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Testimony in opposition to the Department of Homeless Services (DHS) proposal to establish a 
new income savings program for DHS shelter residents with earned income 

Office of Assemblymember Harvey Epstein 
September 24th, 2019 

 
My name is Harvey Epstein and I am the Assemblymember representing New York’s 74th Assembly 
District, which includes the neighborhoods of the Lower East Side, East Village, Stuyvesant 
Town/Peter Cooper Village, Kips Bay, Gramercy, Murray Hill, Tudor City and the United Nations. 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on the proposed rule.  

 
There are some 60,000 New Yorkers living in shelters. About 25% of the current shelter population is 
single adults, who––if they are earning above the public assistance level––stand to be affected by the 
first phase of the Department’s proposal to establish an Income Savings Plan. As written, the proposed 
rule has potentially serious negative effects for these individuals.  

 
Under the proposal, clients would forfeit their right to manage their own financial affairs and be forced 
to deposit up to 30% of their monthly income into a DSS-controlled savings account. How the deposit 
would be made is unclear. For the approximate 10% of single adult shelter clients this proposal could 
affect, this forced savings plan is an unwelcome one-size-fits-all approach that ignores the reality that 
many are living paycheck to paycheck not by choice or because of fiscal irresponsibility, but out of 
necessity. The proposed rule could disincentivize these individuals from staying in a shelter, where 
they have better access to services than on the street.  

 
Clients who choose not to comply with the requirements of the proposal could lose access to shelter, 
according to the proposed rule. This penalty undermines the ostensible goal of the program and the 
shelter system as a whole. Should this approach move forward, the rule should be amended to provide 
other ways for a client to cure a violation, such as participating in a financial literacy workshop.  

 
Neither the City nor the State has provided convincing evidence that homeless New Yorkers remain 
homeless because they fail to act in a fiscally responsible way. There is, however, overwhelming 
evidence to suggest that homelessness in New York City is caused by a lack of affordable housing for 
low-income New Yorkers. The City’s analysis of the most recent Housing Vacancy Survey reported a 
vacancy rate of just 1.15 percent for units with rents less than $800, meaning just over 3,500 of units 
with this asking rent were on the market. I recognize that the City is simply trying to comply with 
State law, which I also fundamentally disagree with. This is a misguided attempt by the City and the 
State. I am strongly opposed to the implementation of this proposed rule as written.  
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DHS Rules 
150 Greenwich Street, 38th Floor 
New York, New York 10007 
 
      Re: Income Savings Plan (ISP) Program Rule 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The New York State Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance has reviewed the NYC 
Department of Homeless Services’ (DHS) Opportunity to Comment on Proposed Rule entitled the 
Income Savings Plan Program published in the City Record Online on August 23, 2019.  We 
respectfully submit the following comments in response to the Proposed Rule. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael P. Hein 
Commissioner 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANDREW M. CUOMO 
Governor 

MICHAEL P. HEIN 
Commissioner 

BARBARA C. GUINN 
Executive Deputy Commissioner 



 

NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF TEMPORARY AND DISABILITY ASSISTANCE 

Comments on New York City Department of Homeless Services Proposed Rule 

Income Savings Program 

 

The New York State Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance (OTDA) reviewed the New 

York City Department of Homeless Services’ (DHS) proposed rule that would establish a new 

income savings program (ISP) for DHS shelter residents with earned income.   

The proposed rule is targeted to those individuals who are ineligible for Cash Assistance (CA).   

Although OTDA generally does not have supervisory oversight over programs for individuals 

not receiving CA, it cannot approve an ISP plan, as required under New York State Social 

Services Law (§ 36-c), which is inconsistent with that statute.   

First, SSL § 36-c is only applicable to individuals who are in receipt of temporary housing 

assistance, (THA) which is a CA benefit.  The proposed rule is inconsistent with SSL § 36-c as it 

is being applied to individuals in shelter whose income makes them ineligible for THA or CA.    

Second, the proposed rule states the “first phase” of the Program is targeted to individuals not 

receiving CA.   These individuals are not applicants nor recipients of CA or other covered 

assistance or services, and therefore cannot be afforded the OTDA Fair Hearing rights under 

18 NYCYRR Part 358 mentioned by the rule.  

Third, it is noted that DHS will require a contribution of “generally 30%” for those non-CA 

individuals.  As payments to shelters are made with New York City funds to offset the 

contributions, OTDA has no objection to this provision.   

However, as DHS moves forward with implementing a savings contribution for those 

individuals who are receiving THA and are therefore in receipt of CA, OTDA reminds DHS that 

there is no authority in SSL § 36-c, 131-a or 18 NYCRR 352.35(income budgeting) that allows 

an individual to only contribute 30% of their income toward their needs or toward their ISP 

contribution.    

 



 NYC Department of Homeless Services 
                   Via Electronic Submission 
 

September 24, 2019 
 
Re: Department of Homeless Services Proposed Rule: Income 
Savings Plan Program for DHS Shelter Residents with Earned Income 
   
Dear Commissioner Banks: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed rule change regarding 
the Department of Homeless Services Income Savings Plan (ISP) Program.  
 
As you may know, DCA houses an Office of Financial Empowerment (OFE). 
Through OFE’s work, the agency assists New Yorkers with low incomes by 
developing and offering innovative programs and services to increase access to 
high-quality, low-cost financial education and counseling, safe and affordable 
mainstream financial products, and access to income-boosting tax credits and 
savings. 
 
Building savings can be challenging, particularly for individuals with low and volatile 
incomes.  For example, studies have shown that using alternative financial services 
can lead to paying excessive fees, totaling more than $2,400 a year, for standard 
banking practices, such as cashing paychecks1. Becoming banked allows 
consumers to store and access their money safely, while avoiding excessive fees. 
 
The New York State mandate2 to create an income savings program represents an 
opportunity to connect shelter residents who are unbanked or underbanked to safe 
and affordable financial products and services, such as savings and checking 
accounts. With this in mind, we would like to make the following recommendations 
to the ISP program: 
 
➢  Provide flexibility with residents as they start to save, recognizing the 
difficulties residents may have suddenly saving up to 30% of their income. 
 
➢  Following conversations between residents and case managers, provide 
residents access to some, or all, of their accrued savings in cases of emergency. 
 
➢  Encourage case managers to discuss with residents their savings habits 
and long-term banking options. 
 
➢  Explore setting up savings accounts in residents’ names to ensure that 
residents leave shelter with safe, affordable, and mainstream accounts.  
 
➢  Refer residents to DCA’s Financial Empowerment Centers for assistance 

                                                 
1 U.S. Postal Service Office of Inspector General, Providing Non-Bank Financial Services for the Underserved, 
January 2014. 
2 New York Consolidated Laws, Social Services Law - SOS § 36-c. 
 

Lorelei Salas  
Commissioner 
 
42 Broadway 
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with savings, budgeting, credits, and other financial matters. 
 
We hope these recommendations facilitate an ISP program that will promote the financial health 
of DHS residents, and we look forward to learning more about the program’s implementation 
and its impact on participating clients.  

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Lorelei Salas 
Commissioner 









Midtown South Community Council’s Response to Department of Homeless Services’s 
Income Savings Plan Program (ISP) 

When I heard about the Department of Homeless Services, DHS’s mandated “Income Savings 
Plan” program, I pictured a parental scolding, ‘you have to learn to save money, so from now on, 
we will put a portion of your income away for a rainy day or future needs!’  

The plan assumes that all other needs are taken care of and there’s extra money to save. The 
mandatory ask may be coming from a compassionate well, and the executors may believe they 
are in a teachable moment; however, their lesson will be lost if the responsibility is misplaced.  

The heaviest of facts are, People do not have a livable wage and the housing inventory is nil. 

RUDEMENTARY POINT  
People want autonomy. This very basic understanding prompts a question, Why chip away the 
last strands of dignity? In doing so maybe presenting no other choice but the streets. It’s like the 
rule heavy respite beds, restrictions don't fair well with people; this is reflected in the DHS’s data 
on underused respite beds juxtapose against our city’s street homeless. 

A 30% savings demand from a low wage earner with their needs and lifestyle, unaccounted, 
could add a tremendous stress to their already difficult life. 

Charitable Trusts reported that one in three American families have no savings at all. In 
December, Magnify Money released the results of a study that found that 56.3% of people 
have less than $1,000 in their checking and savings accounts combined. 
―Forbes, 63% Of Americans Don't Have Enough Savings To Cover A $500 Emergency, 
Maggie McGrath, 2016 

Medical, hygiene, clothing, and other things may need to be sacrificed. The mandated savings 
rule may encourage persons to eat foods that are unhealthy to their bodies and minds; the choice 
may be between a McDonald’s burger and fresh vegetables that nourish the system for better 
cognitive function and mental and physical stability. Nothing like a home cooked meal, but that 
requires a stove and refrigeration. Nutrition is difficult in a sheltered environment, especially the 
satellite sites (hotels used as shelters). These sites are not outfitted with kitchens for a person to 
store and prepare foods. We all know eating out is more costly than eating in.  
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FROM THE NON-PROFITABLE EXPERIENCE 
The Midtown South Community Council, MSCC, with the Metro Baptist Church have hosted 
three Life-Skills Workshops with accompanying meals. They are pilot programs. The workshops 
with its curriculum fed families hearty pantry cooked and tasty nutritious raw vegan meals. 

MSCC through its Laundry for Kids program provides sheltered children with a way to launder 
their clothes to increase attendance and hopefully to go without that horrendously negative-
nutritional McDonald’s burger. It’s noted in our Laundry for Kids proposal that embarrassment 
over dirty clothes impacts school attendance.  

MSCC/Metro Baptist Curch programs have value for people living in shelters. And for these self 
funded programs to have such a need, it begs the question, do we want to take a penny away 
from a family, as they struggle within the shelter system? Do we want families making a choice 
between food or laundry? I don’t think we want to tip people out of their life boat to worsen our 
social crisis.  

Knowing that DSS prides themselves for their scurrilous analysis, there must be an analytic 
study or successful models or some laboratory experiment with positive outcomes for us to 
consider.  

There are examples around the world where administrations and profits were not only stripped 
away from low wage earners supportive savings, but required minimum required deposits were 
unnoticeable and were matched by government contributions. A much different idea than 
diminishing a persons capital. 

ECONOMIC DISPARITY 
The disparity between the 1% and 99% continues to exponentially widen in the United States,  

The income gap between the rich and everyone else has been growing markedly, by every 
major statistical measure, for more than 30 years. ―inequality.org 

One in eight students will suffer homelessness before the 5th grade! —Metro US, 2019 
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Almost 40% of American adults wouldn’t be able to cover a $400 emergency with cash, 
savings or a credit-card charge that they could quickly pay off, a Federal Reserve survey 
finds. ― ABC News, Soo Youn, May 24, 2019  

60% of Americans will experience poverty in their lifetime. From college graduates to loving 
parents to young children, people who become poor come from all walks of life. They’re 
people, “just like you”- and these are their #StoriesofResilience. —storiesofresilience.org  

Across the United States, 552,830 people were homeless on a single night in 2018, showing 
the strong economy has not fully addressed the persistent lack of affordable housing. A 
striking 17 percent of those homeless Americans, or 91,897 people, were in New York State. 
What’s more, these heartbreaking figures from the newly released 2018 Annual Homeless 
Assessment Report to Congress are certainly an undercount: They derive from an annual 
point-in-time count that is known to miss many people sleeping on the streets. —Jacquelyn 
Simone, Coalition for the Homeless, 2018 

REAL ESTATE REALITY 
To reason, that people must learn to manage their money in preparation to move out of the 
shelter, or that it’s only 30% of whatever they are earning in answer to, how would the 
mandatory savings fair well with the minimum wage earner? doesn’t seem to consider a person’s 
economics, certainly not the real estate market. 

New York City continued to reign as the second most expensive city in the nation with one 
bedroom rent staying stable at $2,750, while two bedrooms dropped 2.5% to $3,110 last 
month. ―Zumper Blog, Crystal Chen, Last Updated: January 22, 2019 

Curbed New York’s writer, Valeria Ricciulli Aug 1, 2019 article, “Manhattanites Needs to Make 
115K to Afford the Average 1 BR Rent in the Borough: Report”: 

Overall, Manhattanites living in a one-bedroom would need to make a gross income of 
$115,800—twice the NYC median of $57,782, to live comfortably in the borough, according 
to the report. 

In Brooklyn, neighborhoods where residents would need to make the most include Dumbo at 
$155,840/year; Downtown Brooklyn, $128,000/year; Brooklyn Heights, $114,000; Fort 
Greene, $111,800; and Williamsburg at $110,000/year. 
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Whew, what a downer! Optimism prevails with a more conservative estimate: According to 
Naked Apartments, the average rent for a 1-bedroom are 3,100.00 (Manhattan), 2,400.00 
(Brooklyn), 2,100.00 (Queens), and 1,600.00 (Bronx). 

The New York Rental market is not viable for a person working a 40-hour ($15.00) minimum 
wage job, grossing $600.00 before taxes. I would think that any financial advisors would say to a 
minimum, or even a middle leading to a upper wage earner, “Get the hell out of New York.” Who 
want’s to work purely for their rent? 

CULPABILTY 
The 30% mandatory savings ask seems arbitrary, but does hint to swaths of googled experts’ 
recommendation for an income to rent ratio? I questioned whether the mandatory savings rule 
was created from pure stupidity, detailed analysis, or uneducated idealism. This road has been 
traveled before, were there no lessons from the past to guide us? Who would reason  30% 
mandatory savings when a network of advocates, experts, and social services would advise you 
otherwise? 

Beth Hofmeister, Legal Aide, gave me a clue,  

The very short explanation is that the State is requiring the City to do this and this is the 
City's version of complying. 

The mandatory savings rule underscores the misnomer that the problem rests solely with 
individuals who are already steeped in mental turmoil over their predicament. 

Last week, @NYCMayor released his FY19 Management Report that shows that homeless 
NYers are staying in shelters longer than ever! Why? Because there is not enough permanent, 
affordable housing available for them to move into! https://on.nyc.gov/2mrC5P7 

Homeless single adults spend an average of 414 days in the shelter system before finally 
finding housing. Why won’t @NYCMayor build more permanent, affordable housing to help 
them? #HouseOurFutureNY 
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Homeless adult families spend an average of 580 days in the shelter system before finally 
finding housing. Why won’t @NYCMayor build more permanent, affordable housing to help 
them? #HouseOurFutureNY 

But the reasoning for a savings mandate avoids a much deeper and cancerous problem that is 
slowly working up the economic ladder. The participants creating our social problem are left 
unexamined. 

Hidden in glistening characterless buildings leaping skyward from the city’s crumbling 
infrastructure is the destruction of communities and wasted human capital (see Addendum B or 
link, Homeless and Urban Planning Connection). The City’s landscape is being eaten up by 
hotels! The antagonism flows heavily and readily to wash away all of humanity’s foundation. 

Considering that the average wage in 1973 had more purchasing power than the wages in 2018, 
the wealth holdings of the 1%, and the many other economic thermometers, it’s clear that the 
existing structures are working well for the few. 

All public resources go to the rich. The poor, if they can survive in the labor market, fine. 
Otherwise, they die. That's economics in a nutshell.―Noam Chomsky 

There are multitude of reasons and conditions for finding yourself in the shelter system (See 
Category Chart, Addendum A). Each category, state of being, needs its own unique pipeline 
toward stability. Whatever people’s peripheral reasons for being without, their pathways to 
housing is nearly impossible without the (supportive, affordable) inventory. If we mandate 
policies that negatively displace or compromise the citizenry, progressive gains to diminish our 
social crisis will be for naught, and the business of homelessness will continue as usual. 

Our priorities need to be realigned to resolve this social crisis. Those in government who are 
working from Albany to Washington need to be on board and join in the public service 
movement and push for more housing inventory! 

Midtown South Community Council, 331 W 38th St., NY, NY 10018, midtownsouthcc.org, 917-520-3009 
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ADDENDUM A: CLIENT CATEGORIES 
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SERVICES / 
PROGRAMS / 
RESOURCES

Social Services
Case Management
Basic Id Essentials

Medical
Nutritional
Psychiatric

Therapy
Physical therapy

Job Support
Housing Support
Financial Support

Community Support
Social Support

Life Management
Other

Families

Youths

Veterans

Justice System

Health Crisis’ 

Elderly / Single

HIV / AIDS

LGBTQ

Co-
occurring 

Nearly Homeless



ADDENDUM B: THE HOMELESS AND URBAN PLANNING CONNECTION 

BY JOHN MUDD, PRESIDENT, MIDTOWN SOUTH COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL | Urban planning has failed to preserve and/or build communities, 
especially within Manhattan’s Midtown Southwest. Although a relevant subject, 
it’s beyond the scope of this single article to accurately examine. Thankfully, there 
are studies, books, and history that detail the misdeeds of the past. 

Distinguished Professor of Anthropology and Geography David Harvey writes, in 
his book, Rebel Cities: “The question of what kind of city we want cannot be 
divorced from the question of what kind of people we want to be, what kinds of 
social relations we seek, what relations to nature we cherish, what style of life we 
desire, or what aesthetic values we hold.” 

Hopefully, the city planners of today are heeding the words of our historians, 
who’ve brought the important issues to light. Putting the aforementioned broader 
picture aside for a particular specific injustice. 

“There are people who do what they believe is right, but as they say, ‘The road to 
hell is paved with good intentions.’ ”—Aja Naomi King 

Perhaps it was only a billionaire’s desire to revamp the city of New York and make 
his mark, yet the vision was bereft of foresight and human consideration. During 
his tenure, former Mayor Michael Bloomberg “encouraged high-rise development 
in industrial neighborhoods, including the Far West Side of Manhattan, the 
waterfront in Williamsburg, Brooklyn, and in Long Island City, Queens,” in order 
to meet the needs of globe-trotting corporate junkies, and to keep in lockstep with 
London, Tokyo, and other skyward rising cities. 

Bloomberg sought to overhaul zoning rules “so that buildings in Midtown 
Manhattan can soar as high as those elsewhere.” This window of opportunity was 
not to be missed, in spite of the administration acknowledging a weak market for 
commercial office buildings, “major changes in zoning were intended to make it 
possible to build when demand returned, as history suggests it inevitably will.” The 
Real Estate Board of New York, the industry’s lobbying group, its president, 
Steven Spinola, was quoted as saying, “We’re pretty happy with the direction this 
is going in.” Under the rezoning measures, the city would essentially sell the air 
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rights to developers. The builders would pay for a “district improvement bonus” in 
order to go 20% above the existing limits. “The revenue would be used to improve 
subway connections and public spaces in the neighborhood.” —The NY Times 
article, Bloomberg Pushes A Plan To Let Midtown Soar. 

With the subways being more distressed than ever before, the question remains, 
where is that bonus? 

“The city issued $3 billion in bonds to build a boulevard and a subway extension to 
Hudson Yards, but the flow of revenue from the sale of development rights there to 
pay for the bonds has been slow. So the City Planning Department inserted a so-
called sunrise provision, in which developers in the Grand Central area would have 
to wait five years before they could start building. Presumably, that would reduce 
the competition between the two areas and leave time for Hudson Yards to gather 
momentum.”—Bloomberg Pushes A Plan To Let Midtown Soar 

In Bloomberg’s rush to revamp Midtown, sanitation and public safety suffered—
congestion problems on subways and streets, taxation on infrastructure, and 
people’s morality, seemed an afterthought. Residential development and concerns 
fell even lower on the list of priorities, with low-income and affordable housing, 
barely a consideration. 

Bloomberg is a billionaire businessman and founder of Bloomberg News. He 
served three terms from 2002 to 2013, twice as a Democrat and once as an 
Independent. But he set the train in motion for a much bigger crime. 

“The Bloomberg administration has been pushing through more than $12 billion 
worth of real estate projects in its waning days, trying to solidify the mayor’s claim 
to having transformed the face of New York City and lock in plans before Bill de 
Blasio takes over Jan. 1.”—Going Out With A Building Boom, Mayor Pushes 
Billions in Projects 

The full impact of Bloomberg’s nearsighted master plan is seen in the facades of 
hotels that provide wealth for the few and instability for the many.  
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Hotel development runs roughshod over the city and shapes its landscape with 
little regard to communal responsibility, forcing low-wage earners to travel long 
distances to earn their living. 

“Since 2010, there has been rapid increase in hotels in M1 districts, particularly in 
areas near transit. Citywide, 13 percent of existing hotel rooms are in M1 districts, 
whereas 30 percent of hotel rooms in the pipeline are slated to be developed in M1 
districts.” —NYC Planning 

The oversaturation of hotels in our city is death to our communities. Look no 
further than 9th Avenue in Hell’s Kitchen, from W, 35 to 40th Streets. The 
tenement buildings, which serve low- to moderate-income wage earners, are 
disappearing. The Midtown area was never known to be heavily residential, and 
less so today (see population by consensus tracts on NYTimes poverty map).  

