100 2,866 100
Barriers
Eligibility for Homeless Services 411 30 378 23 1,399 45
School Selection 373 28 449 27 1278 44
Transportation 683 50 847 51 1,761 61
Schootl Records 372 27 406 24 1,346 47
immunizations 340 25 266 16 1,275 44
Other Medical Records 194 14 159 10 182 6
Other Barriers 334 25 507 30 1,276 45
“One State submitted the number of students instead of the number of subgrants for this question in SY 2008-09. This State’s responses have

been omitted from the totals for each category for SY 2008-09,
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ACADEMIC PROGRESS OF HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH IN LEAS WITH MCKINNEY-VENTO
SUBGRANTS (CSPR 1.9.2.5.1: READING; AND 1.9.2.5.2: MATHEMATICS)

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act requires testing of academic progress in grades 3-8 and once in high
school, The following information pertains to LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants only. Since testing is not
required in public pre-kindergarten programs through Grade 2, or in ungraded settings, collection of academic
achievement data for homeless children and youth is neither required nor reported for those categories. High
mobility of homeless children and youth, either moving out of the district after being identified or absent during
the testing time, can cause the number of students assessed in LEAs with subgrants to be unequal to the number
reported served in LEAs with subgrants.

Data Collection Results: Grades 3-8
READING

The number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state reading test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-10
{235,917) was reported as having increased 41% from the number of homeless students taking the reading test in
LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 (167,017).

The number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state reading test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-10
{235,917} increased 53% from the number of homeless students taking the reading test in SY 2007-08 {153,643).

Of the number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state reading test in LEAs with subgrants in 5Y 2009-
10(235,917), 53% {125,184) met or exceeded state proficiency standards in reading. This is a three percentage
point increase from the 50% of homeless students who were found to meet or exceed state proficiency standards
in reading in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 {83,926 of 167,017).

MATHEMATICS

The number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state mathematics test in LEAs with subgrants in SY
2009-10 (235,829) increased 42% from the number of homeless students taking the mathematics test in LEAs with
subgrants in SY 2008-09 (166,104).

The number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state mathematics test in LEAs with subgrants in SY
2009-10 {235,829) increased 53% from the number of hometess students taking the mathematics test in SY 2007-
08 {153,860).

Of the number of homeless students in grades 3-8 taking the state mathematics test in LEAs with subgrants in SY
2009-10 {235,829), 52% (122,941) met or exceeded state proficiency standards in mathematics. This is a two
percentage point increase from the 50% of homeless students who were found to meet or exceed state proficiency
standards in mathematics in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 (83,104 of 166,104).
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Data Collection Resuits: High School
READING

The number of homeless students in high school taking the state reading test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-10
{30,439} decreased 2 percent from the number of homeless high school students taking the reading test in LEAs
with subgrants in SY 2008-09 {30,936),

The number of homeless students in high school taking the state reading test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-10
{30,439} decreased 14% from the number of homeless high school students taking the reading test in SY 2007-08
(35,502).

Of the number of homeless students in high school taking the state reading test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-
10 (30,439}, 48% {14,479} met or exceeded state proficiency standards in reading. This is a three percentage point
increase from the 45% of homeless high school students who were found to meet or exceed state proficiency
standards in reading in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 {14,036 of 30,936).

MATHEMATICS

The number of homeless students in high school taking the state mathematics test in LEAs with subgrants in SY
2009-10 (32,185) increased 10 percent from the number of homeless high school students taking the mathematics
test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 (29,341).

The number of homeless students in high school taking the mathematics test in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2009-10
(32,185) decreased 9 percent from the number of homeless high school students taking the state mathematics test
in SY 2007-08 (35,403},

Of the number of homeless students in high school taking the state mathematics test in LEAs with subgrants in SY
2009-10 {32,185}, 38% {12,375} met or exceeded state proficiency standards in mathematics.