Francis Clines, in his 2015 New York Times article What’s Happening to New 
York’s Skyline? wrote, “Get used to the rise of what are called pencil towers. There 
will be more, with a dozen or so planned in the next several years in mid-
Manhattan, as the city’s silhouette yields to a new era of Slim Jim buildings with 
small footprints that build straight up, not out, as 432 Park does from a base of 
only 93 feet by 93 feet.” 

“The project, set to rise near Lord & Taylor between Fifth and Sixth avenues, is 
being designed by Nobutaka Ashihara, who is also designing Moinian’s 20-story 
124-room hotel at 525 Greenwich St. in Hudson Square, The Post has learned. That 
hotel will overlook the low-rise UPS complex. In March Moinian bought 1150 
Avenue of the Americas, where he intends to build a five-star 50-story hotel tower 
with 400 rooms. He also acquired the legendary Garden City Hotel on Long 
Island’s Gold Coast. ”—NY Post, Dec. 15, 2012 

https://nypost.com/2012/12/15/hotel-to-rise-on-38th-st/ 

The zoning for the Midtown area will likely allow for further hotel development… 
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“Transient hotels (Use Group 5) are permitted as-of-right in C4, C5, C6, C8, C1-5 
and C2-5 districts and equivalents. In C2-1 through C2-4 districts hotels are 
permitted only within 1,000 feet of a highway interchange. Hotels are also allowed 
in Light Manufacturing districts (M1), which do not permit new residences, most 
Mixed Use Special Districts (MX) and paired M1/R districts mapped as part of 
other Special Purpose Districts. Hotels are prohibited in all Residential Districts 
and Medium and Heavy Manufacturing Districts (M2 and M3).” —NYC Hotel 
Marketing Analysis 

The NYC Hotel Market Analysis notes that the establishment of “Special Purpose 
Districts” was done by the City Planning Commission “to achieve specific 
planning and urban design objectives.” The Special Purpose Districts “do not have 
specific controls regarding hotels, but there are some exceptions”: 

--Hotel Special Permits exist in parts of Clinton, Hudson Square, Tribeca, and the 
Vanderbilt Corridor in Midtown 

--The Garment Center Special District prohibits conversion to hotels in what is 
known as Preservation Area 1, east of Eighth Ave. 

--In Preservation Area 2, btw. W. 35th and 40th Sts. and Eighth and Ninth Aves., 
new hotel construction is permitted though conversion of larger buildings to hotel 
use is permitted only by authorization of the City Planning Commission  

The NYC Zoning and Land Use Map has additional details of permitted use for 
lots, blocks, and streets. 

Seizing upon Bloomberg’s deregulation of air rights within midtown, the 
developers gobble up small tenement buildings and other properties to develop 
accommodations for tourists. Stand on 39th St. between 8th and 9th Aves. and spit 
in any direction and the likelihood of hitting a hotel is good.  

The two-block walk on W. 40th St. from 7th to 9th Aves., yields a total of eight 
hotels in operation, and two more under construction.  

The one-block walk on W. 39th St. from 8th to 9th Aves. yields six hotels, and one 
under construction.  
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Skip to W. 38th St. btw. 8th and 9th Aves. and there are two, possibly three hotels 
under construction.  

On the west side of 9th Ave. btw. 38th and 39th Sts. sits a large hotel that boasts a 
24-hour doorman and concierge, housekeeping, valet parking, “state of the art” and 
“superbly” equipped fitness center, spa service, five-star restaurant, and roof top 
lounge with bar, barbecue area, and jacuzzi. This 9th Ave. behemoth squashed flat 
approximately five tenement buildings, one of which housed the beloved Supreme 
Macaroni Company, with its storefront of endless varieties of homemade noodles, 
which were sold by weight and packaged in brown paper bags. Star-studded 
pictures decorated the walls of the back room, where Italian grandmothers waved 
you over to sit and drink wine and mangia saucy dishes on checkered tablecloths. 
During this post-faux growth that comes in the form of slick facades and towering 
structures, it could be said that The Supreme Macaroni Company had seen it’s day. 
Yet it stands as just another sad reminder of how “community” is being pushed far 
from its Hell’s Kitchen neighborhood. 

Just a few blocks away is another large hotel being constructed on the north side of 
W. 37th St. and 8th Ave. And the $3,400 median rental cost does not bode well for 
our city and residents therein, but rather plays a significant role in our homeless 
and housing problem. 

Manufacturing, particularly the garment trade, has nearly vanquished, leaving 
behind some showrooms and fabric stores. Hotels are taking over like weeds in an 
unkept garden. 

“According to data from the New York City Department of Buildings, there are 
currently 276 hotels with 37,986 rooms in the supply pipeline across New York 
City. These include hotels that are both under construction and in pre-construction, 
with hotels in pre-construction encompassing both those projects that have led an 
application with the Department of Buildings and those that are in pre-
application…Manhattan has the largest share of rooms in the pipeline (18,958 
rooms), followed by Queens (10,286 rooms), and Brooklyn (6,707 rooms). Of 
these, 34 percent of hotels and 30% of rooms will be located in M districts.”—
NYC Hotel Marketing Analysis  
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While there are “Some real estate analysts and private developers who have 
expressed concern about oversupply in New York City” and that “banks are not 
financing new hotel projects until the current pipeline is absorbed,” there are those 
“consultants,” Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL) and Lodging Econometrics, who are 
“confident about future growth.” 

“Citing New York’s position as a global center of business and tourism and the 
resiliency of the local hotel market, JLL projects absorption of new hotel supply by 
the end of 2018 and a rebound in growth. Many of the developers interviewed by 
the Consultant Team for this report, however, indicate that supply in New York 
City, in its entirety and in particular in boroughs other than Manhattan, has been 
catching up with demand. New York City experienced little to no hotel 
development between 1997 and 2007, despite steady increases in demand.” —
NYC Hotel Marketing Analysis 

The New York City Department of City Planning’s NYC Hotel Marketing Analysis 
report was prepared by BJH Advisors, LLC (BJH) “a real estate development and 
advisory firm, and their assisting real estate consultants. The report with its 
primary data sources which include interviews with hotel developers, tourism 
industry representatives, and local economic development professionals,” maps, 
and analytical affirmations give plenty reasons to build. But it also confirms the 
eagerness for hotel development has little to do with the public’s interest for them, 
and more to do with financial gain for developers. 

It sounds like more hotels are on the way to having people travel from the outer 
boroughs to work in their kitchens, in room service, house cleaning, and at their 
overpriced restaurants to service visitors to NYC. 

Herein this race to extract wealth is the homeless connection. BRC (Bowery 
Residents’ Committee), whose business has been the homeless, says: 

“In New York City, the issues of homelessness and affordable housing are 
intertwined. Shelter use is at an all-time high: in the single adult system the 
average daily census has increased 33% over the last three years and length of stay 
has risen 20%. A major contributing factor to this situation is the inadequate supply 
of housing options affordable to extremely low-income individuals. For our clients, 
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and our City, the consequences [of limited affordable housing options] have been 
devastating. Data from the Mayor’s Management Report show fewer exits, longer 
stays and higher rates of recidivism.” 

Social issues cannot be put in the hands of profit-motivated corporations without 
heavy oversight, and societal engineering must favor community building. Zoning 
shifts that favor developers, suffocate communities. 

The Homeless and Urban Planning Connection is written by John Mudd, President 
of the Midtown South Community Council. A version of this article is represented 
in MSCC’s Homeless and Housing Study, 2018.
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Elena Landriscina  
 
 
https://rules.cityofnewyork.us/sites/default/files/proposed_rules_sup_docs/taleoftwohousingmarkets_
final.pdf 
 
 
I write to strongly oppose the New York City Department of Homeless Services 
(DHS) proposed rule to establish an income savings program for DHS shelter 
residents with earned income. The proposed rule should be withdrawn. The rule 
would require employed shelter residents to deposit 30% of their income into a 
fund maintained by DHS. DHS would then return the funds when participants exit 
the shelter. If a participant fails to make the required deposits while they stay in 
the shelter, the consequence may be termination of shelter placement (after some 
minimal due process). The proposed rule is described as a way to “help . . . 
employed individuals get back on their feet and exit shelter by budgeting for and 
developing savings while in shelter.” However, this statement shows that the 
DHS proposal is rooted in a misguided belief that the problems faced by shelter 
residents stem from people’s failure to be responsible and to uplift themselves. 
This is a distraction from the real systemic causes of homelessness. Rather than 
focusing on individual behavior and imposing a system of consequences that will 
most certainly worsen the lives of the most vulnerable New Yorkers, the City of 
New York should be making serious commitments to tackling the housing crisis. 
More than 60,000 people sleep in a shelter each night in New York City, according 
to the Coalition for the Homeless. The City needs to address these numbers by 
building enough housing targeting the neediest New Yorkers. As stated in the 
Coalition for the Homeless’s August 2019 report, Mayor de Blasio’s much-touted 
housing plan has exacerbated homelessness. Mayor de Blasio used limited 
resources to subsidize the building of expensive apartments, creating or 
preserving 60,000 apartments with rents above $1,700 per month, while setting 
aside just 15,000 apartments for homeless households. These are not nearly 
enough for people who are the most neediest – people who cannot afford to 
spend $800 per month on rent, if that much. The proposed rule is unworkable as 
well, because for many people, saving 30% of their income will mean not taking 
care of other basic needs. The housing crisis will not be solved by individuals 
saving a little here and there. DHS and the City of New York should be ashamed 
for rolling out a rule that reflects a belief that it is up to individual actors to 
overcome the housing crisis in this city. I urge DHS to withdraw this rule and 
demand that the de Blasio administration pay attention to the neediest New 
Yorkers by building adequate housing at the lowest rent levels and by building 
housing specifically for homeless individuals. Elena Landriscina, Esq. Brooklyn, 
New York 
 
 
 
  



From Nancy Sheran: 
 
I understand and agree that it is much easier to move to an apartment when a 
person has savings. But the requirement for working homeless people living in 
shelters to save up to 30% of their earnings seems too rigid in a time when even 
people with homes are living paycheck to paycheck. Can a sliding scale of 
required savings be implemented instead, based on the person's or family's net 
income after the person's or family's expenses are deducted? And this might 
change every month. What if a person or family has medical or other necessary 
expenses? What if they have to buy a pair of shoes or a winter coat? What if they 
have to buy work clothes? What if they have work-related expenses? This rule, 
while well-intended, seems too harsh, especially since the person or family might 
lose their eligibility to stay in a shelter if they cannot comply with the rule. I do 
not support the rule "as written." 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Public Comments of Eric Lee, Director of Policy and Planning, Homeless Services United, Inc. 
Before the NYC Department of Homeless Services 

September 24th, 2019 
On Proposed amendments to Title 31 of the Rules of the City of New York  

to create an Income Savings Plan 
Introduction 

My name is Eric Lee, and I am the Director of Policy and Planning of Homeless Services United (HSU). HSU 
is a coalition of approximately 50 non‐profit agencies serving homeless and at‐risk adults and families in 
New York City.  HSU provides advocacy, information, and training to member agencies to expand their 
capacity  to  deliver  high‐quality  services.   HSU  advocates  for  expansion  of  affordable  housing  and 
prevention  services  and  for  immediate  access  to  safe,  decent,  emergency  and  transitional  housing, 
outreach and drop‐in services for homeless New Yorkers.  

Homeless Service United’s member agencies operate hundreds of programs including shelters, drop‐in 
centers,  food  pantries,  HomeBase,  and  outreach  and  prevention  services.  Each  day,  HSU  member 
programs work with thousands of homeless families and individuals, preventing shelter entry whenever 
possible and working to end homelessness through counseling, social services, health care, legal services, 
and public benefits assistance, among many other supports.  

 

Homeless  Services  United  is  dismayed  that  DHS  has  chosen  to  rollout  a  mandatory  Income  Savings 
Program  (ISP)  for  single  adults,  a  highly  vulnerable  group  with  the  least  social  capital.    While  we 
understand that savings can be an important part of a homeless client’s independent living plan, we have 
serious concerns with regards to how the Department of Homeless Services will implement the program, 
challenges it could create for clients and shelter staff in practice and, whether it will negatively impact a 
client’s ability to access, retain and move on from shelter. HSU is concerned that stringent contribution 
requirements could result in barring persons without healthy, viable alternatives from shelter programs.  
Clients  should  not  have  to  cede  control  of  their  finances  in  order  to  receive  assistance.    This  is  a 
paternalistic  program  which  will  create  barriers  to  service  and  permanent  housing  and  stifle 
independence of individuals in shelter. 

DHS must directly administer ALL facets of the ISP: 

Given DHS’ choice to enact this, § 4‐03 must be amended to explicitly state that DHS, and NOT DHS‐
contracted non‐profit providers, is responsible for directly implementing this savings program, including 
collecting and tracking contributions, client compliance, and savings reports/statements.   Non‐profit 
shelter providers primary  focus  is  to provide social  services  to stabilize households  to enable  them to 
transition to permanent housing.  This rule would enact a complicated financial savings program tasking 
social  service  staff  with  tracking  and  enforcing  compliance  which  would  diminish  time  devoted  to 
providing core social work and case management services, as well as housing search assistance.   

Establishing  a  trusting  relationship  with  clients  is  penultimate  to  gaining  buy‐in  to  achieve  better 
outcomes, and there must be a clear bifurcation of responsibilities between providers as advocates for 



 

 

their clients and DHS as the administrator. If providers are involved in any way with this program, either 
in the collection, tracking, adjustments/deductions, or withdrawal of funds, it will undermine and erode 
providers’ ability to forge relationships with clients.  

DHS must increase flexibility to ensure clients have the ability to comply and timely access to funds and 
shelter 

The City’s plan to first pilot this with single adults to workshop potential issues before implementing the 
program  across  the much  larger  families  with  children  shelter  system,  implies  that  they  anticipate  a 
bumpy rollout.  HSU strongly cautions DHS that poor implementation of this savings program will inflict 
dire financial and physical harm to individuals residing in shelter.  If the City is not confident they can 
implement  the  program  without  harming  participants,  they  must  either  not  move  forward  with  the 
program as constructed or, adjust their targeting. 

§ 4‐02 (b) should also allow clients to save money at a financial institution of their choosing and furnish 
documentation to satisfy the requirement should they not want the Department of Homeless Services 
to control their resources.  18 CRR‐NY 491.7 (d) (6) grants clients in shelter the right to control their own 
financial affairs.  We believe that in order for that right to be upheld, DHS cannot dictate which institution 
holds their savings as long as they otherwise comply with programmatic rules that may be approved in 
this section.  However, if DHS refuses to allow persons to set up accounts of their choosing the department 
must reimburse clients for all costs  incurred as a condition of compliance  including for checks, money 
orders or other banking services clients are required to purchase in order to pay into this program as the 
department requires. It is unconscionable that DHS residents who can demonstrate the required savings 
at a financial institution of their choosing are still at risk of sanction from shelter under this rule for failure 
to turn over assets to DHS to hold and control.  

§ 4‐03 (c) should clearly define standard eligible deductions, both for monthly savings requests and one‐
time adjustments, to ensure the 30% earned income requirements are consistent and attainable, as well 
as include what recourse a client has to appeal a deduction denial by DHS.  While we appreciate that some 
flexibility is built into the rule, we believe that there should also be standard deductions including, but not 
limited to, child support responsibilities as well as new/existing medical expenses, transportation, and 
work‐related expenses.   Low wage individuals, in particular, see most of their income spent on basic living 
expenses as well as prior debts and responsibilities.  Calculations for the savings plan must be clearly setup 
so that it does not make it impossible for some individuals to comply. 

§ 4‐03 (a) (3) The amount due to be deposited should exclude funds released to the client pursuant to 
4‐05(c).   Mandating  clients  to  redeposit  funds which were  approved by DHS  for  release will  result  in 
insurmountable savings requirements akin to mounting debt which could result in sanctions from shelter. 

§ 4‐02 (a) Given the financial constraints that low wage workers live within, we recommend DHS consider 
implementing the ISP in stages by income level, with high‐income shelter residents first, instead of all 
non‐CA  eligible  individuals.    In  this way, DHS will  be  able  to workshop  logistics  of  the  program with 
individuals  who  have  a  better  ability  to  set‐aside  money,  while  also  holding  harmless  those  most 
vulnerable and least likely to be able to meeting savings requirements.  The lowest income clients’ income 
tends to fluctuate and we are concerned that per diem or hourly workers with unpredictable wages will 



 

 

have a particularly challenging time managing set savings targets and/or will have to request adjustments 
so frequently as to be overly burdensome.  

 § 4‐04 (b) should clarify that “depositing funds in their savings account” to cure non‐compliance should 
be a “mutually agreed upon amount”. § 4‐04 (b) (2) should likewise specify a “mutually agreed upon 
amount” reached within a case conference, to cure a temporary discontinuance of shelter.  Through these 
clarifications, clients are empowered to comply by setting realistic and attainable payment goals.  

§ 4‐05  (a) HSU  is concerned  that highly vulnerable  individuals will  lose  track of  their money and be 
unable to access it in a timely manner, particularly for clients exiting shelter. For Standard Release after 
shelter,  30  to  45 days  is  too  long  a  timeframe  to  return  funds  to  individuals  leaving  shelter.  These 
individuals in particular will need immediate access to their money, and this is well outside standards of 
financial institutions.  Additionally, the method for returning funds is particularly problematic for people 
experiencing homelessness, as they may not be able to provide a future mailing address or other contact 
information.   Additionally, given the challenges  that our experienced non‐profit workforce encounters 
when picking up checks from DHS/HRA, from not receiving notification to not knowing who physically has 
the checks, HSU is concerned that participants would find the process even more difficult to navigate. 

§ 4‐05 (b) Clients released from shelter who are unlikely to return need access to their money prior to 
moving  out,  not  the  30  days  after  leaving  shelter,  as  inability  to  access  funds  prevents  them  from 
attaining permanent housing. A client would be unable to pay first month’s rent while  in shelter, and 
would have to wait up to a month before being able to purchase essential furniture and living supplies. 
Single adults with earned income are in particular more likely to move to informal housing arrangements 
and may lack lease agreements or other documentation typically required for a release of funding.  DHS 
must be as flexible and nimble as possible when clients request access to their funds.  

In summary, Homeless Services United agrees with the principle of helping foster financially responsible 
lifestyles, we feel that there are serious concerns with regards to implementation and punitive measures. 
We recommend DHS to consider other financial alternatives to assist clients, such as providing a match 
incentive rather than risk of sanction, to entice savings.  Another option is to work with banks and credit 
unions to establish no/low cost savings plans citywide paired with financial literacy and planning resources 
to help educate clients how to manage their funds.  In these ways, DHS can promote positive financial 
practices and empower clients  to  improve their  financial situations.   As constructed,  this plan will not 
empower shelter residents but instead infantilize them by forcing them to relinquish control of managing 
their personal finances to DHS in order to receive help.   



From: Diane Pagen dianepagen@yahoo.com
Subject: Important and Time Sensitive: Commenting on ISP proposal

Date: September 21, 2019 at 10:45 AM
To: NYC DHS Rules Mailbox dhsrules@dhs.nyc.gov
Cc: slevin@council.nyc.gov, district36@council.nyc.gov

On the Department of Homeless Services proposal to amend the Rules of the City of New York to
establish an income savings program for shelter residents with earned income, to be known as “ISP”

or “Income Savings Plan Program”

Prepared by Diane R. Pagen, LMSW
Social Worker, Resident of the City of New York
Co-Founder, Basic Income March, Basic Income NYC
diane@incomemovement.com
Brooklyn, NY 11216

Phone: 718-612-9053

Summary:

The Department of Homeless Services Income Savings Plan program (ISP) proposal to amend
Title 31 of the Rules of the City could only have been cooked up by people who are not poor and not
homeless. It is a bad idea. It is not innovative. It is discriminatory. I explain why here in this two page
document.

The ISP will create new bureaucracy. Homeless New Yorkers do not need new bureaucracy.
They need new housing, and more income support to pay for housing. Their current incomes are
precarious and below the amount we know people need to remain alive—being forced to save part of
an already insufficient income will only increase the precarity and anxiety they already have daily.
Making New Yorkers in poverty save 30% of an already insufficient income is the same as taking food
out of their mouths, warm clothing out of their closets, and opportunities out of their lives. The ISP will
create a new mechanism that shelter operators will use to justify kicking single adults out of shelter.
The result will be more DHS spending on enforcement bureaucracy and staff, greater financial
hardship every month for New Yorkers in shelter, worse health and nutrition, and more single adults
leaving shelters, not for real homes, but to sleep on the streets.