There is no percentage point increase or decrease from the 38% of homeless high school students who were found
to meet or exceed state proficiency standards in mathematics in LEAs with subgrants in SY 2008-09 (11,189 of
29,341).
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Table 14

Academic Progress of Hoemeless Children and Youth in LEAs with McKinney-Vento Subgrants
{CSPR 1.9.2.5.1 and 1.9.2.5.2}, Three-Year Comparison

Academic Progress of Homeless Children and Youth SY 2009-10°*

Number Taking Number Me-eting Percent Me?ting Number Taking Number Me‘eﬁng Percent Me.eting
Reading or ExceeAd}ng or Exceevd'mg . or Excee.d}ng or Excegdfng
State State Pi State Proficiency | State Proficiency
Assessment Test N . N Ny Assessment Test N - N "
in Reading in Reading in n
Grade 3 45,456 23,843 52 45,436 27,120 60
Grade 4 43,169 24,011 56 43,205 25,066 58
Grade § 40,316 22,181 55 40,303 22,270 55
Grade 6 38,000 19,877 53 37,941 17,993 47
Grade 7 35,243 18,005 51 35,321 16,015 45
Grade 8 33,733 17,167 51 33,623 14,477 43
Total Grades 3-8 235,917 125,184 53 235,829 122,941 52
High School 30,439 14,479 48 32,185 12,375 38
Total Grades 3-12 266,356 135,663 52 268,014 135,316 30
Academic Progress of Homeless Children and Youth 5Y 2008-09
Number Taking Nurnber Me‘eting Percent Me?ting Number Taking Number Me.e!ing Percent Me?!ing
Reading or Exceeding o Exceeding ) or Exceeding or Exceeding
Assessment Test Sta.te N Sta_xe g . Assessment Test S.tate Pmﬁme?w s‘tate Pmﬁme?q
in Reading in Reading in in
Grade 3 31,583 15,826 50 31,541 18,343 58
Grade 4 30,372 15,990 53 30,479 17,212 56
Grade § 28,798 14,895 52 28,508 14,390 53
Grade 6 26,425 13,293 50 26,342 11,732 45
Grade 7 25,529 12,221 48 25,104 10,983 44
Grade 8 24,309 11,7031 48 24,130 9,844 41
Total Grades 3-8 167,017 83,926 30 166,104 83,104 50
High School 30,936 14,036 45 29,341 11,189 38
Total Grades 3-12 197,953 97,962 49 195,445 94,293 48
Academic Progress of Homeless Children and Youth SY 2007-08
Number Taking Number Me}eting Percent Mefﬁng Number Taking Number Me.eting Percent Me_eting
. or Exceeding or Exceeding - or Exceeding or Exceeding
Reading State Proficiency | State Proficiency | MPMEMASS | oo proficiency | State Proficiency
Assessment Test N " N N Assessment Test N N B .
in Reading in Reading in in
Grade 3 30,732 13,625 44 30,841 15,288 50
Grade 4 27,443 13,300 48 27,540 14,235 52
Grade 5 25,835 12,151 47 25,870 12,191 A7
Grade 6 23,886 10,650 45 24,035 9,703 40
Grade 7 23,280 10,083 43 23,181 8,859 38
Grade 8 22,467 9,428 42 22,393 8,193 37
Total Grades 3-8 153,643 68,237 45 153,860 68,469 45
High School 35,502 12,546 35 35,403 10,146 28
Total Grades 3-12 189,145 81,873 43 189,263 78,615 42
win SY 2009-10, 748,536 homeless students were reported to be enrofled in LEAs with McKinney Vento subgrants. Academic progress data was not submitied by

LEAS with subgrants in one State. This State, Wyoming, comprised 1 percent (1,021) of all students enrolled in LEAs with subgrants.
*In §Y 2009-10, Nevada and South Carolina submitted data in the Comments section. This data was added manually in each appropriate grade for the purposes of

this report.
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Figure 8
Academic Progress in Reading and Mathematics, Grades 3-8, LEAs with McKinney-Vento
Subgrants (CSPR 1.9.2.5.1 and 1.9.2.5.2), Three-Year Comparison
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Figure 9

Academic Progress in Reading and Mathematics, High School, LEAs with McKinney-Vento

Subgrants

(CSPR 1.9.2.5.1 and 1.9.2.5.2}, Three-Year Comparison
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE CSPR DATA COLLECTION FORM

(Usep FOR SY0910)

1.9 EDUCATION FOR HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTHS
PROGRAM

This section collects data on homeless children and youths and the McKinney-Vento

grant program.

In the table below, provide the following information about the number of LEAs in the
State who reported data on homeless children and youths and the McKinney-Vento
program. The totals will be automatically calcuiated.

(Auto calculated {Auto calcuiated)

1.9.1  ArL LEAS {WiTH AND WITHOUT MCKINNEY-VENTO SUBGRANTS)

The following questions collect data on homeless children and youths in the State.