Main points:

· The ISP proposal does not tell us the cost of implementing and running the program. We need
to know the dollar cost of the administration, new staff, and the compliance bureaucracy. We need to
know what DHS is intending to spend to run this program so we can ask if this program is the best
use of these public funds.

· The ISP proposal does not cite data that show the model has been successful in another large,
high cost city. This is problematic for reasons too obvious to list.

· The ISP proposal forces New Yorkers living on poverty incomes to get by on less of their income
putting their health and lives at risk. People who are earning between $10 to 15 per hour, and even
less than that, cannot afford sufficient food, toiletries, and clothing even when spending their full
income. Single adults in shelter often have to spend more for food because they do not have kitchens
to prepare meals—this means they need more money for food, not less.

· The ISP does not increase the incomes of homeless adults. The fundamental cause of
homelessness is the widening affordability gap. ISP does not address this cause. The incomes of
adults in shelter are insufficient for them to afford a rent. Even if an adult is able to comply with the
requirement that he deposit 30% of his wages into the ISP program, he still has the same insufficient
income to work with to get out of shelter. The ISP does not raise the incomes of single adults in
shelter, therefore, it is not resolving the primary problem that drives poverty—inadequate incomes.



A single adult in shelter is in shelter because that person is unable to afford to pay a New York City
rent despite having a paid job. Let’s consider a person who earns $12 an hour and works 40 hours a
week. That is $1920 a month gross income, of which the ISP program expects them to save $600 per
month, leaving them with about $1000 cash after taxes for all their needs for the whole month. Even if
they managed to go without basics to make the savings deposits during 6 months in shelter, they
would only have saved $3600 at the end of 6 months. Within a month or two of moving out of shelter
and paying rent, they will be back where they started, with inadequate income and in danger of losing
their new home.

· The ISP as planned discriminates against people of color. We know that the median income of
black New Yorkers ($57K) and Latino New Yorkers ($48K) is less than half of white New Yorkers
($124K). We can logically conclude that to apply a savings requirement that is the same for all when
we know there is a racial disparity in their incomes makes the savings requirement discriminatory. It is
likely that the black and Latino single adults will have a harder time saving and will end up on the
street in disproportionate numbers.

· The ISP is not equitable nor realistic. It requires single adults in paid employment to set aside 30
percent of their gross income each month, a behavior that is not required of the general population.
According to data, the average American does not have $500 in cash to use for an emergency, and
the average American is not as poor as a single adult in shelter. If the average American does not earn
enough to save money, why would we make saving a condition of staying in shelter and becoming
eligible for housing?

If we do not expect the average American to save and understand why he can’t, why expect it of
homeless adults?

· The ISP program holds on to the participants’s savings for too long. The standard time lag to
give participants their savings once out of shelter is 30 to 45 days. The participants are New Yorkers
with low incomes who need their funds upon moving out to meet their basic needs and pay their new
rent. There is no sensible reason to make New Yorkers already living on low incomes and in precarity
to wait a month to get the money they saved. Participants who want to and can save should be
permitted to save in an ordinary bank where they can get their money immediately, like the rest of us.
The proposal also does not tell us whether the participants earn interest on the savings. We need to
know.

· The ISP program embraces negative myths about poor people. The median rent In NYC is $2980
a month for a one bedroom apartment. This is unaffordable to median income earners, much less to
single employed adults earning poverty line incomes, yet the ISP pretends that it can help “such
employed individuals get back on their feet and exit shelter by budgeting for and developing
savings…” Creating a compulsory savings requirement to remain in shelter embraces the myth that
people are poor because they have money but mismanage it. Our principle homeless services agency
should not be embracing that colonial era myth. It also legislates continued infantilizing of poor people
—why should they have to explain why they chose to buy food, or a bicycle, or a present for their
niece, instead of making the ISP deposit? It’s insulting to the intelligence of poor people.

· The ISP will increase the number of single adults put out of shelter and onto the streets. When
they cannot comply with the savings requirement because they choose to eat and pay their bills
instead of saving, the “non-compliance” allows DHS workers to kick them out of shelter. They also
lose their eligibility for whatever housing they were in line for. This practice will be a gross violation of
the NYS right to shelter.

· The ISP excludes more innovative, data grounded approaches to reducing homelessness, like
implementing a local Universal Basic Income. A Universal Basic Income is an agreed upon amount
of income, paid to all in a community at regular intervals, regardless of their other income and whether
or not they have a paid job. The World Health Organization has recommended a UBI as an effective
way to reduce homelessness (see WHO, Universal Basic Income Policies and Their Potential for
Reducing Health Inequities). There are UBI pilots in Mississippi, in Stockton, and in Kenya (and one in



Reducing Health Inequities). There are UBI pilots in Mississippi, in Stockton, and in Kenya (and one in
Ontario that was improving lives, cancelled by their new government) yielding good results for these
communities. Dozens of respected people want to implement a Universal Basic Income; yet DHS is
proposing a costly, means tested, discriminatory and compulsory savings program rather than
propose a UBI trial for New York City. This does not make sense to any rational person looking at the
facts.

Universal Basic Income goes to everyone in a community, so it would not discriminate; studies show
cash is the least costly way to address homelessness and poverty; and Universal Basic Income would
not require the outdated means tests that oppress poor New Yorkers and subject them to the
mistreatment that they suffer in DHS and HRA facilities such as was exposed this year in the press. A
Universal Basic Income for NYC would reduce homelessness for all single adults and it would provide
adults already living on the streets to use their UBI to immediately get off the streets. There is
abundant data that show that UBI works; there is no data to show forcing poor people to exist on a
smaller portion of their income works.

· ISP data will mislead the public. As participants fail to comply because they don’t have enough
money to save 30% of their gross income, they will forced to leave the shelter. Data will show
reductions in the numbers of single adults in shelter, which may lead the public to believe these
people are no longer homeless, and that ISP is helping people. Moving people from shelter to the
streets is not helping them. In the bigger picture, it harms not just those put into the streets, but also
will harm those who somehow manage to go without basics to comply.

Final comments:

Making this program compulsory perpetuates one of the core flaws of the shelter system,
which is rather than being focused on helping homeless people find and pay for permanent homes.
DHS proposes to make this program mandatory for employed single adults who are residing in their
shelters. DHS has bloated itself and its budget by getting in the business of behavior modification of
poor people. DHS already makes poor single adults participate in mental health services, job training,
and adhering to purposeless curfews that impede their freedom to find new opportunities, network,
spend time with family and friends. The premise of these costly services is to enhance their lives, but
in reality all the behavior modification is isolating, time consuming, expensive for NYC and frustrating
for homeless New Yorkers who entered shelter with one purpose: to find an apartment. These DHS
non-housing related services cost millions of dollars and have absolutely nothing to do with the
construction of permanent housing nor with moving homeless adults into apartments. The
Department of Homeless Services should be devoted to building housing and moving homeless New
Yorkers into that housing. Any other service should not be handled by DHS and participation should
certainly not be mandatory.
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My name is Alexandra Dougherty, and I am a senior staff attorney of the Civil Justice Practice at 
Brooklyn Defender Services (BDS). I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the 
proposed rule to establish a mandatory Income Savings Plan (ISP) Program for shelter residents. 
I urge the New York City Department of Homeless Services to commit to help its most 
vulnerable residents transition out of homelessness by reducing barriers to stable affordable 
housing. The proposed rule creates new barriers to the city’s scarce supply of affordable housing, 
and punishes shelter residents who have found successful employment and are struggling to get 
back on their feet. 

Brooklyn Defender Services provides multi-disciplinary and client-centered criminal, family, 
and immigration defense, as well as civil legal services, social work support and advocacy, for 
over 30,000 clients in Brooklyn every year. BDS’ Civil Justice Practice (CJP) aims to reduce the 
civil collateral consequences for our clients who have had interaction with the criminal, family or 
immigration justice systems. Through legal advocacy in court and at various agencies, CJP helps 
people remain in their homes, maintain their public benefits, stay in school, keep their jobs, and 
protects their consumer rights. 
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The Income Savings Plan Program creates another bureaucratic hurdle for shelter 
residents already struggling to find stable housing. 

New York City shelter residents are currently asked to comply with restrictive and time-
consuming administrative requirements in order to enter and remain in shelter. The proposed ISP 
Program will introduce new bureaucratic hurdles and administrative costs not accounted for in 
the proposed rule. Employed shelter residents and shelter staff will be required to devote 
additional time to scheduling and attending appointments, completing paperwork, and navigating 
a new set of rules and procedures. As written, the proposed rule fails to account for the assorted 
obstacles New Yorkers face that affect their ability to save, including child support obligations, 
consumer debt payments, and court fines, fees, and surcharges. The rule also fails to specify 
what, if anything, qualifies someone for an exception to the monthly savings requirement, or the 
procedure by which a resident can request an exception. Nor does the rule detail how, when, and 
under what conditions an employed shelter resident may withdraw their own savings. 

Facing this new set of restrictions and obstacles, some homeless New Yorkers will risk having 
their shelter stay terminated for not complying with the mandatory savings plan. Others will 
choose not to enter shelter in the first place, and forego access to the resources and services 
currently available to shelter residents. Perversely, the program may have the effect of increasing 
street homelessness.  

BDS Perspective 

Brooklyn Defender Services is in a unique position to speak to the effects of this proposed 
program because we work with New Yorkers in all stages of housing crisis, including those in 
shelter struggling to transition to stable housing. In our practice, we see clients choose street 
homelessness over shelter when faced with bureaucratic hurdles just to prove shelter eligibility.  

We also see New Yorkers in a time of crisis forced to make difficult financial decisions with 
limited resources and options. These crises would be exacerbated by a mandatory savings 
requirement. It is not uncommon for BDS clients to accept fines and fees in plea agreements, 
especially to avoid jail time.1 For example, the mandatory minimum fine for a charge of driving 
with a suspended license in the second degree—a misdemeanor—is $500. For a shelter resident 
who is working, owes a criminal court fine, and is required to pay child support, saving 30 
percent of earned income may be impossible. Court fees and child support are both court-ordered 
obligations that can result in jail time if not paid. Shelter residents will be forced to decide which 
mandatory, government-required payment to prioritize. New Yorkers may face an impossible 
decision: to contribute to an ISP to stay in shelter or to pay fines and fees to stay out of jail.   

BDS’ CJP provides direct support to our clients relocating from a shelter or facing eviction. We 
recognize the massive barriers all New Yorkers face to accessing affordable housing. The 
competition over the city’s limited stock of affordable housing is immense; the most affordable 
apartments are on the market for mere days, and are rented to prospective tenants able to pay 

                                                 
1 See our testimony on the Cost of Justice before the City Council online: http://bds.org/bds-testifies-before-the-
nyc-council-committee-on-justice-system-oversight-hearing-on-the-cost-of-justice/ 
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The Coalition for the Homeless and The Legal Aid Society welcome this opportunity to testify 
before the New York City Department of Homeless Services regarding the proposal to amend 
Title 31 of the Rules of the City of New York to include a new Chapter 4, which would establish 
a new income savings program for single adult DHS shelter residents with earned incomes. 
 
Record Homelessness Among Single Adults in New York City 
New York City remains in the midst of the worst homelessness crisis since the Great Depression, 
with more than 60,000 men, women, and children sleeping in shelters each night. Since 2008, 
there has been a nearly unrelenting increase in the number of homeless single adults in our city. 
In June 2019, nearly 18,000 single adults slept in shelters every night, a figure just below the all-
time record of 18,212 single adults set in February 2019. The staggering lack of affordable and 
supportive housing for single adults is at the root of this crisis. There are more homeless single 
adults sleeping in shelters each night than there are vacant, for-rent apartments at the CityFHEPS 
maximum rent level of $1,246. Furthermore, in fiscal year 2018, the City housed the lowest 
number of adults in supportive housing in 14 years, due to delays in opening new supportive 
housing promised by the City and State and severe underfunding of older supportive housing. 
 
Proposed Rule 
The proposed rule responds to a savings requirement mandated by State law. However, we 
fundamentally disagree with the underlying paternalistic premise of the State’s mandate and the 
City’s implementation. Homelessness is not a result of money mismanagement on the part of 
homeless adults and families, but, rather, it is a direct result of the lack of truly affordable 
housing for the lowest-income New Yorkers. We urge the State to repeal all laws requiring both 
rent and savings programs for shelter residents, and to invest instead in ending homelessness by 
fully funding Home Stability Support and all 20,000 units of supportive housing pledged by the 
Governor in 2016. 
 
Until the State repeals the savings requirement, we offer the following comments and suggested 
changes to the proposed rule: 

• The proposed rule should be amended to allow individuals with their own bank accounts 
to show proof of their savings in lieu of making deposits into a DSS-controlled account. 
The proposed rule should ensure the State’s savings requirement is enforced in the least 
restrictive way possible and that participants are permitted to manage their own money. 
The proposed rule conflicts with 18 NYCRR 491.7(d)(6), which establishes that a 
resident of a single adult shelter “shall have the right to manage his or her own financial 
affairs.” 

• The proposed rule is silent on how participants are to deposit their savings. If deposits are 
to be made by money order or require the payment of any fees, DHS should be required 
to reimburse participants for any fees associated with withdrawing funds and depositing 
them into their savings accounts.  

• Section 4-02 should specify that participants’ accounts will bear interest, as required by 
Section 36-c(3) of the New York Social Services Law. 

• Section 4-02(a) states that individuals will receive a notice of the terms of the program, 
but it fails to ensure that individuals receive the notice in a timely manner and fully 
understand the terms of the program. 
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• Section 4-02(b) should be amended to add the following underlined language: 
“…following their exit from DHS shelter or prior to exit as described in…” 

• Sections 4-03(a)(5) and 4-03(c) do not adequately describe how a participant may 
challenge the amount due on a monthly savings statement. Participants must be given 
clear instruction regarding how and to whom to make their deduction and one-time 
adjustment requests, and whether there is an appeal process or opportunity to request a 
fair hearing if a deduction or one-time adjustment request is denied. 

• Section 4-03(d) should specify that any deposit amount in excess of what is required 
should be deducted from the amount due the following month. 

• Section 4-03(e) requiring clients to report changes in income will be challenging given 
staffing shortages at some shelters. The form and manner of reporting to DHS should be 
specified in the rule and include protections for participants who may face delays in 
meeting with shelter staff through no fault of their own. 

• Section 4-04(b) should be amended to add the following underlined language: “…the 
program participant will be provided with written notice that their shelter may be 
discontinued…” 

• Section 4-05 should include a provision that participants may request to receive funds at 
any time and shall receive them as soon as possible after a request is made. This section 
should also incorporate language that DHS may not unreasonably withhold funds. 

• Section 4-05(a) should specify that funds must be released on the first business day after 
the 30-day waiting period. This section should also specify how participants will be 
notified that they can pick up their checks in person, and guarantee a process by which 
funds will be immediately available to participants upon their arrival at the designated 
offices. 

 
Conclusion 
Overall, this proposed rule as required under State law increases the bureaucratic barriers 
homeless individuals will encounter when accessing shelters, and does not address the root cause 
of homelessness: the lack of affordable housing for low-income individuals and families. New 
York State should immediately stop charging shelter rent, end forced savings programs, and 
increase its investments in affordable housing, supportive housing, and low-threshold shelters. In 
the interim, New York City should amend the proposed savings plan to ensure that the rights and 
needs of homeless New Yorkers are better protected.  
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About The Legal Aid Society and Coalition for the Homeless 
 
The Legal Aid Society: The Legal Aid Society, the nation’s oldest and largest not-for-profit legal 
services organization, is more than a law firm for clients who cannot afford to pay for counsel. It 
is an indispensable component of the legal, social, and economic fabric of New York City – 
passionately advocating for low-income individuals and families across a variety of civil, 
criminal, and juvenile rights matters, while also fighting for legal reform.  
 
The Legal Aid Society has performed this role in City, State and federal courts since 1876. It 
does so by capitalizing on the diverse expertise, experience, and capabilities of more than 2,000 
attorneys, social workers, paralegals, and support and administrative staff. Through a network of 
borough, neighborhood, and courthouse offices in 26 locations in New York City, the Society 
provides comprehensive legal services in all five boroughs of New York City for clients who 
cannot afford to pay for private counsel.  
 
The Society’s legal program operates three major practices — Civil, Criminal, and Juvenile 
Rights — and receives volunteer help from law firms, corporate law departments and expert 
consultants that is coordinated by the Society’s Pro Bono program. With its annual caseload of 
more than 300,000 legal matters, The Legal Aid Society takes on more cases for more clients 
than any other legal services organization in the United States. And it brings a depth and breadth 
of perspective that is unmatched in the legal profession. 
 
The Legal Aid Society's unique value is an ability to go beyond any one case to create more 
equitable outcomes for individuals and broader, more powerful systemic change for society as a 
whole. In addition to the annual caseload of 300,000 individual cases and legal matters, the 
Society’s law reform representation for clients benefits more than 1.7 million low-income 
families and individuals in New York City and the landmark rulings in many of these cases have 
a State-wide and national impact.  
 
The Legal Aid Society is uniquely positioned to speak on issues of law and policy as they relate 
to homeless New Yorkers. The Legal Aid Society is counsel to the Coalition for the Homeless 
and for homeless women and men in the Callahan and Eldredge cases. The Legal Aid Society is 
also counsel in the McCain/Boston litigation in which a final judgment requires the provision of 
lawful shelter to homeless families. The Society, in collaboration with Patterson Belknap Webb 
& Tyler, LLC, filed C.W. v. The City of New York, a federal class action lawsuit on behalf of 
RHY in New York City. Our goal in litigation is to ensure that the City creates and maintains 
enough youth-specific beds to meet the needs of all youth seeking shelter. The Society, along 
with institutional plaintiffs Coalition for the Homeless and Center for Independence of the 
Disabled – NY, settled Butler v. City of New York on behalf of all disabled New Yorkers 
experiencing homelessness.  
 
Coalition for the Homeless: Coalition for the Homeless, founded in 1981, is a not-for-profit 
advocacy and direct services organization that assists more than 3,500 homeless New Yorkers 
each day. The Coalition advocates for proven, cost-effective solutions to the crisis of modern 
homelessness, which is now in its fourth decade. The Coalition also protects the rights of 
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homeless people through litigation involving the right to emergency shelter, the right to vote, the 
right to reasonable accommodations for those with disabilities, and life-saving housing and 
services for homeless people living with mental illness and HIV/AIDS.  
 
The Coalition operates 11 direct-services programs that offer vital services to homeless, at-risk, 
and low-income New Yorkers. These programs also demonstrate effective, long-term solutions 
and include: Supportive housing for families and individuals living with AIDS; job-training for 
homeless and formerly homeless women; and permanent housing for formerly homeless families 
and individuals. Our summer sleep-away camp and after-school program help hundreds of 
homeless children each year. The Coalition’s mobile soup kitchen distributes over 900 nutritious 
hot meals each night to homeless and hungry New Yorkers on the streets of Manhattan and the 
Bronx. Finally, our Crisis Intervention Department assists more than 1,000 homeless and at-risk 
households each month with eviction prevention, individual advocacy, referrals for shelter and 
emergency food programs, and assistance with public benefits as well as basic necessities such 
as diapers, formula, work uniforms, and money for medications and groceries.  
 
The Coalition was founded in concert with landmark right to shelter litigation filed on behalf of 
homeless men and women (Callahan v. Carey and Eldredge v. Koch) and remains a plaintiff in 
these now consolidated cases. In 1981, the City and State entered into a consent decree in 
Callahan through which they agreed: “The City defendants shall provide shelter and board to 
each homeless man who applies for it provided that (a) the man meets the need standard to 
qualify for the home relief program established in New York State; or (b) the man by reason of 
physical, mental or social dysfunction is in need of temporary shelter.” The Eldredge case 
extended this legal requirement to homeless single women. The Callahan consent decree and the 
Eldredge case also guarantee basic standards for shelters for homeless men and women. Pursuant 
to the decree, the Coalition serves as court-appointed monitor of municipal shelters for homeless 
adults, and the City has also authorized the Coalition to monitor other facilities serving homeless 
families. In 2017, the Coalition, fellow institutional plaintiff Center for Independence of the 
Disabled – New York, and homeless New Yorkers with disabilities were represented by The 
Legal Aid Society and pro-bono counsel White & Case in the settlement of Butler v. City of New 
York, which is designed to ensure that the right to shelter includes accessible accommodations 
for those with disabilities, consistent with Federal, State, and local laws. 
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The Safety Net Project provides direct legal and social services to thousands of 
individuals and families each year, many of whom reside in the New York City shelter system. 
Our work is informed by our experiences advocating for clients, as well as working directly with 
the Department of Homeless Services and Human Resources Administration on larger matters of 
policy and practice. We share the De Blasio administration’s interest in decreasing street 
homelessness and ensuring that New Yorkers living in shelters are treated with dignity and 
respect. In that spirit and because we believe that shelter access should be available without 
punitive barriers, we strongly oppose the proposed mandatory savings plan.  
 
Background 

We would be remiss if we didn’t begin by noting some of the politics at play in this rule. 
Bureaucratic decisions that impact the programs and resources available to poor people are 
ultimately a matter of political decision making. Decades ago, Governor Pataki attempted to 
implement a rent-for-shelter policy that was widely decried by homeless people and advocates.  1

In 2009, the Bloomberg administration attempted to squeeze homeless families out of the 
municipal shelters by charging rent. The rollout of that program was disastrous: implementation 
was arbitrary and inexplicably varied, DHS and shelter staff bullied and intimidated residents, 
and threats of eviction from shelter were immediately hung over the head of families at the 
hardest time in their lives.  An article included in the 2010 State budget ended the practice of 2

rent-for-shelter and included a savings requirement that did not hang the threat of eviction over 
the heads of homeless parents and children.  Throughout the Bloomberg administration, much 3

like its predecessors, bureaucratic tinkering was used to squeeze homeless people out of shelters: 
tightening eligibility requirements for families, attempting to force homeless singles to live with 
families whether the latter liked it or not, and use of the punishing Next Step program that relied 
on professionalized harassment as a strategy to get people out of shelters.   4

Regrettably, the De Blasio administration has also sought to use bureaucratic tinkering to 
squeeze homeless people in an effort to keep or get them out of shelter.  As the Daily News 5

documented in its reporting, it was officials from this administration who requested permission 
from Albany to tighten eligibility into the City’s family shelter system.  Doing so put 6

unnecessary and intense pressure on families with small children to prove their homelessness to 

1 James Dao, “Shelter Fee is Proposed for Homeless,” New York Times April 21 1995 
2 Julie Bosman & Andy Newman, “New York Charges Rent for Working Homeless”, New York Times May 8 2009; 
Andy Newman, “In a Shelter, Now Fighting City Hall”, New York Times May 14, 2009; Cara Buckley, “City Drops 
Plan to Charge Rent to Shelter Residents,” New York Times June 5, 2010. 
3 Buckley, ibid.  
4 City of New York, Mayor's Management Report, September 2009, p. 39; Sarah Murphy, “The Next Step 
Punishment”, Coalition for the Homeless Safety Net 2011;  
5 Jennifer Fermino, “Loose shelter requirements led city to house homeless families that may have had elsewhere to 
stay,” New York Daily News December 14, 2016; September 13, 2016 letter from HRA to OTDA, released by FOIL 
request to OTDA (FOIL request  #16-236) on April 10, 2017.  
6 Ibid.  



City eligibility investigators, with the City churning many families through investigation 
processes just as families had been under the previous administration. This effort to artificially 
decrease the DHS census has largely failed and even with tightened eligibility requirements, the 
family census is again increasing.  In the instant case, regarding the proposed requirement for a 7

mandatory savings plan, City Limits has reported that, again, it was the City who requested an 
additional barrier to shelter for homeless individuals and families.  While the rule was passed in 8

the most recent State budget, it was done so as a three-year “demonstration project” at the City’s 
request.  This is yet another attempt to shift the burden of homelessness onto homeless people, 9

and potentially another effort to artificially decrease the DHS census as the 
housing/homelessness crisis continues at record levels. 

The new rule, as stated in New York’s Social Service Law, requires homeless New York 
City shelter residents to contribute thirty percent of their earned income into a City-administered 
savings account. Failure to comply with this requirement results in New Yorkers being kicked 
out of shelter. There was virtually no notice given or input sought from homeless New Yorkers 
or the larger homelessness advocacy community in NYC. As a result, when DHS announced in 
August that they were proposing a new rule to implement this plan, many advocates, homeless 
New Yorkers, and elected officials were caught by surprise. The rule indicates that DHS will 
start implementing the Income Savings Plan with single adults, and will later extend it to include 
families with children. Shelter residents will be required to deposit 30% of their monthly earned 
income into a savings account administered by the Department of Social Services. They will 
have almost no access to the money while in shelter, and the funds will only be returned to them 
30-45 days after they leave shelter. If they do not comply, they will be kicked out.  10

 
The Proposed Rule   

At a time of record homelessness, the State law and DHS’s proposal create yet another 
barrier to accessing shelters. Politically, philosophically and practically, the proposed mandate 
shifts the blame of homelessness directly onto shelter residents, making it an issue of personal 
responsibility when homelessness is an outcome of unaffordable housing. In shifting blame to 
individuals, the City and State are choosing to increase the pressure on vulnerable individuals 
and families.  Although this policy will start with singles, it will eventually be extended to 
families. In contrast to the 2010 law, the current demonstration project holds the threat of 
sanction over the heads of homeless families and individuals. Quite simply, at no point should 
the City or State hold the sanctions from shelter over the heads of any homeless person, and 
especially not children and survivors of traumatizing experiences like domestic violence (as 

7 See the DHS Daily Report, September 22, 2019, p. 2. 
8 Sadef Ali Kully, “Mixed Feelings About Mandatory Savings for Homeless,” City Limits August 28, 2019. 
9 New York Consolidated Laws, Social Services Law - SOS § 36-c. Savings plan for the city of New York, 
https://codes.findlaw.com/ny/social-services-law/sos-sect-36-c.html. 
10 “Income Savings Plan Program.” Department of Homeless Services. 
https://rules.cityofnewyork.us/content/income-savings-plan-program 



many in DHS shelters are). Moreover, the possible outcomes of this policy are a potential 
Pandora's box of consequences for homeless families.  For example, if a parent cannot comply 
with the savings mandate for any number of reasons, this rule may conceivably lead to an 
unnecessary ACS case and, potentially, family separation. This is the kind of unintended 
consequence that occurs when poor families are faced with threats like the loss of shelter for not 
complying with unnecessary and arbitrary mandates. 

This new proposal will also likely result in an increase in street homelessness. As is well 
known, many people already feel safer and that they can keep more of their dignity living on the 
streets than in shelters. This is due, in-part, to policies and practices that can mimic those found 
in jails or halfway houses (e.g. lack of privacy; strict curfews; being moved around without any 
say or notice; not being able to bring in food or drink; the presence of police and security guards; 
arbitrary, selective and manipulative decision-making by many staff members), as well as 
experiences of harm or threat by other shelter residents or shelter staff.  The proposed plan offers 
an arbitrary method for DHS and its contractors to impose a threat of sanction for 
non-compliance with a rule that would take one-third of the meager income earned by employed 
shelter residents. The savings requirement further hits at residents’ daily lives and will likely lead 
to many deciding not to access shelter or to leave shelter, as people may either be unable or 
understably unwilling to submit to this requirement to hand control over one’s hard-earned 
money to DHS. 

The savings requirement will also increase the already-tense dynamics between shelter 
residents and shelter staff. Caseworkers will be in a difficult position of being required to follow 
up with resident about whether or not they are saving their money - an intrusive, personal, and 
paternalistic conversation that is likely to erode any trust and rapport that caseworkers might try 
and build with shelter residents. As a direct result of individual experiences, shelter residents do 
not typically have a belief that shelter staff act in good faith or even reasonably when they have a 
cudgel, like a sanction, to hold against residents. Punitive mechanisms, such as the threat of a 
transfer or a sanction, are often abused and discretionary implementation is often arbitrary and 
retaliatory.  This rule will increase tensions between staff and residents, to no one’s benefit. And 11

there is very good reason to believe - based on the historical implementation of coercive 
programming at DHS - that there will be significant abuses via threat and via efforts to use the 
ability to sanction. 

In addition to increasing tension between staff and residents, implementing and managing 
the savings plan will pose an enormous undertaking for which the Department of Social Services 
(DSS), which oversees HRA and DHS, has not made clear that it is equipped to handle. As the 
proposed rule is currently laid out, there is very little information on how the 30% of someone’s 
income will be calculated or tracked, or the process by which it can be accessed in an 
emergency. Many people experiencing homelessness have fluctuating incomes, so the required 

11 See the Safety Net Activists report on the arbitrary and often retaliatory use of transfers. DHS Shelter Transfers 

Introduction and Draft Report. http://www.safetynetactivists.org/new-york-city-shelter-transfers 



amount of savings would need to be frequently recalculated, which the current proposal does not 
address. Additionally, fluctuating incomes can require people to access their savings in periods 
of low or no income. The proposal would restrict access to savings until a resident exits shelter, 
which would cause further hardship in times of emergency. Furthermore, we again note that this 
is not a new program and that its previous implementation was disastrous. Before implementing 
a rule that would so significantly impact shelter residents, with such severe consequences for 
non-compliance, DHS should be able to present compelling evidence of the success of these 
savings requirements to the public. 

Furthermore, the 30% savings requirement is simply unrealistic, if not impossible, for 
most shelter residents. There are many extra expenses that shelter residents incur as a result of 
their homelessness. First of all, most clients in shelter do not have access to full cooking facilities 
and therefore often need to eat out and purchase hot food, which is well-known for being more 
expensive than preparing one’s own food.  Even at singles shelters where meals are provided, 
food in shelters is notoriously often poor quality, non-nutritious, and sometimes even spoiled. As 
a result, many clients end up needing to eat out, which is expensive and often requires cash 
(since SNAP can’t be used for hot/prepared food). This situation is even more likely to arise for 
employed shelter residents who often miss meals at their shelters due to the hours of their jobs. 
Employed, homeless residents also have many additional expenses, including paying their 
storage bills (which can be hundreds of dollars a month), transportation to get to and from work, 
basic cosmetics and toiletries, clothing, laundry, credit card bills and loans, and more. By the end 
of the month, many homeless New Yorkers would count themselves fortunate if they even had a 
small amount to put away in case of an emergency, let alone hand over 30% of their income to a 
City account that they will not be able to control or access. 

The Safety Net Project calls for an immediate halt to implementation of this law in New 
York City, and an immediate repeal of laws that allow it at the State level. Forced savings does 
not accomplish DHS’ goal of assisting people in securing stable housing. On the contrary, it 
exerts paternalistic control over people experiencing homelessness and places greater strain on 
them in an already difficult period of their lives. In a time of unprecedented homelessness, it is 
dangerous and irresponsible to place a greater burden on homeless residents and implement a 
policy that would push more New Yorkers into the streets. Instead of putting further pressure and 
threatened sanctions on homeless individuals and families who come seeking shelter and 
assistance at the City’s doorstep, the City and State should focus on investing in genuinely 
affordable housing so people can successfully and sustainably exit shelter. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments and please do not hesitate to contact 
us should you have any questions. 
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September 24, 2019

Commissioner Steven Banks
Department of Homeless Services
Office of the Commissioner
33 Beaver Street, 17th Floor
New York, NY 10004

Re: Proposed amendment to Tile 31 of the Rules of the City of New York to include
a new Chapter 4 establishing a new income savings program for DHS shelter
residents with earned income

Dear Commissioner Banks:

On behalf of the New York Legal Assistance Group (“NYLAG”) and its Shelter
Advocacy Initiative, we offer the following comments on the proposed amendments
to Title 31 of the Rules of the City of New York to include a new Chapter 4
establishing an income savings program for DHS shelter residents with earned
income (“proposed amendment”). As advocates working directly with impacted
communities, we seek to share our experience and provide relevant feedback
regarding the proposed amendment. The below letter provides some background on
our work and specific comments about the proposed amendment.

NYLAG’S Shelter Advocacy Initiative

NYLAG serves some of New York’s most vulnerable communities, including single
adults and families experiencing homelessness, immigrants, seniors, the homebound,
families facing foreclosure, renters facing eviction, and domestic violence victims.
The Shelter Advocacy Initiative at NYLAG provides legal services and advocacy to low
income people who are both in and trying to access the shelter system. Our clients
often come to us with questions about the shelter transfer process, facility conditions
and resources, and fair hearings. By offering legal advice and representation
throughout each step of the shelter application process, we work to ensure that every
New Yorker has a safe place to sleep.

Based on our experience working with individual adults and homeless families as
they move through the shelter system, we submit the following comments to the
proposed amendment.



Comments:

As stated in the Notice of Public Hearing and Opportunity to Comment on Proposed
Rule, the purpose of the proposed amendment “is to help clients exit DHS shelters
by budgeting for and developing savings to facilitate their transition to
permanent housing upon shelter exit.” The income savings plan set forth in the
proposed rules, however, will not decrease New York’s homeless population and will
in fact increase New York City’s street homeless population.

1. The proposed amendment will result in an increase in street
homelessness.

Each night thousands of unsheltered homeless people sleep on New York City streets,
in the subway system, and in other public spaces. There is no accurate measurement
of New York City’s unsheltered homeless population, and recent City surveys, putting
the number at about 3,700, significantly underestimate the number of unsheltered
homeless New Yorkers.1 The proposed amendment will only increase those
numbers, as many shelter residents will be unable or unwilling to comply with the
administrative burdens imposed by the new program. The penalty for failure to
comply is eviction from shelter, and the most vulnerable of New York City’s shelter
residents will be most affected. Proposed rule §4-04. NYLAG strongly opposes any
policy where the penalty for non-compliance is forced street homelessness.

The proposed rule is a “one size fits all” approach. There are no stated exemptions
and as such the rule will simply be impossible for many shelter residents to comply
with. This proposed rule will likely result in an increase in street homelessness for at
least two distinct reasons.

First, The proposed rule will necessarily involve new onerous administrative and
paperwork requirements for shelter residents. Many shelter residents are already
overwhelmed by the myriad amount of paperwork and meetings they are required to
attend as a condition of placement, and our clients frequently have their
programming or assigned placement discontinued purportedly due to administrative
and paperwork failures on their parts. Additionally, shelter residents living with
mental or physical disabilities and/or addiction often have additional barriers to
keeping track of and submitting necessary paperwork. Such challenges around
organizing paperwork and maintaining administrative deadlines will only be
exacerbated by the proposed amendments.

Second, many shelter residents are barely surviving on their existing income due to
financial obligations such as childcare costs, mandatory child support, garnishment of
wages for other debt, and outstanding medical bills. For example, 71% of the New

1 https://www.coalitionforthehomeless.org/basic-facts-about-homelessness-new-york-city/



York’s shelter population is comprised of families, and the heads of household in
nearly one-third of those families work.2 Moreover, in the aggregate, low income
families with one or more parent who works pay over one-third of monthly income
on child care.3 Many of these shelter residents do not have disposable income to
place in the savings account that would be required by the proposed rule. These
families would thus lose their shelter benefit under this amendment.

As a result, the burden of compliance and the penalty for non-compliance provided in
the proposed rules will result in more New York City residents living on our streets.

2. The proposed rule does not address the fundamental cause of
homelessness.

It has long since been established that the primary cause of homelessness in New
York City is the lack of low cost housing.4 Rising rents,5 landlords unwilling to accept
vouchers6 and long waiting lists for low-cost housing7 all contribute to the scarcity of
affordable housing. A savings account is meaningless if permanent low cost housing
not available to shelter residents.

3. The proposed rule will be difficult to implement because it fails to take
into account the lived realities of a homeless individual or family.

It is often difficult for a shelter resident to find consistent employment.8 As shelter
residents lose and find new jobs, their income varies frommonth to month. Similarly,
the homeless are often in and out of shelter over a period of years.9 The proposed
rules do not take into account the instability inherent to the lives of shelter residents.
For example, under the proposed rules, program participants are required to report
every change in income, potentially imposing a new, significant burden on shelter
residents as well as program administrators. Proposed rule § 4-03(e). In addition, the
proposed rules provide for the release of savings to a shelter resident who has been

2 http://nymag.com/intelligencer/2017/03/nyc-homelessness-crisis.html
3 https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/early-
childhood/reports/2019/06/20/471141/working-families-spending-big-money-child-care/
4 https://www.coalitionforthehomeless.org/basic-facts-about-homelessness-new-york-city/
5 https://comptroller.nyc.gov/reports/the-gap-is-still-growing-new-york-citys-continuing-housing-
affordability-challenge/
6 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/06/20/nyregion/nyc-government-vouchers-lawsuit.html
7 “Approximately 5,000 apartments become available each year inside developments managed by
NYCHA, which translates to a vacancy rate of less than one percent. In addition, as of May 2018, there
are 209,180 families on the public housing waitlist.” https://council.nyc.gov/budget/wp-
content/uploads/sites/54/2019/03/NYCHA2020.pdf
8 http://nymag.com/intelligencer/2017/03/nyc-homelessness-crisis.html
9 “Many families struggle with housing instability after leaving the shelter system and eventually must
re-enter. In June 2016, almost half (46%) of families that were entering shelter were “repeat” families,
meaning they had previously entered the city shelter system.” https://www.icphusa.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/07/Shelter-DynamicsFinal07819.pdf



out of a DHS shelter or 30 consecutive days, potentially resulting in the creation of
multiple savings funds over the course of even a single year. Proposed § 4-05(a).

In conclusion, we do not believe the proposed Income Savings Plan Program would
achieve its stated goal of facilitating the transition to permanent housing for shelter
residents. Instead, we believe the proposed amendment would increase the street
homeless population, as it does not address the root cause of homelessness and
would additionally be challenging to implement and maintain.

Sincerely,

Beth Goldman, Esq.
President and Attorney-in-Charge
New York Legal Assistance Group
7 Hanover Square
New York, NY 10004
(212) 613-5000
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MS. SONYA RUSSELL:  So we're going to get 1 

started.  So, good afternoon.  Welcome, and thank you for 2 

coming to this public hearing, pursuant to the City 3 

Administrative Procedure Act, on this public hearing, with 4 

regards to the proposal for Department of Homeless 5 

Services Income Savings Plan Program.  My name is Sonya 6 

Russell.  I am an Assistant Commissioner with New York 7 

City Department of Homeless Services, Adult Services 8 

Division.   9 

First, I would like to have the interpreters 10 

stand up.  We do have interpretation services available 11 

this afternoon.  I would ask if they can come up, one by 12 

one, to just introduce themselves, in the language in 13 

which they are available, so that those that need 14 

assistance, starting with you. 15 

[Spanish Interpreter 01:15 to 01:24] 16 

[Foreign Language 01:25 to 01:42] 17 

[Foreign Language 01:43 to 01:46] 18 

[Foreign Language 01:47 to 02:11] 19 

[Foreign Language 02:25 to 02:34] 20 

[French Interpreter 02:37 to 02:48] 21 

[Foreign Language 02:52 to 03:01] 22 

[Foreign Language 03:10 to 03:19] 23 

[Foreign Language 03:24 to 03:32] 24 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you.  DHS has proposed an 25 
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income savings plan program, otherwise known as ISP, 1 

follows amendments to the New York State Social Services 2 

Law, which authorize New York City to establish a savings 3 

program, instead of charging rent for shelter, as 4 

otherwise required by state law.  The first phase of this 5 

ISP program will be mandatory for employed single adult 6 

individuals who are residing in DHS shelters whose earned 7 

income makes them ineligible for cash assistance.   8 

Under the terms of the proposed rule, covered 9 

households with earned income will be required to deposit 10 

a portion of their earned income, generally 30 percent, to 11 

a savings account.  However, individuals may request an – 12 

an adjustment to the contribution for good cause.   13 

Deposited funds will be held by the New York 14 

City Department of Social Services, and will be made 15 

available to program participants, upon their exit from 16 

shelter.  However, the proposed rule also provides a 17 

mechanism, for individuals to request access to their 18 

savings, prior to shelter exit.   19 

If an individual fails to make their required 20 

contribution to their savings account, they will receive a 21 

notice that their shelter may be discontinued.  However, 22 

they will have an opportunity for a case conference, where 23 

they can establish good cause for the non-compliance, and 24 

even if there is not good cause, we will come up with a 25 
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plan to deposit some amount in their account, to cure 1 

their non-compliance.   2 

As mentioned, the proposed rule applies only to 3 

those individuals in single adult shelters, whose earned 4 

income makes them ineligible for cash assistance.  5 

However, subsequent phases of this program, which will be 6 

subject to future rule making, will apply to additional 7 

populations.   8 

So, there are a number of you who have signed up 9 

to speak.  Due to the high volume of those who have signed 10 

up, I am going to limit the amount of time to five minutes 11 

per person.  This will allow those who have signed up an 12 

opportunity to speak.  My colleague, Mr. Daniel Nicholas, 13 

will call those individuals up by name.  You can come to 14 

the podium.  Again, I will give you five minutes in which 15 

to speak, as I want to be fair for all participants who 16 

signed up.   17 

Please note that we will not be responding to 18 

comments at this hearing today.  But we will take all 19 

comments into consideration when we finalize the rule.  20 

Thank you, and we appreciate you coming this afternoon.  21 

Mr. Nicholas. 22 

MR. DANIEL NICHOLAS:  Good afternoon.  Assembly 23 

Member Andrew Hevesi. 24 

[BACKGROUND NOISE – CHANTING "Stop the abuse of 25 
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the homeless" - 06:40 to 07:52] 1 