1.9.1.1 HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTHS

In the table below, provide the number of homeless children and youths by grade level
enrolled in public school at any time during the regular school year, The totals will be
automatically calcuiated:
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. AgelGrade |

dof Homeless Children/Youths
: Enrplled

ubhc School in LEAs H

nrolled in Public Schoof in LEAS

f Homeless Children/Youths

{Auto calculated)

{Auto calculated)

1.9.1.2 PRIMARY NIGHTTIME RESIDENCE OF HOMELESS CHILDREN AND

YOUTHS

In the table below, provide the number of homeless children and youths by primary
nighttime residence enrolled in public school at any time during the regular school year.
The primary nighttime residence should be the student’s nighttime residence when
he/she was identified as homeless. The totals will be automatically calculated.

ChnldrenlYouths “L

: WxthoutSubgran 3

:  #of Homeless .
) ChnldmnlYouths LEAS

Hotels/Motels.

{Auto cailculated}

{Auto calculated)
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1.9.2

LEAs witTH MCKINNEY-VENTO SUBGRANTS

The following sections collect data on LEAs with McKinney-Vento subgrants.

1.9.2.1 HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTHS SERVED BY MCKINNEY-VENTO

SUBGRANTS

In the table below, provide the number of homeless children and youths by grade level
who were served by McKinney-Vento subgrants during the regular school year. The

total will be automatically calculated.

| AgelGrade

. #Homeless

' Subgrants

Children/Youths Served by '

~ Age 3 through 5 (not Kindergarten)

Ungradéd : G

ol -«

{Auto calcuiated)
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1.9.2.2 SuBGROUPS OF HOMELESS STUDENTS SERVED

In the table below, please provide the following information about the homeless

students served during the regular school year.

- # Homeless Students Served

Y pamed youth .

Mlgratory childrenlyouth

~Ch

ren w;th d|sabxlmes (IDEA)

letted Eng ish prof' cuent students

1.9.2.3 EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES PROVIDED BY SUBGRANTEES

In the table below, provide the number of subgrantee programs that provided the
following educational support services with McKinney-Vento funds.

# McKinney-Vento Subgrantees :
B hatOffer : i

‘tonng or other mstructlona! support

Expedﬂed evaluatlons

Staff professnonal deve!opment and awareness

Referrals for medlcal dental and cther health serv:ces :

- Transportatlon

¢ hlldhood programs

G Assistance v

jith pe rtlc‘patlon in school program§ i

Before-

al r-school mentormg,

ummer programs

enrollment

Obtammg or transfe “ng records necessary for..
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 Counseling:

ddressing needs rg]é{edtoddr‘rjéks‘tic“vidlerk\k{:e e

Clothing to

‘mmen‘tﬁb#x be}oW) .

‘comment box below)

The response is limited to 8,000 characters.

1.9.2.4 BARRIERS TO THE EDUCATION OF HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTHS

In the table below, provide the number of subgrantees that reported the following
barriers to the enroliment and success of homeless children and youths.

“Eligibility for Romeless Services

" School selection

ers}i‘n‘comment‘boxpfetow G

The response is limited to 8,000 characters.
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1.9.2.5 ACADEMIC PROGRESS OF HOMELESS STUDENTS

The following questions collect data on the academic achievement of homeless children
and youths served by McKinney-Vento subgrants.

1.9.2.5.1 READING ASSESSMENT

In the table below, provide the number of homeless children and youths served who
were tested on the state reading/language arts assessment and the number of those
tested who scored at or above proficient. Provide data for grades 9 through 12 only for
those grades tested for ESEA.

[ T #Homeless Children/Youth
| Who Received a Valid Scol
‘| and for Whom a Proficienc

evel Was Assigned

 # Homeless Children/Youth
- Scoring at or above Proficient

~ High School

1.9.2.5.2 MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENT

In the table below, provide the number of homeless children and youths served who
were tested on the state mathematics assessment and the number of those tested who
scored at or above proficient. Provide data for grades 9 through 12 only for those
grades tested for ESEA.
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APPEMDIX B: Primory Nighttime Residence Calegory
Definition
C5PR Question 1.9.1.2

Childre

{Auto calculgted)

The definition of “Primary Nighttime Residence” is the type of residence {e.g. shelter, hotel, doubled-up in
the home of a relative or friend) where a homeless child or unaccompanied youth was staying at the time of
enroliment or the type of residence where a currently enrolied child or youth was staying when he or she
was identified as homeless.