MS. RUSSELL:  Excuse me.  Hello?  Hello? 2 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Excuse us.  Excuse us.  Excuse 3 

us, please.  Excuse us, please.  Excuse us, please.  4 

Excuse us, please.  If you could just give— 5 

MS. RUSSELL:  We want to give everyone an 6 

opportunity in which to speak.  Thank you.  So, please 7 

sign up and we will be more than glad to hear your opinion 8 

on this proposed rule.  So, I want to give the Assembly 9 

Member an opportunity to please speak, in addition to 10 

those who have also signed up.  If you want to stay in 11 

here, that’s fine by me.  I don’t object to that.  12 

However, I do want to be fair to those who have come to 13 

make a statement.  Thank you so much, ladies.  I 14 

appreciate it.  Assembly Member? 15 

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HEVESI:  Sure.  Just for the 16 

record, that wasn’t about me, right?  You guys are cool?   17 

[LAUGHTER] 18 

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HEVESI:  First of all, good 19 

afternoon, Assistant Commissioner.  Thank you to my 20 

friends at DHS, and thank you to the advocates that are 21 

here.  You’re right.  You are a hundred percent right on 22 

the merits.  I am bummed out by the five minute rule, 23 

because I had a 150 page speech that I wanted to read 24 

really slowly to you.  Raise your hands if you want to 25 
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hear that speech.  Anybody?  Really?  What are you guys, 1 

insane?   2 

Okay.  Let me get to some substantive business.  3 

I will go quickly, but I – I do thank you for the time.  4 

So, first, my impression of the state law, which is the 5 

impetus for this, where we are requiring shelter to be 6 

charged for people who are in homeless services, is 7 

outdated.  My colleagues and I will be looking to repeal 8 

that section.  It is unnecessary and it hurts other 9 

people.   10 

With that being said, and there will be some of 11 

my colleagues that will be bullish on this point, they 12 

just want to repeal it.  I’m going to take a little bit of 13 

a more nuanced approach, although I think repeal is the 14 

right move.  But let me get into the roots of it a little 15 

bit.  And I will convey this to the Commissioner, and I am 16 

happy to convey this to you – to you here publicly.   17 

I am scared of this proposal on its merits.  If 18 

it was not from an administration that I like, and I like 19 

the Commissioner, and I know you guys are in the business 20 

of trying to do the best you can for the homeless, this 21 

can be viewed as a way to bounce – a mechanism to bounce 22 

people out of shelter.  And that scares me.  If it was the 23 

state government, with a different administration that I 24 

do not trust, proposing the same thing, I would be 25 
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screaming and yelling.   Because I know that your heart is 1 

in the right place, and you try to do the best you can, 2 

under terrible circumstances, or growing crisis, I am open 3 

to – to talking about this proposal with you. 4 

There are some questions I would have.  I know 5 

you don’t answer them, but I just want to put them out 6 

there, about this proposal.  So, first, regardless of the 7 

state law, the decision to pick this population, I am not 8 

clear on how we got to them because there is no state 9 

regulation that requires that.  So, you know, I would kind 10 

of look to get further explanation as to why we started 11 

there, if at all.   12 

I do – let me take a step back.  I am also – I 13 

don’t love the paternalistic nature of we’ve got to make 14 

people save.  I don’t love that.  Although – although – 15 

although, if it is done in a way that is truly there to 16 

help the client, and not you, to help them save, to get a 17 

place, to help them get off of public assistance, and 18 

start paying taxes and become part of the tax base, I am 19 

absolutely for that.  It’s just the – the policy scares me 20 

a little bit.   21 

The second thing that I don’t love is the 30 22 

percent cap.  Now, I understand – the 30 percent income 23 

level, the threshold, I understand the rationale, and it 24 

is – look, when I am making you all look to find another 25 
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baseline, as well, that makes sense.  I just think that is 1 

a little much 2 

Then there are, and I better (inaudible) you are 3 

going to hear from the experts, and I am not an expert.  4 

But you are going to hear from my friends at Legal Aid, at 5 

the Coalition for the Homeless, at HSU, some of my other 6 

friends who are going to get into the weeds.  But some of 7 

the things that jumped out at me, and here we get into the 8 

minutiae.  The proposal, you will hear, you know, clients 9 

can be able – should be able to – if we go forward with 10 

this – to use their own bank accounts.  I think has merit.  11 

New York City, we reimburse participants for fees if they 12 

have to withdraw their funds, has merit.  Fair hearings, I 13 

would like to red flag that for you.  There should be an 14 

appeals process but I will also submit, publicly, that the 15 

state fair hearing process is a mess.   16 

We would be looking at the State Assembly to 17 

hold hearings because it is our understanding that an 18 

administrative law judge can make a determination about a 19 

case, and then the city not even enforce the case.  So, 20 

what is the point of the fair hearing?  And that’s not 21 

just an attack on you.  That is other local social 22 

services districts.  So, it even begs the question, why do 23 

we have these fair hearings, if they are not being 24 

enforced or fair?  And if you are going to put this new 25 



DHS PUBLIC HEARING – 9/24/2019 

Ubiqus 
61 Broadway –  Suite 1400, New York, NY 10006 

Phone: 212-346-6666 * Fax: 888-412-3655 

9 

program subject to that fair hearing, that gives me a 1 

little bit of pause.   2 

Also, I want to make sure the DHS can’t 3 

unreasonably hold funds.  And, also, there is a real 4 

question about social services staff in an overburdened 5 

system.  Are they going to be able to track this?  And – 6 

and, you know, have compliance.  These are real issues. 7 

Now, I will tell you that I have introduced a 8 

bill that I will have to have  - think about, in 9 

consultation, that bans the practice of savings programs.  10 

And I have talked to the Commissioner about this.  With 11 

the exception of the city, giving the leeway.  But the max 12 

amount that we allow the city to save is up to five 13 

percent.  And I am not sure what to do about that.  I will 14 

have to hear with some of the experts. 15 

But that wasn’t the purpose of the bill.  The 16 

purpose of the bill, and part of the reason why I am here, 17 

is this practice of savings programs, if it is done in an 18 

appropriate way by the city, I can take it.  But there are 19 

other providers of homeless services that take money out 20 

of the pockets of the homeless.  They see homeless people 21 

as a commodity.  And they are – and they are hurting, 22 

again, not the city – not the city, but they are taking 23 

money out of the homeless people’s pockets, which makes 24 

them much more likely to stay in homeless shelters, or on 25 
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the streets.  It is an outrage from a human perspective.  1 

And it is an outrage from a taxpayers perspective, because 2 

as we all know, shelters are three times as expensive as 3 

the other ways to keep people in their homes.   4 

So, the bill that I have – so the bill that I 5 

have, and I will be pushing this year, will ban any 6 

homeless service provider from taking any money for any 7 

reason.  Whether they rationalize it’s a job training 8 

program – I don’t buy it.  Whether they say it is rent – I 9 

don’t buy it.  Whatever it is.  Anybody else is going to 10 

be told no.  The question that I have to tackle, and I 11 

would love to talk subsequent to this, is do we, as the 12 

state legislature, allow the city to do it, if they did in 13 

a respectful and safe manner.  And I’m getting some no’s.  14 

Okay.  But that conversation will be continued.  Okay.  I 15 

am looking to have that conversation.  And, trust me, I 16 

rely heavily on the advocates, who are the only reason I 17 

know half of what I am talking about.   18 

So, I think that’s it.  I would like to thank 19 

everybody for not protesting me personally.  That’s very 20 

helpful.  And thank you, Assistant Commissioner and the 21 

rest of DHS, for allowing me to participate.  Thank you. 22 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you, Assembly Member. 23 

MALE VOICE:  Good questions. 24 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Susan Stetzer, Community Board 3. 25 
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MS. SUSAN STETZER:  Thank you.  My name is – my 1 

name is Susan Stetzer.  I am District Manager for 2 

Community Board 3 Manhattan, which is lower east side, 3 

east village, and Chinatown.  And I will be submitting the 4 

testimony – the resolution the Community Board voted on, 5 

but we wanted to highlight some things. 6 

And Community Board 3 has over 15 shelters in 7 

our district.  Community Board 3 understands this rule is 8 

to comply with state law.  However, there has been 9 

precedent when it was voluntary, and precedent for a 10 

waiver.  It appears the city is currently not asking for 11 

either.   12 

This rule does not address the crisis we have 13 

with homelessness, but will likely add to it.  We 14 

understand that DHS does not plan on putting people on the 15 

street, but some will end up there if they cannot deal 16 

with this.  The problem that is not being addressed is 17 

that there is not enough affordable housing being built.   18 

Some of the concerns the Community Board noted 19 

is that the program targets money management, instead of 20 

unaffordable rent.  It may be very difficult for people to 21 

access their money for their own emergencies.  The 22 

procedures for releasing the funds, for reasons other than 23 

to arrange for permanent housing, are very unclear.  24 

Residents who do not set aside the required savings would 25 
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be at risk of losing their shelter services.  Shelter 1 

residents have difficulty managing basics, such as food, 2 

shelter, and medical help.  Those who are working must 3 

first budget for these basics, as well as transportation 4 

and meals away from home.  In addition, many shelters are 5 

not equipped with kitchens for use by residents, resulting 6 

in increased food costs. 7 

People cannot be mandated to save a certain 8 

amount of money, without first creating a budget that 9 

allows them to meet basic needs.  Putting away one-third 10 

of a very low income generally does not allow a person 11 

enough money to live.  Especially with costs related – 12 

related to working and living while residing in a shelter. 13 

Additionally, those who are overwhelmed by this 14 

burden may go back to being street homeless.  The proposed 15 

rule does not ensure that financial literacy, (inaudible) 16 

or budget guidance will be easily accessible to all 17 

residents.  And it appears that residents will be required 18 

to buy money orders to deposit money in savings account.  19 

These administrative costs should not have to be incurred 20 

by the shelter residents, and residents should be held 21 

harmless.   22 

Therefore, Community Board 3 in Manhattan does 23 

not support the mandatory income savings plans for New 24 

York City shelter residents.  We call on the city to delay 25 
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implementation of this rule.  We are also sending 1 

resolutions to the state, asking them to review and repeal 2 

this rule.  Thank you. 3 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 4 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Eric Lee, from Homeless Services 5 

United. 6 

MR. ERIC LEE:  Good afternoon, and thank you for 7 

allowing me to speak before you today, Assistant 8 

Commissioner.  My name is Eric Lee.  I am the director of 9 

policy and planning for Homeless Services United.  I will 10 

just cover the highlights of my public comments, given the 11 

time provided. 12 

Homeless Services United is dismayed that DHS 13 

has chosen to roll out a mandatory savings program for 14 

single adults, a highly vulnerable group, with the least 15 

social capital.  While we understand that savings can be 16 

an important part of homeless clients independent living 17 

plan, we have serious concerns about how DHS will 18 

implement the program, what practical challenges it will 19 

create for clients and shelter staff, and whether it will 20 

negatively impact the client’s ability to access, retain, 21 

and move on from shelter. 22 

If DHS chooses to enact this program, it must be 23 

explicit that DHS, and not contracted providers, is – is 24 

responsible for directly implementing the savings program, 25 
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including collection and disbursement, tracking client 1 

compliance, and issuing savings reports and statements.  2 

Non-profit homeless service providers’ primary focus is to 3 

provide social services to stabilize households, and to 4 

enable them to obtain permanent housing.   5 

This rule would enact a complicated financial 6 

savings program, which we feel would task social service 7 

staff, with tracking and enforcing compliance, further 8 

diminishing time devoted to providing core social work, 9 

case management, and housing search services.   10 

There must be clear bifurcation of 11 

responsibilities between providers, as advocates for their 12 

clients, and DHS as the administrator.  Being involved, in 13 

any way, with this program, would undermine the providers’ 14 

ability to build trust and forge relationships with 15 

clients.   16 

Individuals in shelters should be allowed to 17 

save money in their own financial institution of their 18 

choice, and submit documentation to satisfy the savings 19 

requirement.  Under Part 491-7 of New York State Rules and 20 

Regulations, shelter residents have the right to manage 21 

their own financial affairs.  We uphold this right.  DHS 22 

cannot dictate which institution they choose.  If DHS does 23 

not allow clients to set up their own accounts, DHS must 24 

reimburse them for the costs incurred to comply with this 25 
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program, such as checks, money orders, and EFT fees.   1 

It is unconscionable that shelter residents 2 

demonstrating their ability to save the required amount, 3 

at their own bank, would still be at risk of sanction for 4 

not turning over assets to DHS.   5 

HSU is concerned that lack of clarity, of how 6 

the program will be administered, as well as rushed 7 

implementation, could result in individuals being 8 

sanctioned, and as a result churning within the shelter 9 

system.  DHS must clearly define standard eligible 10 

deductions for both monthly savings requirements and one 11 

time adjustments, to ensure that contribution requirements 12 

are consistent and attainable.  Standard exempt deductions 13 

should include child support payments, new and existing 14 

medical expenses, transportation, and work related 15 

expenses.  Clients should also not have to redeposit funds 16 

that DHS approved for release, in order to comply as a one 17 

time, necessary expense, could lead to insurmountable 18 

savings requirements, akin to mounting debt.   19 

Individuals leaving shelter need access to their 20 

funds prior to move out, to enable them to secure living 21 

expenses and purchase essentials.  To this end, the 22 

savings program must be flexible enough to disburse funds 23 

quickly to clients, while still in shelters.  Similar to 24 

the turnaround time of financial institutions, not within 25 
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the 30 to 45 day window post exit.   1 

The method of returning funds is particularly 2 

problematic for this population, as individuals leaving 3 

shelter may not be able to provide a future mailing 4 

address, and picking up a check from DHS offices is, as 5 

our staff knows, not as simple as it sounds.  Thank you 6 

for your time. 7 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 8 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Deborah Berkman. 9 

MS. DEBORAH BERKMAN:  Thank you.  I am Deborah 10 

Berkman, and I am an attorney with the New York Legal 11 

Assistance Group, or NYLAG.  NYLAG serves some of New 12 

York’s most vulnerable communities, including a lot of 13 

homeless adults and families.  And I work at the Shelter 14 

Advocacy Initiative at NYLAG.   15 

The Shelter Advocacy Initiative provides free 16 

legal services and advocacy to low income people who are 17 

both in and trying to access the shelter system.  Our 18 

clients often come to us with questions about shelter 19 

eligibility, the shelter transfer process, facility 20 

conditions, resources, and fair hearings.  And, by 21 

offering legal advice and representation, we try to ensure 22 

that every New Yorker has a safe place to sleep.   23 

Based on our experience working with homeless 24 

adults and families, we believe that the income savings 25 
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plan will not decrease New York’s homeless population, and 1 

will, in fact, increase New York City’s street homeless 2 

population.  As you all know, New York City already has a 3 

tremendous street homeless population.  The city’s recent 4 

survey says that about 3,700 people sleep on the street 5 

each night, but advocates actually believe that that is a 6 

gross underestimate.   7 

The proposed amendment will only increase those 8 

numbers, as many shelter residents will be unable or 9 

unwilling to comply with the burdens imposed by the new 10 

program.  The penalty for failure to comply is eviction 11 

from shelter.  And NYLAG strongly opposes any policy where 12 

the penalty for non-compliance is forced street 13 

homelessness.   14 

The proposed rule is a one size fits all 15 

approach.  There are no stated exemptions.  And, as such, 16 

the rule will simply be impossible for many people to 17 

comply with.  For instance, the proposed rule will 18 

necessarily involve new, onerous, administrative and 19 

paperwork requirements for shelter residents.  Many of our 20 

clients are already overwhelmed by the amounts of 21 

paperwork and meetings they are required to attend.  And 22 

our clients frequently have their programming, or their 23 

assigned placements discontinued, purportedly due to 24 

administrative of paperwork failures on their part.  25 
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Shelter residents living with mental or physical 1 

disabilities, and or addiction, often have additional 2 

barriers to keeping track of and submitting necessary 3 

paperwork.   4 

Moreover, many shelter residents are barely 5 

surviving on their existing income due to financial 6 

obligations such as childcare cost, mandatory child 7 

support, garnishment of wages for other debt, and 8 

outstanding medical bills.  Many of these shelter 9 

residents don’t have the disposable income to place into 10 

the savings account that would be required by the new 11 

rule.  And, if they can’t comply, we will have more people 12 

living on the streets who don’t want to. 13 

Moreover, and more importantly, it has long been 14 

established that the primary cause of homeless in New York 15 

City is the lack of low cost housing.  Rising rents, 16 

landlord’s unwillingness to accept vouchers, and long wait 17 

lists for low cost housing all contribute to the lack of 18 

affordable housing.  And a savings account is meaningless 19 

if permanent low cost housing is not available to the 20 

shelter residents.   21 

In conclusion, NYLAG and the shelter advocacy 22 

initiative don’t believe that the income savings plan 23 

program would achieve its stated goal of facilitating the 24 

transition to permanent housing for shelter residents.  25 
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Instead, we believe that the proposed amendment would 1 

increase the street homeless population, as it doesn’t 2 

address the root cause of homelessness, and would 3 

additionally be challenging to implement and maintain.  4 

Thank you. 5 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 6 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Diane Pagen. 7 

MS. DIANE PAGEN:  Hi, and thank you very much 8 

for inviting people to opine.  So, my name is Diane Pagen, 9 

and I am a social worker.  I’ve been a social worker for 10 

14 years.  I have a big problem with the ISP.  When I 11 

first read it, you know, I – my – my heart sort of sank, 12 

and I thought what are we going to do when even the good, 13 

well-meaning people think – cling to these outdated ideas 14 

and are not really in the present moment.   15 

In the present moment, the average American 16 

doesn’t have $500 to pay an emergency bill.  So, why do we 17 

expect people that are living at incomes way below the 18 

poverty line or at the poverty line to do any better?  It 19 

seems very – it seems very unfair.   20 

The other thing that I want to – that I want to 21 

state is that I have worked in a shelter, and so I am of 22 

the opinion that shelters we’ve – we’ve really – we’ve 23 

really hung on, we’ve also clung to the – not only to the 24 

idea that people need to be punished for being poor, but 25 
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that shelter is somehow supposed to be the middle ground 1 

between being poor and having a real house.  And we have 2 

to do away with that idea.  There is no reason to put an 3 

obstacle between a person and a house.  What gets a person 4 

into a house is money.  And so what I put – so, what I 5 

would like to do is I would like to just make the appeal, 6 

it seems that there is something out there – there is more 7 

and more of a push, and a realization that income is what 8 

people need.  And people have been talking a lot about a 9 

universal basic income.   10 

Now, I am a head of something called Basic 11 

Income NYC, and we – we get together to discuss and try to 12 

implement proposals for universal basic income.  And I 13 

would invite DHS to get on board with investigating these 14 

proposals.  Now, New York City, even with all of our 15 

terrible problems, is one of the best cities in the world, 16 

and we really can sort it out.  But we have to stop 17 

clinging to these ideas that somehow people who are poor 18 

have to be – have to be like taught how to not be poor.  19 

It just isn’t right.   20 

And there are – thank you.  There are – there 21 

are cities a lot smaller, and a lot less resourced than 22 

ours, like Newark, New Jersey, Santa Clara, California, 23 

Stockton, California, even a village in Nairobi, Kenya, 24 

who see the value of direct cash transfers without 25 
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behavior modification programs, and without social 1 

workers.    2 

Me, as a social worker, I would much rather be 3 

doing social work and not having to undo the miserable and 4 

unfair policies of policy makers that don’t talk to poor 5 

people.   6 

I want to make two other points that have not 7 

been brought up.  And most of the great points are already 8 

on the table but there is a point that I would like to 9 

bring up, which is that the ISP, as it is planned, 10 

actually discriminates against people of color.  We know 11 

that the median income of black New Yorkers is only 12 

$57,000 a year, and of Latino New Yorkers is $48,000 a 13 

year.  That is less than half of white New Yorkers, at 14 

$124,000 a year.  So, if you – if – it is obvious that if 15 

you have the same savings requirement of everyone, that 16 

you are discriminating against the people that we already 17 

know have less money.  So, let’s not – let’s not do that, 18 

because this is New York.   19 

And then the – there is just two other points 20 

that I want to make, which is that the Universal 21 

Declaration on Human Rights, which we don’t talk about 22 

that much in the United States, but Article 25 says that 23 

every person has the right to a standard of living, 24 

adequate for the health and well-being of himself.  We 25 
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need to remember that because if we are going to follow 1 

and respect the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and 2 

respect the human rights of people, if we know that they 3 

are living on a poverty line income, to cut their income, 4 

even if just temporarily by 30 percent, we are basically 5 

violating their human rights.  And you could probably 6 

check that with the New York City Commission on Human 7 

Rights, and they would probably agree with me.   8 

The final thing that I would want to say about 9 

this, is that I think that we have to know the cost of 10 

this program because we don’t know what the cost is.  And, 11 

once we know the cost, then the public and concerned 12 

citizens should be able to sit down with the budget, and 13 

determine whether or not that money wouldn’t be better 14 

spent some other way, including creating apartments.   15 

And, finally, I would also like to say that we 16 

don’t have any – I don’t know what research has been done 17 

in the design of this program, but I didn’t see anything 18 

in what I was supplied with that said that this – that 19 

there are models of this in other cities that have worked 20 

very well.  So, that would be something that logically we 21 

would want to know.  On the other hand, there are lots of 22 

studies, and lots of data that show that direct cash 23 

transfers do work, that they are efficient, that they are 24 

non-discriminatory, and that they really allow people to 25 
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maintain their dignity while they solve their problems.  1 