Shelters are defined as supervised publicly or privately operated facilities designhed to provide
temporary living accommodations.

Transitional Housing is temporary accommodation for homeless individuals and families, as a step
to permanent housing. Residents of transitional housing continue to be considered homeless until
they move into permanent housing.

Awaiting Foster Care: Children who are awaiting foster care placement are considered homeless
and eligible for McKinney-Vento services. {See Section 725{2}(B}(i} of the McKinney-Vento Act.)
Children who are already in foster care, on the other hand, are not considered homeless. LEA
Hiaisons should confer and coordinate with local child welfare providers to determine what
“awaiting foster care placement” means in the context of their state and local policies,

Doubled-tUp: The McKinney-Vento Act defines this term as “sharing the housing of other persons
due to loss of housing, economic hardship, or a similar reason” [725(2)(B}. This classification
particutarly requires a case-by-case determination, keeping in mind the determining factor is
whether the accommodation is a “fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence.”

Unsheltered includes cars, parks, campgrounds, temporary trailers, abandoned buildings and
substandard housing. Substandard housing may be determined by local building codes, community
norms, and/or a case-by-case determination as to whether the accommodation is a “fixed, regular,
and adequate nighttime residence.”
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wyewwomenagainstabuse.org

December 7, 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert

Chair, Financial Services Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportunity
United States House of Representatives

2113 Rayburn Building

Washington, DC 20515-1313

VIA EMAIL: picole austin@mail.house.gov
Dear Chairwornan Biggert:
1 urge you to move forward on HR 32, the Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011,

This legistation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition of
homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by personnel
funded by other federal programs: school district homeless liaisons designated under the education
subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs;
and Early Intervention programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

As a provider agency working with homeless children and youth, HR 32 would allow us to use one
definition of homelessness rather than several definitions. Service providers who make these
determinations on a daily basis would be permitted to assess the full range of homeless solutions to
better serve children and youth.

I thank you for your leadership to recognize all individuals and families who are experiencing
homelessness.

Sincerely,

2

Etise Scioscia
Strategic Initiatives Assistant
Women Against Abuse

100 South Broad Street, Suite 1341 « Philadelphia, PA 19110 tegaf Centey
£ 215386 1280 ¥ 215 386 2476 {00 South Broad Street, 5th Floor » Philadelphia, PA {9110
: # 2156867082 ¢ S5 686 7041

ine |-B66-SAFE-U14
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‘% WESTERN REGIONAL ADVOCACY PROJECT

HOUSE KEYS TEL: 415.621.2533 / EMAIL: WRAP@WRAPHOME.ORG / WEB: WWW.WRAPHOME.ORG
HOT HANDCUE 2940 16TH STREET, SUITE 200-2, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

12 December 2011

The Honorable Judy Biggert The Honorable Luis Gutierrez
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20515

Dear Chairman Biggert and Ranking Member Gutierrez:

I am writing in support of HL.R. 32, The Homeless Children and Youth Act of 2011. This
legislation amends the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition
of homelessness to include children, youth, and their families who are verified as homeless by
federal program personnel from four federal programs: school district homeless liaisons
designated under the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento

Act; Head Start programs; Runaway and Homeless Youth Act programs; and Early Intervention
programs under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Part C.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act creates a streamlined, efficient referral process for
homeless children and youth to access HUD homeless services. It stands in contrast to HUD’s
recently released regulations on the definition of homelessness, which impose requirements for
multiple moves and long periods of homelessness, as well as extensive documentation and
recordkeeping, before a family or youth receives HUD homeless assistance. The simplicity of the
Homeless Children and Youth Act is modeled on successfully implemented provisions of the
Child Nutrition Act and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The Homeless Children and Youth Act provides communities with the flexibility to serve and
house families, children, and youth who are extremely vulnerable and in need of assistance.
People in local communities are the best equipped to assess specific homeless situations to know
which homeless families and youth are most in need of housing and services. Service providers
make these determinations on a daily basis, and should be permitted to assess the full range of
homeless situations.

For these reasons, we strongly support HR 32. Thank you for your leadership on behalf of all
homeless children and youth.

Sincerely,

T o Coden,

Paul Boden