So, that is what I want to say.  And I really am very 2 

happy to be here, and I am very happy and – to try to be a 3 

part of the solution.  Thank you. 4 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 5 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Wendy O’Shields. 6 

MS. WENDY O’SHIELDS:  My name is Wendy 7 

O’Shields, and I am an advocate in the City of New York, 8 

and the cofounder of Urban Justice Safety Net Activists.  9 

The City of New York’s proposed income savings plan 10 

program for the Department of Homeless Services' single 11 

adult shelter residents is not achievable on a minimum 12 

wage salary.   13 

DHS requiring the resident to save 30 percent of 14 

their gross paycheck, before taxes, are egregious.  Many 15 

shelter homeless are DHS residents because their low 16 

income salaries cannot pay market rent.  And they are very 17 

much in need of a rent subsidy.   18 

Working residents maintain a very busy schedule, 19 

leaving early and returning late to their home shelters.  20 

Working residents usually eat a minimum of two meals each 21 

day, not at the shelter.  Paying weekly - paying weekly 22 

for meals, and MetroCards, cellphone, medications, 23 

toiletries, and basic clothing spends down most of the low 24 

income, single resident’s paycheck.   25 
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Student loans, credit card debt, if not paid on 1 

time, lower the resident’s credit score.  If the residents 2 

do not qualify for a CityFHEPS voucher, a landlord will 3 

use their low credit score to disqualify their application 4 

for housing.  Court ordered judgements such as alimony, 5 

child support, must be paid, or the resident will be 6 

promptly arrested and jailed.   7 

The negotiation between New York State and the 8 

City of New York to codify the financial abuse of low 9 

income working homeless, single – shelter single adults, 10 

will result in many sanctions for non-compliance, and an 11 

increase in street homelessness.   12 

The DHS shelter single adult resident income 13 

savings bank account, if the City of New York and DHS do 14 

implement the income savings plan program, the income 15 

savings account shall be no comingling of residents’ funds 16 

and no pooled residents' inaccessible bank accounts.   The 17 

residents should – the residents open their own private 18 

bank accounts.  The resident deposits their money monthly.  19 

The resident chooses their bank account beneficiary.  The 20 

resident’s bank account interest will accrue and be paid 21 

to them.   22 

DHS IT shall add a field in the CARES database, 23 

for their residents' income savings bank account number.  24 

The resident shall present their bank account balance 25 
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monthly to their caseworker, for notation in the DHS CARES 1 

database.  The CARES database will track the residents’ 2 

balance and necessary withdrawals.   3 

In closing, the City of New York’s Department of 4 

Homeless Services Statement of Client Code of Conduct says 5 

while in shelter your rights include, number seven, the 6 

right to manage your own finances.  This residents’ right 7 

will be violated with the implementation of the proposed 8 

income savings plan program.  Thank you for hearing my 9 

evaluation.   10 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 11 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Sarah Wilson. 12 

MS. SARAH WILSON:  Just bear with me one second. 13 

Thank you.  Bear with me guys; I am a little scattered.  14 

Can you hear me?  Okay.  Okay.  Good afternoon.  My name 15 

is Sarah Wilson.  I am here with the Safety Net Activists.  16 

For identification purposes, let me start by saying I am 17 

currently in recovery from active addiction.  I am living 18 

with disabilities, and I am also a formerly homeless New 19 

Yorker.  I spent over two years in shelter, and I am now 20 

living in supportive housing.  I am extremely aware of the 21 

daily living expenses of shelter homeless people.   22 

This savings plan, which is titled Savings Plan 23 

for the City of New York, which I don’t know why it’s not 24 

titled Savings Plan for Homeless New Yorkers.  The 25 
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proposed plan will fail to aid in obtaining, securing, and 1 

maintaining housing.  It will act as yet another barrier 2 

placed on already vulnerable persons.  Reality wise, 3 

obtaining a job is difficult enough.  Most of the times 4 

you have to disclose to your employer that you are shelter 5 

homeless.  Because of things like curfew, you are going to 6 

have to request that your new employer will write you a 7 

formal letter to your shelter caseworker, requesting for 8 

you to be able to go back and forth to work.  If your 9 

employer still wants to hire you after doing all of this 10 

stuff, you now have to find a way to handle your personal 11 

grooming needs.  You have to find a way to get ready 12 

without an iron, without any type of hairdryer, things 13 

that people take for granted, that you don’t realize you 14 

are going to have to find a way to do outside.  So, the 15 

things you can’t do in the building, you are going to have 16 

to find a way to do outside.   17 

From 9:00 to 5:00 you are not allowed in the 18 

building - rain, snow, sleet.  So, you are going to have 19 

to spend a portion of your earnings on a place to 20 

physically put your body during the hours you are not 21 

allowed in the shelter.  There is no kitchen area.  So, 22 

you can’t brown bag a lunch and take it to work.  You 23 

cannot bring food into the shelter.  So, you are going to 24 

have to purchase all your needs – all of your food needs 25 
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outside of the shelter, and that is another expense that 1 

is not there.   2 

Let’s see.  When you come into shelter, you are 3 

only allowed to have two garbage bags of all your worldly 4 

possessions.  You have already lost everything.  Odds are 5 

you are going to need to take your earnings and purchase 6 

back everything you have lost.   7 

Removing a person’s choice on how they want to 8 

spend their salary is insane.  The average person, 9 

ideally, the plan is a 50 – 30 – 20.  Ideally, the average 10 

person can save 20 percent of their salary, and that is 11 

with all the accommodations that you do not have in 12 

shelter.  This is far too high of a punishment for 13 

something that most people are not doing in their everyday 14 

lives.  It should be optional to contribute your earnings 15 

to a pooled money market account.  That should be 16 

optional.  The last time this was done under Bloomberg, 17 

the directors actually stole the homeless people’s 18 

savings.   19 

Let’s see.  Why not use actual banks?  Why not 20 

make it optional?  Okay.  So, once you figure out how to 21 

get ready for work with no hair styling products or iron, 22 

you have found a way for a job to now decide they want to 23 

keep you, and yeah, I’m sorry; I’m a little scattered 24 

still.   25 
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Okay.  So, the savings plan does not – it is 1 

unrealistic.  It’s – I’m sorry; just give me a second.  2 

Okay.  It does not address the common issues that are 3 

standing in the way of obtaining housing.  Some of those 4 

issues are credit reports, eligibility to low income 5 

housing.  I am told that I am too poor to be eligible for 6 

low income housing.  Go figure.  Let’s see, other issues.  7 

Obtaining vouchers, then getting someone to assist you in 8 

your search, free of charge, to find housing for that 9 

voucher; then being able to match the person with the 10 

voucher, with the apartment.  This savings plan does not 11 

account for anything to help with the actual problems 12 

people face.   13 

To me, this just seems like busywork.  They are 14 

unrealistic goals that the people cannot actually meet.  15 

They are putting the focus in the wrong area.  How does 16 

this actually help the actual issues?  How does this avoid 17 

recidivism into the system, when you are placing 18 

unrealistic goals, stipulations on persons who are already 19 

struggling, in the world's most vulnerable population.  I 20 

know I have more to say, but I am going to try to respect 21 

the timer.  Thank you all for letting me speak.   22 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 23 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Ebony Anderson. 24 

MS. EBONY ANDERSON:  Good afternoon, and thank 25 
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you for permitting me the time to speak.  I will first 1 

read the testimony of Ms. Brenda Riley, a Safety Net 2 

Activist, From the Eyes of a Mother.   3 

My name is Brenda Riley.  And I speak through 4 

the eyes of a mother witnessing and hearing my daughter, 5 

Salimah McAlmon, who suffered domestic violence quietly 6 

over the past five years, to finally be brought to her 7 

inward hurt of abuse and attempted suicide, to finally 8 

decide she needed protection and sheltered housing.   9 

I am here with my testimony because I thought 10 

that no person should be mandated to save one-third of 11 

their income toward an apartment that doesn’t often exist, 12 

under the current voucher limits.  However well intended, 13 

the majority of people who find themselves homeless, with 14 

employment, are at the bottom of the recovery process to 15 

attempt to rebuild.   16 

If anyone begins to destabilize that fundamental 17 

building process, it lengthens the time of goals to 18 

stabilize themselves in a timely fashion.  This will cause 19 

many homeless single people to be in crisis, and possibly 20 

street homelessness will increase.   21 

There are already in place several oppressive 22 

rules, or pending approval, that will cause harm to the 23 

people already in a struggle to have a roof over their 24 

heads, rather than a tent.   25 
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Since my daughter became homeless, she has 1 

suffered insurmountable crisis.  The children have 2 

suffered stomach viruses.  Their mother had to go to the 3 

emergency room twice, with all four babies under the age 4 

of five in tow.  She needs surgery but has been told that 5 

if she remains over a day she loses her place in her 6 

shelter.  She has delayed the needed surgery because she 7 

fears that she will lose her children.   8 

She found two apartments for $2,100, which was 9 

rent paid prior, and now they – now she needs a transfer 10 

voucher, it is seemingly impossible tore-reinstate.  She 11 

has been denied the transfer by HRA because the owner took 12 

her to court and wanted her out.  The owner illegally 13 

hooked up electricity to her apartment.   14 

After having a baby less than two months old, 15 

she was forced to move a three bedroom apartment, and be 16 

packed in one day, and prepared in eight hours.  Many 17 

apartment buildings continue to have vacancies because not 18 

even middle income people can afford the rents in 19 

downstate New York.  I am asking you to seek a humane 20 

voucher for people who also vote, who want to live in a 21 

decent apartment, and are marginalized, poor single 22 

families that need you to step up and provide housing for 23 

all.  And to stop abusive rules that continue to not 24 

address the issue of the lack of housing for this 25 
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population, to reenter permanent housing and not shelters.  1 

And not to have to live, and wait up to three years, to be 2 

stable from a trauma induced state of stress from the 3 

above mentioned living conditions for years.   4 

Now, onto my personal remarks.  The forced 5 

savings program, which is essentially what it is, although 6 

well meaning, is teetering dangerously close on the line 7 

of financial abuse, because financial abuse is defined as 8 

forcefully controlling someone’s money with consequences 9 

for non-compliance.   10 

The idea – the idea of homeless New Yorkers 11 

needing a savings account is a red herring, as we have all 12 

discussed.  The gutting of affordable housing in the city 13 

is the cause of most homelessness.   Homeless New Yorkers, 14 

and single adults in particular, are not feckless and 15 

irresponsible.  On the contrary, they are holding down the 16 

jobs that produce the income that you are requiring them 17 

to save.   18 

Under dire circumstances, like that, I would 19 

challenge anyone in DHS or HRA to hold down a job and 20 

perform under the circumstances that homeless New Yorkers 21 

do every day, and make (inaudible).   22 

I have many questions on how the city will 23 

account for the individual funds of each participant.  You 24 

are dealing with the direct resources of – earned by New 25 
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York City’s most vulnerable, and there is no room for 1 

error.  When the agencies cannot cut the mustard, they 2 

tend to blame it on a lack of resources.  I would like to 3 

know which resources are now currently and magically 4 

available that would allow you guys to be infallible, in 5 

your – in your putting forth this program.  There is no 6 

room for error when you are dealing with people that are 7 

living at – at or below the poverty line, and are already 8 

homeless.   9 

DSS can’t keep track of people, their 10 

belongings, or even documents.  So, how are New Yorkers 11 

supposed to trust DHS with their very little money?  Thank 12 

you for your time. 13 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 14 

MR. NICHOLAS:  John Mudd. 15 

MR. JOHN MUDD:  Hello.  My name is John Mudd, 16 

and I am with the Midtown South Community Council.  We 17 

have been two years now, over two years in meetings over 18 

the homeless and housing issues, and I have discovered a 19 

lot.  And it just seems – it seems like there is just 20 

adding another – another little management over top of all 21 

the other little management details.  We are – we are 22 

finding there is not a lot of streamlining processes in – 23 

in the system.  We are finding – we are looking for 24 

streamlining.  We are looking – working together with a 25 
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lot of different agencies and with DHS, and we really 1 

appreciate working with you guys, and I know you – you – 2 

people I talk to, the hearts are in the right place.  And 3 

it just befuddled me where this – this would come because, 4 

on the surface, I – I just didn’t find it made any sense.  5 

And then I heard it was from the state – handed down from 6 

the state.  And so that kind of concerns me.   7 

And, you know, the mandatory ask – and, you 8 

know, it just seems like – like I said, it is adding more 9 

management details.  It’s – you might think you are in a 10 

teachable moment, however, there is – the lessons – it’s – 11 

it’s lost if the responsibility is misplaced.   12 

On a rudimentary point, it’s – it’s not good to 13 

tell anyone what to do with their income.  People want 14 

autonomy.  I mean this is a very basic understanding.  15 

That prompts the question, why chip away at the last 16 

strands of dignity?  And it may present no other choice 17 

but to – but the streets.  It’s like the real heavy 18 

respite beds, restrictions don’t fare well with people.  I 19 

mean this – this is reflected in the DHS data and the 20 

underused respite beds, juxtaposed against our city’s 21 

homeless – or street homeless.   22 

A 30 percent mandatory income savings plan for a 23 

low wage earner could be a tremendous burden.  I mean I – 24 

I – Forbes put out 63 percent of Americans don’t have 25 
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enough savings to cover a $500 emergency.  You’ve heard 1 

that.  A thirty – a (inaudible) trust reported that one in 2 

three American families have no savings at all.  In 3 

December, (inaudible) released the result of a study that 4 

found that 56.3 percent of people have less than $1,000 in 5 

their checking and savings account combined.   6 

Medical, hygiene, clothing, other things may 7 

need to be sacrificed.  The mandated savings rule may 8 

encourage persons to eat foods that are unhealthy to their 9 

bodies and minds.  I mean the choice may be between a 10 

McDonalds burger and fresh vegetables that nourish the 11 

system for better cognitive function and mental physical 12 

stability.   13 

There is nothing like a home cooked meal, but 14 

that requires a stove and refrigerator.  Nutrition is 15 

difficult in the sheltered environment.  Especially in the 16 

satellite sites – hotels used, you know, the hotel 17 

shelters.  I mean these – these sites are not outfitted 18 

with kitchens for a person to store and prepare food.  We 19 

all – we all know eating out is more costly than eating 20 

in.   21 

Midtown South has been – with Metro Baptist 22 

Church, have been hosting three life skills – we have 23 

hosted three life skills workshops so far.  It is our 24 

pilot program.  The workshops, with its curriculum, fed 25 
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families hearty pantry meals and tasty, nutritious, raw 1 

vegan veggies – meals.   2 

Now, if you – and Midtown South, through their 3 

laundry for kids program, provided shelter children with a 4 

way to launder their clothes, to increase attendance and 5 

hopefully go without that horrendous negative nutritional 6 

McDonald burger.   7 

It is noted in our laundry kids proposal that – 8 

that having dirty clothes is embarrassing and it impacts 9 

school attendance.  Now, these programs have value for 10 

people living in shelters.  And it also begs the question, 11 

do we want to take a penny away from a family that is 12 

struggling within the shelter system?  Do we want families 13 

making the choice between – do we want families to make a 14 

choice between food or laundry?   15 

Now, on economic disparity, the disparity 16 

between the one percent and the 99 percent continues to 17 

exponentially widen in the United States.  The income gap 18 

between the rich and everyone else has been growing 19 

markedly.  One in eight students will suffer homelessness 20 

before fifth grade.  Almost 40 percent of American adults 21 

– I’m sorry.  Almost 40 percent of American adults 22 

wouldn’t be able to cover a $400 emergency with cash, 23 

savings, or a credit card.   24 

Now, across the United States, 552,830 people 25 
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were homeless in a single night.  Now, most of us know 1 

this out here, all the advocates.  Seventeen percent of 2 

those homeless Americans, or 91,897 people, were in New 3 

York State.  What’s more, these heartbreaking figures for 4 

the newly released 2018 Annual Homeless Assessment Report 5 

to Congress are certainly an undercount.  And they are 6 

derived from an annual point in time count that is known 7 

to miss many people sleeping on the street, Jacqueline 8 

Simone [phonetic] from Coalition for the Homeless.   9 

Now, the real estate reality, reasoning that 10 

people must learn to manage their money in preparation to 11 

move out of the shelter – or that’s – that is 30 percent 12 

of whatever they are earning – and in answer to how would 13 

the mandatory saving fare with the minimum wage earning, 14 

did not seem to consider a person’s economic situation, 15 

and certainly not the real estate market.   16 

New York City continues to be – to reign as the 17 

second most expensive city in the nation.  (inaudible) 18 

rent staying stable at $2,750, while two bedrooms drop 2.5 19 

to $3,110. 20 

MS. RUSSELL:  Mr. Mudd? 21 

MR. MUDD:  Yes? 22 

MS. RUSSELL:  I am going to ask that we wrap 23 

this up to allow the others— 24 

MR. MUDD:  --Okay, yes. 25 
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MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you, sir. 1 

MR. MUDD:  Thank you.  Just one more note on the 2 

real estate, in Brooklyn neighborhoods you need to make 3 

$155,000 a year; downtown Brooklyn, $128,000 a year;  4 

Brooklyn, $114,000 a year; Fort Greene, $111,000 a year; 5 

Williamsburg, $110,000 a year.   6 

The New York rental market is not viable for a 7 

person working 40 hours at $15, which is yet to be put 8 

into place, grossing $600 before taxes.  And the 9 

culpability – let me finish on the culpability.   10 

The 30 percent mandatory savings asked seems 11 

arbitrary but does hint at ways of – of Google experts 12 

recommending for income to rent ratio.  There are multiple 13 

reasons for people being in the shelter but I think we are 14 

missing the real culprit here.  Considering the average 15 

wage in 1973 and more purchasing power than the wages in 16 

2018, the wealth holdings of the one percent, and many 17 

other economic thermometers make for an overwhelming 18 

mountain of evidence.  19 

All the public resources – this is a quote.  20 

“All the public resources go to the rich.  The poor, if 21 

they can survive in the labor market, fine.  Otherwise 22 

they die.  That is the economics in a nutshell."   23 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Thank you, Mr. Mudd. 24 

MR. MUDD:  High priorities has to be 25 
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(inaudible). 1 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you.  Before we call the 2 

next person, again, I want to reiterate if we can please 3 

stick to the five minutes.  It is not that I don’t think 4 

your comments are valuable, but I want to be very 5 

respectful of everyone’s time here, to allow – because we 6 

have at least 13 more individuals that have signed up to 7 

speak, and I would like for them to get that opportunity 8 

as well.  Thank you.   9 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Debra Dickerson. 10 

MS. DEBRA DICKERSON:  Good afternoon.  It is 11 

indeed a pleasure being here.  And this brings back some 12 

bad memories.  I represent – I wear many hats.  So, but my 13 

one thing that I – that I’m very passionate about is 14 

homelessness and housing issues.   15 

I left the shelter in 2010, and I am listening 16 

to – I have listened to everyone.  I have a receipt here, 17 

and it is from the post office when I was there, on 18 

savings.  And I have another receipt here from the 19 

director at that time, on savings.  I’m going to move a 20 

little back.   21 

When they first started the housing, I think it 22 

was called IEP, if I remember correctly, was 2006.  So, on 23 

that IEP, you had to have housing.  You had to have 24 

savings.  And you had to meet with a case manager.  And it 25 
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was really kind of difficult because people that – when I 1 

first came into the – when I first came into the shelter 2 

system, I was working.  So, I had some other health issues 3 

that occurred, and I had to stop.  I went through a 4 

revolving door because I was what you called the working 5 

poor.  And I also was in a union, 1199.   6 

So, I had to go there because I had no other 7 

place.  And being a New Yorker born and raised up in New 8 

York City, in Crown Heights, so I had to go into the 9 

shelter system.  It was not an easy place to go, but I 10 

went because I felt that maybe I could save up some money 11 

and get on my own.  No, it didn’t happen that way.  It was 12 

a long process.  It was hard.  It was cruel.  Being 13 

homeless is not a pretty sight.  Trust me.   14 

You – you experience real poverty.  You 15 

experience real not the lack.  You experience health 16 

conditions.  You experience emotional other stuff.  And, 17 

you know, while I was there, I did as they told me to.  18 

And I’m going to move just fast forward, when I got ready 19 

to come out.  I worked 12 hour shifts, and I went to my 20 

supervisor and I asked, I said listen.  I’m in the shelter 21 

and I want to get out.  Give me the work so I can.  I 22 

worked over 60 hours, 12 hour shifts, because they had 23 

faith in me.  Because of the work that I did, and I worked 24 

hospice and I traveled from Brooklyn into Queens.  It was 25 
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not an easy task.  And I got up early in the morning, 1 

while I had the security tell me where are you going?  I 2 

said I’m going to work.   3 

So, I went on, and I did what I had to do 4 

because I wanted to get out.  And I told them, this time 5 

I’m coming out and you’re not going to keep me.  You will 6 

not keep my body in this shelter anymore.   7 

When I think about homeless brothers and 8 

sisters, now I also worked and lived in the shelter.  It 9 

was not easy.  So, you come up with a savings plan.  Well, 10 

I’d like to – I like Commissioner Banks, but I want to 11 

give a notice.  This is not a new plan.  This is something 12 

that has already been in place.  If you check the records 13 

– check your records.   14 

2006, go check them.  You had to run down the 15 

case manager to get your money.  There were times that 16 

people said that they couldn’t get into the savings and 17 

you would bring your money to them.  I didn’t bring them 18 

no money.  I brought them a Post Office money order 19 

because I know you can’t do wrong with that.  And when you 20 

would go there, it was always what do you want?  What are 21 

you doing?  And then you had the – the workers there also 22 

hounding you like a hound dog.  So, I’m saying to the 23 

Commissioner, we already poor.  How low can you go?  Would 24 

you want somebody putting a muzzle around your money?  25 
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That’s not fair.  It’s not right.  As someone says, 1 

housing is a human right.  And talking about we are 2 

entitled to housing, decent housing, and having this plan 3 

is not easy.  It’s not fair.   4 

MS. RUSSELL:  Ms. Dickerson? 5 

MS. DICKERSON:  Yes. 6 

MS. RUSSELL:  Time. 7 

MS. DICKERSON:   It’s not fair.  So, I’m saying 8 

to you, check your plan out because it’s not new. 9 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you so much. 10 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Peter M., I can’t read the last 11 

name.  Malvan – Peter Malvan?  Michelle?   12 

MS. MICHELLE ROMEY:  I’m not used to speaking 13 

publicly, and this is actually the first time I’m speaking 14 

about my family’s homelessness publicly.  In the year 15 

2012, my family and I became homeless, and remained 16 

homeless for five years.  And, for that five years I spent 17 

in the homeless shelter system, I was also a victim of the 18 

savings program.   19 

So, today, because I have an archive of 20 

documents, I want everybody to know that I documented my 21 

experience on two cellphones, as well as writings.  And I 22 

have interviewed over a homeless – a hundred homeless 23 

families in this time.  And I documented this.  Right now 24 

I’m writing about it.   25 
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Right now, what I have is this is just not even 1 

a smidgen of the paperwork that I accumulated from the 2 

savings program.  From 2012 to 2016, I was harassed, 3 

sanctioned, and out of compliance every 90 days, moved 4 

five shelters because of savings with the shelter 5 

directors and HRA, not to mention social services withheld 6 

$17,000 of my child support, which is right here.  Okay.   7 

So, as much as I like to save, I did save.  And 8 

I saved thousands of dollars while I was in the shelter.  9 

And saving my money didn’t get me out of the shelter, 10 

NYCHA did.  I – I received NYCHA, a NYCHA apartment, in 11 

2017, and it was a blessing.  Although NYCHA has its own 12 

problems.   13 

I’m a college student now, journalism major.  14 

I’m in my third year.  And I felt it – I felt it very 15 

important that I be here because of the archives that I 16 

have of the dysfunction and the dysfunctional policy from 17 

DHS, Social Services, HRA, and the every 90 day panic 18 

attacks I had because I would be sanctioned and worry 19 

about having to be thrown out, while working a job full 20 

time.   21 

I am very thankful for NYCHA.  And I am very 22 

thankful I have the opportunity to stand here today and, 23 

you know, be amongst people who have been homeless and the 24 

advocates that work ever so hard to change policy.  But, 25 
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if you keep instilling policy with consequences that are 1 

just irrational, nothing is going to change.  We need a 2 

focus group with people like myself who were homeless for 3 

years, and get – understand, comprehensive – understand 4 

who we are as people.   5 

I am just thankful that I am surrounded, and I 6 

know that DHS has a lot of moving parts, and the whole 7 

dynamic of homelessness has a lot of moving parts.  But 8 

I’m – I know that this savings program will not work.  And 9 

it is necessary that homeless people save, and you have to 10 

save something, even if it’s $5 a day, but to be forced to 11 

do it, have your money stolen, I had no stove for a year, 12 

no hot water.  If I didn’t have access to my money, I 13 

would have died in the shelter because I was ill.   14 

So, we really need to rethink how we are 15 

treating homeless populations, and affordable housing 16 

needs to be had.  My life was saved by NYCHA.  I go to 17 

college today because of NYCHA.  And NYCHA is 18 

dysfunctional as well.  Probably more so than DHS.  19 

However, it was a God send, and it was affordable housing 20 

that I could afford, even though it’s still 35 percent of 21 

my income.  So, it’s a lot for me, but I’m thankful.  And 22 

I am thankful for my homeless experience because without 23 

it I wouldn’t be here today, I wouldn’t be in college, and 24 

I wouldn’t be motivated to make a change in this system.  25 
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I thank you very much for your time.   1 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 2 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Philip. 3 

MR. PHILIP MALEBRANCHE:  Malebranche. 4 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Philip Malebranche, thank you. 5 

MR. MALEBRANCHE:  Madam Assistant Commissioner, 6 

thank you for this opportunity to speak.  My name is 7 

Philip Malebranche.  For most of the years, from 1998, I 8 

have had the experience of homelessness.  Now I am in a 9 

FHEPS room in Queens, still struggling.  Despite a college 10 

degree, I have a Bachelor of Arts in Sociology, and so I 11 

have been trying to use that education for something.   12 

So, what I would say in opposition to this ISP, 13 

is that in school these days we would be hearing that the 14 

Colonial Period is over – has been over.  The ISP is proof 15 

that the Colonial Period is not over.  What remains, 16 

despite the rhetoric and the textbooks, the mentality of 17 

Colonialism that is domination.   18 

Homelessness is a form of incarceration.  Since 19 

1998, I have been incarcerated.  And what I have read 20 

about the ISP is strangely familiar.  It removes the power 21 

of decision making from this population.  And we know that 22 

the population of those experiencing homelessness is quite 23 

diverse.  We are not all imbeciles.  Many of us have 24 

college degrees.  Many of the homeless are victims of 25 
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domestic violence and are women with children.   1 

So, the mentality of Colonialism is very much 2 

passé and we reject it.  We reject this ISP proposal 3 

because of the mentality that it suggests.  It presumes 4 

that we are all incapable.  We are not.  It lays the 5 

burden of compliance on us, where it should be on those 6 

higher up in society. 7 

The reason – the reason I have been homeless all 8 

these years is because of a series of unlawful evictions.  9 

I’m not culpable.  I have been incarcerated from unlawful 10 

evictions for many years.  So, the problem is elsewhere; 11 

it is not with us.  The burden of compliance should be on 12 

those higher in our society, those who are not complying 13 

with the law.  We are innocent, by and large.  We have 14 

problems, of course, but they are complicated by pressures 15 

coming from above, I suggest to you.   16 

So, I reject this idea and I join others who 17 

have argued very well for something else.  We would like 18 

the end of the Colonial Period de facto.  We would like a 19 

change of attitude on the part of the city, because there 20 

is a faction of the city elite who carry this Colonial 21 

mentality that should be well past us.  So, we look to the 22 

city elites to change their attitude, not expect us to 23 

bear that burden of compliance.  Thank you. 24 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 25 
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MR. NICHOLAS:  Josh. 1 

MR. JOSH GOLDFEIN:  My name is Josh Goldfein, 2 

from the Legal Aid Society.  I am here with Giselle 3 

Routhier, from Coalition for the Homeless.  We are 4 

submitting joint written testimony, and we will just 5 

present some quick highlights of that.  And I am going to 6 

let Giselle go first. 7 

MS. GISELLE ROUTHIER:  Hi everybody.  My name is 8 

Giselle Routhier.  I am the Policy Director at the 9 

Coalition for the Homeless.  I thank you for the 10 

opportunity to testify today.  And I really want to thank 11 

everybody that came before me as well.  Everybody’s 12 

comments, so far, have been extremely powerful, and we 13 

want to echo as much as we can.   14 

I think it is not a surprise to anyone in this 15 

room that we are in the midst of a homelessness crisis in 16 

New York City, but particularly among single adults.  17 

Since 2008, there has been a nearly unrelenting increase 18 

in the number of homeless single adults in New York City.  19 

In just earlier this year, in February of 2019, we hit an 20 

all time record, over 18,200 single adults in shelters 21 

every single night.  And that does not include the 22 

thousands more that are sleeping on the streets. 23 

We know that the staggering lack of affordable 24 

and supportive housing for single adults, and for all 25 
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homeless New Yorkers, is at the root of this crisis.  So, 1 

with respect to the rule, the proposed rule responds to a 2 

savings requirement that is mandated by state law.  3 

However, we fundamentally disagree with the underlying, 4 

paternalistic premise of both the state law and the city’s 5 

implementation of this law.   6 

Homelessness, as has been mentioned, is not a 7 

result of money mismanagement on the part of homeless 8 

adults and families, but rather it is a direct result of 9 

the lack of truly affordable housing for the lowest income 10 

New Yorkers.   11 

We strongly urge the state to repeal all laws 12 

that require both mandated rent and savings programs for 13 

shelter residents.  And we will make that a priority for 14 

this upcoming legislative session, with our partners at 15 

the state level.  And we also urge the state to invest in 16 

real policies that will end homelessness, by fully funding 17 

the Home Stability Support Program that has been 18 

introduced by Assembly Member Hevesi, and for the Governor 19 

to follow through on actually fully funding the 20,000 20 

units of supportive housing he promised back in 2016.  We 21 

will continue to fight for these policies.   22 

So, we know the state mandate is a problem, but 23 

the city implementation is also problematic.  And so we 24 

offer the following comments on the proposed rule.  First 25 
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and foremost, it should be amended to allow individuals, 1 

with their own bank accounts, to show proof of savings, in 2 

lieu of making deposits into DSS controlled accounts.   3 

The proposed rule should ensure that this state 4 

savings requirement is enforced in the least restrictive 5 

way possible, that the participants are permitted to 6 

manage their own money.  And, in fact, the proposed rule 7 

conflicts with New York State rules that establish a 8 

resident of a single adult shelter has, quote, “the right 9 

to manage his own financial affairs,” unquote.   10 

The proposed rule is silent on how participants 11 

are to deposit their savings.  If deposits are to be made 12 

by money order or require the payment of fees, DHS should 13 

be required to reimburse participants for such fees.  14 

There is nothing in there specifying that.   15 

Moreover, the rules do not adequately describe 16 

how a participant may challenge the amount due, and what 17 

the due process and appeal process may look like.  And, 18 

lastly, we offered a few more kind of minor comments on 19 

the way that the wording is, and we will submit them in 20 

written form, in the interest of time.  But, overall, the 21 

proposed rule only increases the bureaucratic barriers 22 

that homeless individuals encounter as they access 23 

shelter, and try to exit shelter.  It does not address the 24 

root causes of homelessness, which are the lack of 25 
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affordable housing for low income individuals and 1 

families.  So, we urge the state to repeal the law 2 

requiring this.  And we urge the city to immediately amend 3 

their proposed rule, to – to make this as least 4 

restrictive as possible, until we can get – until such 5 

time as we can get the state rule repealed.  Josh?   6 

MR. GOLDFEIN:  I just want to add that this is – 7 

there is a very simple solution to the problems we are all 8 

talking about, which is just more affordable housing.  9 

Giselle laid out the reasons that the state has not come 10 

through on promises that it has made, and ways that these 11 

rules can be repealed, so that we can focus on the real 12 

problem which is affordable housing.   13 

The city also could, in addition to changing the 14 

rules for this program, could be setting aside more 15 

apartments for shelter residents through – which are 16 

publicly financed through HPD, and proposals – our 17 

proposals for that are detailed under the campaign of 18 

House Our Future.  So, we urge the city not just to 19 

correct the mistakes in this program, but also to address 20 

the bigger problem by providing more affordable housing 21 

for homeless people in New York City.  Thank you. 22 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 23 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Heidi Schmidt. 24 

MS. HEIDI SCHMIDT:  My name is Heidi Schmidt, 25 
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and I have worked with and beside homeless people for 11 1 

years.  I just want to reiterate what has already been 2 

said so far about the increased bureaucracy, the lack of 3 

addressing the real cause of homelessness, which is 4 

affordable housing, and really emphasize that the ISP bogs 5 

down homeless people, as well as caseworkers who are 6 

working in shelters, and shelter staff, in the 7 

bureaucracy, rather than focusing on the real solutions.  8 

And that time and effort and money should be directed 9 

towards many public assistance programs, housing, and 10 

creating affordable housing.   11 

This all harkens back to the over 12 

institutionalization of people.  We are not giving people 13 

the choice to manage their own funds.  And they should be 14 

allowed to do that by having their own bank accounts, to 15 

save for themselves.   16 

The, according to the CCC, the Citizens 17 

Committee for Children, the median rent in New York City 18 

is $1,400.  Childcare is $1,179.  Food is $640.  And the 19 

MTA is $1,524 a month.  The federal poverty line for an 20 

individual is $12,000, and most people in shelters are 21 

making under that amount.  So, 30 percent of $12,000 is 22 

$3,600, which would pay for, if they were able to save 23 

that amount, which would pay for about two to three months 24 

of housing.  That doesn’t keep people out of shelter for a 25 
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sustained period of time.  It is not a long term solution.   1 

Arguing that the ISP will help homeless New 2 

Yorkers build savings to make them self-sustainable, is 3 

disingenuous.  The ISP is a misguided policy that 4 

reinforces the belief that shelter clients are 5 

irresponsible and they should lift themselves up out of 6 

poverty.   7 

The housing crisis will not be solved by the 8 

poorest amongst us saving their poverty level wages.  To 9 

roll this out eventually to 28,000 children in shelter, is 10 

also a really – it’s a huge shame.   11 

Finally, I want to say that the poor and 12 

homeless New Yorkers cannot save their way out of a 13 

housing crisis.  We need more affordable housing.  Thank 14 

you. 15 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 16 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Giselle Burgess – Burgess. 17 

MS. GISELLE BURGESS:  Good afternoon.  My name 18 

is Giselle Burgess, and I am here as a former client in a 19 

shelter, at a Queens location.  I am not representing any 20 

organizations, just myself.  And I want to share my 21 

experience, however, this may apply to single adults as 22 

well.   23 

I understand that the ISP program would begin 24 

with single adult households, with the intention of 25 
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expanding with time.  I am a single mother of five at the 1 

time of my stay, and we lost our apartment due to my 2 

landlord selling the house to make way for condos.  I was 3 

a working mother at the time, who had difficulty finding 4 

another place to live that I could afford, and that would 5 

accept my five children.   6 

Unfortunately, I found myself in the New York 7 

City Shelter System.  I did not lose my home because I 8 

don’t know how to save, which is the case for many working 9 

families, but because we could not afford to live in our 10 

own communities.  I feel it is important for clients to 11 

have access to their wages, especially for emergency 12 

purposes.  I understand the idea behind the ISP program is 13 

to help save money, so that families and individuals can 14 

transition out.  However, it is unrealistic.   15 

My reason – my reason for not being able to 16 

participate in that was food.  I do not quality for 17 

assistance, or I didn’t qualify at the time, rather, 18 

because I made $54 over the budget, before taxes.  I was 19 

placed in an area where restaurants were scarce and 20 

ridiculously expensive.  I would spend $460 to $520 a week 21 

on two meals per day, for my children and I.  I was in a 22 

non-cooking facility, and although food was provided, my 23 

children still found themselves hungry.  Whether it was a 24 

ridiculously small portion, two pieces of fried chicken 25 



DHS PUBLIC HEARING – 9/24/2019 

Ubiqus 
61 Broadway –  Suite 1400, New York, NY 10006 

Phone: 212-346-6666 * Fax: 888-412-3655 

53 

drumsticks and a roll for dinner, or the option that we 1 

were given were sometimes unhealthy and unappetizing, even 2 

for myself.   3 

I tried budgeting myself by buying foods in the 4 

supermarket.  However, the nearest one was in a very 5 

unsafe place, and still overpriced when purchasing 6 

microwavable foods, for a non-cooking facility.   7 

Even though we are in need of assistance, and we 8 

have fallen on hard times, that does not mean that we can 9 

be fed whatever and should be grateful.  There are moments 10 

like these – there are moments like these, where I feel we 11 

are punished for not being able to keep up with the cost 12 

of living in New York City, with the low wages most of us 13 

receive.  We are all still humans, working and non-working 14 

people, trying to get through a season in our lives.   15 

Then the fact that we will have to wait 30 days 16 

after we have moved out, and can take up to 45 days, can 17 

be dangerous.  If this is the money we rely on to move 18 

out, you can guarantee longer periods to stay in the 19 

shelter, if not more families and individuals living on 20 

the streets.  This program is designed to entrap us and 21 

control us.  Please reconsider the ISP program.  We are 22 

all two paychecks away from finding ourselves homeless.  23 

And remember that it can be us today, and you tomorrow.   24 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Stephen Levin   25 
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MS. RUSSELL:  Counsel Member Stephen Levin’s 1 

office?  Okay.  We will go to the next person.  2 

N’Tirzahal— 3 

MS. N’TIRZAHAL REPHAIM:  N’Tirzahal Rephaim. 4 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you so much.   5 

MS. REPHAIM:  Good afternoon.  Thank you for 6 

letting me speak today.  I just want to come from a 7 

personal place.  When we look at homelessness, it is not 8 

just one thing, it is everything, right.  So, we look at 9 

all the services that we get.  If we get cut with one, we 10 

have to supplement that with the money that we get.  So, 11 

what we are doing is we are being punitive to people that 12 

try to make more money, so that they can keep up with the 13 

services that they get cut from.   14 

So, if your SNAP is cut because you make $50 15 

more last month than you did this month, then you are 16 

spending more money to buy food, which you could have put 17 

into a bank account that you guys want us to set up with 18 

you.  You cut our cash.  You say, well, you are making too 19 

much cash.  Or we have this program where we are going to 20 

give your shelter the cash that we would have given you.  21 

But now that cash would have gone to my food, so now I 22 

can’t buy food.  So, now I’m hustling more to buy – to – 23 

to make my employment, to make my hours, but the more 24 

money I make, the more you punish me.   25 
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I can’t buy my glasses because Medicaid doesn’t, 1 

you know, cover glasses a certain – over a certain point.  2 

You want me to be healthy and comply with all of the 3 

things that you want me to comply with, in being in 4 

shelter, but I can’t do that because I am always being two 5 

steps forward, one step back; two steps forward, one step 6 

back.  How am I supposed to live?  How are we supposed to 7 

live like this?   8 

I want to be able to determine my movement, with 9 

my own money.  I don’t like this paternalistic system.  I 10 

don’t like us having to deal with it.  But this is where 11 

we are, right?  But don’t punish the people that are 12 

trying to do much better by taking away what you are 13 

already giving them and saying, oh well, you are doing 14 

better; but we are really not.   15 

A program like this would be good on its face, 16 

if we could be more determinative – determine where we put 17 

our money, have control of taking our money out.  I 18 

already have a savings account.  I just can’t keep 19 

anything in it.  I can’t.  And I know I’m not alone in 20 

that.  And I – I would like for people to really think 21 

about the whole of Social Services, the whole of 22 

Department of Homeless Services, the whole of HRA, and all 23 

of those policies and programs are really prohibitive and 24 

punitive to people that are homeless.  Please think about 25 
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that.  I really would like you for – for everybody to 1 

really think about that.  Thank you. 2 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 3 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Scott Andrew.  Scott Andrew. 4 

MR. SCOTT ANDREW HUTCHINS:  My name is Scott 5 

Andrew Hutchins.  I have a master’s degree from the 6 

College of Staten Island, and I have been living in the 7 

shelter system for seven years and three months.  I have 8 

been a member of Picture the Homeless for seven years, as 9 

of October 8th.  I have numerous medical conditions: 10 

scoliosis, herniated discs, sciatica, plantar fasciitis, 11 

and I got gout from living in the – from the shelter food.  12 

And so, and disability says because I can do a desk job 13 

and have so much education that I can’t have disability.  14 

So, I am left to the private market.  And I have less, 15 

fewer than one in a hundred job applications results in a 16 

call back.  So, that’s where I am.    17 

I am here to voice my opposition to the new 18 

shelter savings program.  It is not exactly new, as has 19 

been pointed out before.  Most of the shelters that I have 20 

been in over the course of my homelessness required 21 

residents to save between 60 and 75 percent of their 22 

income, which I briefly did whenever I was employed, while 23 

living in the shelter system.  24 

The first shelter I stayed in, after Bellevue, 25 
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Eddie Harris wanted me to spend it on a room broker that 1 

required an up front fee before they showed you anything.  2 

I was transferred not long after I refused to do this.  3 

It’s not hard to find horror stories on the internet, or 4 

from fellow residents who never got showed a room at all, 5 

nor got their money back.  Or they got shown closets, 6 

rooms without closets, where one was expected to provide a 7 

wardrobe, rooms without windows, rat infested places, and 8 

other similar, unacceptable conditions.  And I’m not 9 

talking about necessarily places that the shelter took us 10 

to see, or the – the program.  I am talking about people 11 

in general talking on the internet, their experiences with 12 

these so called room brokers that make you pay up front.  13 

So, and that shelter tried to force me to pay one of these 14 

people.   15 

One resident called in that his boss was forcing 16 

him to work late, but they packed up his locker because he 17 

didn’t have a late pass.  He had $300 in cash in his 18 

locker.  It was the only thing he had in his locker that 19 

was not returned to him by staff.  I have also heard 20 

horror stories about people who have been transferred and 21 

were unable to get their savings, or have experienced such 22 

things themselves, at previous shelters.   23 

Opening a savings account at a bank was allowed 24 

as an option, and the one I have stayed with thus far, 25 
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despite pressure from case managers to use the shelter 1 

safe, who took personal offense that that did not seem 2 

trustworthy to me.  Even if the intent wasn’t to steal the 3 

money, it was unquestionably giving shelter staff far more 4 

control than they have earned.  The more my case manager 5 

pressured me, the less I wanted to do so.   6 

Similarly, the shelter staff also pressured me 7 

to move out of the shelter with a LINC voucher that made 8 

my contribution well beyond 50 percent of my income, 9 

because HRA had intentionally overestimated my hours even 10 

after I went in for rebudgeting.  Had I done so, I would 11 

have lost everything, including the contents of a storage 12 

unit that cost me several hundred dollars a month, when 13 

there was a mass layoff of the job, already stated to be 14 

temporary, some two months after obtaining the voucher. 15 

Currently, my savings is pretty much drained, 16 

because I have been using that to pay for storage because 17 

I had a death in the family and received some money that I 18 

put in a mutual fund.  I – I don’t have other income.  I 19 

don’t want to blow that.  And so, I spent down almost 20 

everything that I had in my savings on my shelter, because 21 

HRA has refused to pay.  I am also in a hotel shelter at 22 

this point.  I have had to pay to do my laundry 90 percent 23 

of the time.  They are supposed to issue us laundry cards, 24 

but I think maybe four times I have asked.  I do my 25 
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laundry twice a month.  I think maybe four times I have – 1 

I have asked that in – I have been there since July of 2 

last year.  I think maybe four times I have gotten a 3 

laundry card from them.  Every other time I have had to 4 

draw off my savings in order to pay for laundry.   5 

As one of the authors of the Business of 6 

Homelessness Report with Picture the Homeless, our 7 

research shows that shelter staff in general have 8 

demonstrated themselves profoundly unable to manage the 9 

funds provided to them by the city, have housing 10 

specialists with no particular training, and use far too 11 

much of their resources on executive compensation, often 12 

as much as half a million dollars.  It is fundamentally 13 

immoral for DHS to authorize, let alone require them, to 14 

take on this new supervisory function, when their house is 15 

so far from in order.  And here is a written version for 16 

you to take.   17 

MS. RUSSELL:  You can give it to the young lady 18 

in the front row, if you can.  Thank you. 19 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Council Member Levin. 20 

COUNCIL MEMBER STEPHEN LEVIN:  Good afternoon, 21 

everybody.  My name is Stephen Levin.  I am Council Member 22 

for the 33rd District in Brooklyn.  I am also the Chair of 23 

the Council’s Committee on General Welfare.  I want to 24 

thank the New York City Department of Homeless Services 25 
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for the opportunity to testify on the proposal to amend 1 

Title 31, of the Rules of the City of New York, to 2 

establish an income savings program for single adult DHS 3 

shelter residents with earned income.   4 

I stand before you today gravely concerned by 5 

this latest proposal.  Under New York State’s Social 6 

Services Law, shelter residents are required to either pay 7 

a portion of their income as rent, or submit to a savings 8 

program for shelter residents.  The proposed DHS rule 9 

would bring New York City into compliance with state law, 10 

but it puts vulnerable New Yorkers' well-being at risk by 11 

doing so.   12 

Our city is facing a crisis.  Over 60,000 New 13 

Yorkers live in the DHS shelters, and thousands more live 14 

in emergency domestic violence shelters, or on our city’s 15 

streets.  The length of stay has continued to increase, 16 

and a family with children now resides approximately 450 17 

days in a shelter.  Since January of 2014, the number of 18 

elder New Yorkers living in shelter has also doubled, in 19 

response to the affordability challenges our seniors face.   20 

This is fundamentally a crisis of housing.  And 21 

yet the proposed rule focuses on addressing, quote-22 

unquote, “individual responsibility” over ones ability to 23 

effectively access affordable and supportive housing.  We 24 

have been through this before.  In 2009 the City of New 25 
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York piloted a shelter rent program that enacted a, quote, 1 

“income contribution requirement,” requiring working 2 

homeless families to pay for the cost of shelter.  The 3 

policy was widely panned for both requiring homeless New 4 

Yorkers to give up a large portion of their income, and 5 

forcing not-for-profit shelter providers to essentially 6 

become bill collectors.   7 

While today’s policy proposes setting up a 8 

savings plan, being forced to set aside 30 percent of 9 

one’s daily earnings is a significant encroachment on a 10 

person’s daily life.  I urge the administration to 11 

reconsider this proposed rule, and work with our state 12 

colleagues in the legislature to immediately repeal this 13 

outdated state law.  Rather than work to fit in with a 14 

misguided regulation, our city should work alongside 15 

municipalities across the state, to pass statewide 16 

legislation.   17 

There are several factors I recommend the 18 

Department of Social Services seriously consider in doing 19 

so.  First, establishing a savings plan creates undue 20 

barriers to shelter residents during one of the most 21 

difficult times in their lives.  Entering shelter is often 22 

extremely costly, with family members having to start over 23 

and purchase new belongings, get ready for new school, or 24 

pay for storage for household items.  Requiring a person 25 



DHS PUBLIC HEARING – 9/24/2019 

Ubiqus 
61 Broadway –  Suite 1400, New York, NY 10006 

Phone: 212-346-6666 * Fax: 888-412-3655 

62 

to contribute a third of their income fails to account for 1 

the high cost of basic necessities like clothing and 2 

toiletries, food, if one lives in a hotel setting and is 3 

not able to cook their own food, particularly for their 4 

families and their children, or have a refrigerator where 5 

you could store food for more than a couple of days.  It 6 

is – it forces people to eat out.  It forces people to eat 7 

unhealthily.  It exacerbates things like diabetes and high 8 

blood pressure.  And – and is extremely cost burdensome to 9 

not be able to just have basic refrigeration for your food 10 

and cooking facilities, so that you can cook – so that you 11 

can cook soup instead of having to go out – you can cook a 12 

pot of soup for the cost that it would be to – to go out 13 

and buy a cup of soup at a restaurant.   14 

So, in addition to unexpected costs like 15 

holidays and adjustment periods, all of which are made 16 

more difficult without the flexibility of a person’s full 17 

income to cover costs.   18 

Second, mandating the shelter residents to pay 19 

into a savings account implies the fiscal mismanagement, 20 

and not a continued lack of affordable housing, is the 21 

primary driver of homelessness.  Setting a policy that 22 

requires individuals to deposit their income into a 23 

separate HRA account, reinforces a paternalistic 24 

understanding of why people experience homelessness.  It 25 
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contributes to the stigma of homeless New Yorkers as 1 

being, quote, “irresponsible” or, quote, “reckless”.  In 2 

effect, this serves to distract from the primary challenge 3 

that people face around access to affordable housing, 4 

mental health care, substance use disorder treatment, and 5 

social services, and pulls case managers away from their 6 

obligation to assist clients.  Case managers and housing 7 

specialists play a critical role in building trust and 8 

connecting clients to care and housing.  A burdensome 9 

payment system that requires them to track down a client’s 10 

payments takes time and creates additional obstacles to 11 

connectivity.   12 

Third, requiring someone to set up a separate 13 

HRA account adds additional bureaucracy to a person’s 14 

life.  HRA clients spend hours navigating a complex system 15 

of benefits, and this process would add another layer of 16 

documentation and complicate enrollment – and complicated 17 

enrollment protocol.  Many individuals comes into the 18 

shelter system distrustful of government agencies, and for 19 

good reason.  Clients should be able to maintain control 20 

of their own finance and – finances and savings, without 21 

bureaucratic hoops or unneeded steps.   22 

Fourth, a savings plan does not address 23 

challenges New York face – New Yorkers face in securing 24 

low income housing.  New York City established a 30 25 
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percent cap for individuals paying rent with rental 1 

assistance vouchers, and for – and for public housing, 2 

recognizing that a person should not be forced to save a 3 

significant amount of money before moving into permanent 4 

housing.  It is important to examine how an individual’s 5 

savings would be drawn down for rent in these situations, 6 

as this could conceivably create an opportunity for an 7 

individual savings to be counted towards their income, 8 

raising their rent beyond what it would otherwise be.   9 

Homeless New Yorkers face numerous challenges 10 

accessing permanent housing and supportive services.  A 11 

forced savings plan takes a one size fits all approach 12 

that does not allow for variances in one’s spending 13 

lifestyle, but surveils and severely restricts a person’s 14 

needed day to day budget.   15 

There are many reasons that a person might not 16 

be in a position to set aside 30 percent of their income, 17 

such as taking care of a loved one or managing costs 18 

associated with private health care needs, all of which 19 

are a person’s own decision to make.   20 

Shelter providers, advocates, and social service 21 

workers have been united in calling for greater affordable 22 

and supportive housing, and for social services to combat 23 

homelessness.  We need to focus our energy on structural 24 

solutions that move more people into permanent housing and 25 
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treatment, rather than in – that an approach that adds 1 

greater bureaucratic hurdles to people’s lives.  I think 2 

that this is common sense.   3 

We should be putting all of our effort into 4 

repealing this rule and this law, and not – and not doing 5 

all of our rulemaking process to come into compliance with 6 

a rule that is, on its face, not only unjust but very 7 

unwise.  This is an outdated, paternalistic rule.  And to 8 

just think in practical terms about what it would mean for 9 

– for shelter residents, and shelter providers, to create 10 

this type of bureaucracy.  Where, if somebody does not 11 

have a bank account, they would have to go to a money 12 

order, or check cashing place, to get the money.  Is cash 13 

going to be accepted?  What happens if somebody loses the 14 

money order?  What happens if – if the staff loses the 15 

money order?   The staff has – I – I can only imagine that 16 

staff in shelter have no interest in intruding on people’s 17 

lives, to – to try to collect this fee.  18 

And – and, lastly, I think that the NMR bears 19 

this out.  When people get into permanent subsidized 20 

housing, whether it is through a voucher, whether it is 21 

through supportive housing or affordable housing, the rate 22 

of return shelter is very, very small.  So, what does that 23 

tell us?  That tells us that people have no problem 24 

meeting their obligations when they are in permanent 25 
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housing, when they have the stability in their lives to be 1 

able to work, to be able to efficiently cook their own 2 

food, with their own kitchen, and their own refrigerator.  3 

They are not returning into shelter because – and it has 4 

nothing to do – it has nothing to do with how much of a 5 

savings account they had when they exited the shelter.   6 

The reality is we ought to be putting all of our 7 

resources into – into increasing the voucher limits on the 8 

City’s FHEPS vouchers, so that they can actually afford an 9 

apartment in New York City.  So that people aren’t walking 10 

around for a year, or two years, or three years, with a 11 

voucher not able to find an apartment.  And you ask 12 

anybody in this room, and they will tell you that.  And 13 

it’s not rocket science.  It’s not – this is actually as 14 

simple as it sounds.  We need to— 15 

MS. RUSSELL:  Council Member— 16 

COUNCIL MEMBER LEVIN:  --make sure that the 17 

resources are there to meet the needs.  We all know what 18 

the needs are.  We all know what the needs are.  It is –- 19 

MS. RUSSELL:  Council Member— 20 

COUNCIL MEMBER LEVIN:  And so, I will wrap up, 21 

but it’s just – it is – there are – our solutions are out 22 

there.  We need to put all of our resources – I am only 23 

here for another two years.  The de Blasio administration 24 

is only here for another two years.  We should be spending 25 
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every day doing what we can to advance what we know the 1 

needs are – are demanding.  And to spend our time, and 2 

shelter staff time, and residents’ time, chasing down this 3 

misguided policy, is just a waste of time and resources 4 

and effort, and is not what we should be doing.  So, thank 5 

you. 6 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 7 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Joe Loonam. 8 

MS. RUSSELL:  We have one more speaker after 9 

you.   10 

MR. JOE LOONAM:  My name is Joseph Loonam.  I am 11 

a Housing Campaign’s Coordinator at VOCAL-NY.  I am here 12 

today to express our deep objection to the Department of 13 

Homeless Services DHS’s proposal to force savings on folks 14 

who are living in the shelter.  This is a misguided 15 

proposal that stands to do a ton of harm to those 16 

struggling every day to find a permanent place to live.   17 

Consider that every night thousands of people 18 

sleep on the streets, parks, and subways throughout the 19 

City of New York, despite the fact that this is a right to 20 

shelter city.  Anyone in New York can get access to a 21 

shelter bed, and yet many choose not to.  All year, we 22 

have heard from the Governor and the Mayor about new 23 

efforts to engage with New Yorkers sleeping in public 24 

view.  We are told about different softwares and 25 
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strategies that the state will implement to track these 1 

individuals and coerce them into shelters, but rules like 2 

the one being proposed make one wonder, does DHS seriously 3 

consider why individuals choose not to seek out the 4 

services in the first place.   5 

Far too often - far too often, shelters in the 6 

City of New York feel like jails.  Things like curfews, 7 

the inability to bring in food, constant transfers, 8 

invasions of privacy like opening mail, all add up to a 9 

culture where folks in the shelter are seen as second 10 

class citizens.   11 

Now imagine, on top of all of that, DHS workers 12 

requiring the disclosure of personal financial 13 

information.  This would mean that full time employees are 14 

asking people with extremely low incomes invasive 15 

questions about their financial status, and then taking 16 

money from these people.  This invasive and horribly 17 

misguided policy threatens to further perpetuate the 18 

notion that New York City shelters are to be avoided if 19 

someone wants to maintain a semblance of personal freedom.   20 

Furthermore, surviving New York City shelter 21 

system takes real money, particularly when DHS refuses to 22 

provide many of the essential services people need to 23 

live.  Food in shelter is often of very poor quality, and 24 

often does match people’s individual dietary needs.  It is 25 
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served on tight schedules, meaning that many of the 1 

thousands of working people in the shelter must buy their 2 

own food.  Because EBT and SNAP cannot be used to purchase 3 

hot food, it becomes even more essential for folks in the 4 

shelter to have cash on hand.  There are other costs as 5 

well.  General costs of living, like transportation, do 6 

not go away because people lack permanent housing.  Often, 7 

they have to pay for things that most folks with permanent 8 

housing – permanent places to live, do not even think 9 

about, like storage.   10 

DHS will never fully understand or appreciate 11 

that everything that – I’m sorry.  DHS will never fully 12 

understand or appreciate everything the people they serve 13 

need.  So, rules like – that further strip shelter 14 

residents of their autonomy can be extremely hurtful.   15 

Additionally, there is a mistrust between DHS 16 

workers and shelter residents already.  And this will only 17 

get worse if anyone – I’m sorry, this will only get worse.  18 

Anyone who has ever spent any time in a shelter will tell 19 

you there is a tremendous failure of bureaucracy every day 20 

that harm shelter residents.  Things are lost and 21 

paperwork is misfiled.  People are awoken in the middle of 22 

the night and transferred to unfamiliar neighborhoods, 23 

without any warning.  Crimes, even violent ones, are 24 

ignored.  DHS routinely fails to properly carry out the 25 
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day to day tasks required to keep shelters safe and clean.   1 

Is it reasonable to expect the same agency to 2 

maintain the financial assets of tens of thousands of 3 

individuals that live in their shelters?  Given the 4 

everyday failures of any city bureaucracy, isn’t it fair 5 

for shelter residents to feel some caution before handing 6 

over their hard earned money?   7 

Even if residents could trust DHS with their 8 

money, there is another more fundamental question.  What 9 

problem would this rule solve?  The premise of this rule 10 

is that shelter residents are not saving enough money to 11 

move into permanent apartments.  This ignores the 12 

fundamental reason that most folks remain in shelters, a 13 

complete lack of affordable housing in New York City.   14 

All over the city, glass skyscrapers full of 15 

luxury condos are built, all too often with city tax 16 

subsidies; but no one is building the tens of thousands of 17 

units of affordable housing that would be necessary if we 18 

ever hope to see a large number of people exit the 19 

shelter.  It is always easier to shift the blame on poor 20 

people who use services, and argue that if they were only 21 

more committed to becoming independent they would be able 22 

to provide for their own needs.  The real blame, however, 23 

rests with developers who are blinded by greed and 24 

continue to construct luxury condos even as one-quarter of 25 
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them remain empty.  The real blame lies with a city that 1 

would subsidize the construction of apartments that will 2 

rent for upwards of $3,000 a month, while constructing 3 

nothing for New Yorkers who are stuck in the shelter 4 

system.   5 

DHS could develop ways – DHS could develop ways 6 

to support the financial health of folks in shelters 7 

without invasive measures like the one that is being 8 

proposed.  By taking a look at the real costs that folks 9 

run into while they live in the shelter, they could help 10 

people make long term financial plans.  They could spend 11 

their efforts fostering relationships with brokers and 12 

landlords, that when shelter residents are given a voucher 13 

from the city, they can quickly be referred to a permanent 14 

place to live.  Clearly, there is a need for long term 15 

financial support for folks who are trying to exit the 16 

shelter, but this work cannot be forced.  It cannot be 17 

seen as an attempt to further control and punish people.  18 

No matter what its intention, this will lead to an 19 

increase in mistrust of the shelter system, driving more 20 

people into the shadows, and doing the exact opposite of 21 

what the city is trying to achieve.  22 

In the end, perhaps Commissioner Banks said it 23 

best in 2009 when the Bloomberg administration proposed 24 

something similar.  He said, “Families have been told to 25 
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pay up or get out.  The policy is poorly conceived but, 1 

even more alarmingly, it is being poorly executed.”  At 2 

this moment, in the homelessness crisis, people need real 3 

support from the DHS and the rest of the city government, 4 

not punitive measures that cause more harm.  Thank you 5 

very much. 6 

MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you.  And our final speaker… 7 

MR. NICHOLAS:  Harold Alexis. 8 

MR. HAROLD ALEXIS:  Afternoon everyone.  9 

Unfortunately, I don’t have a script.  I am glad to be 10 

here.  I know most of you.  I just wanted to say that I am 11 

about to exit the shelter system.  Unfortunately - thank 12 

you – hopefully I have had a few glitches here and there, 13 

but I have been homeless now, it will be going on seven 14 

years.  That’s a shame.   15 

Right now, I – I love this sign, number one, 16 

because that’s how I feel in the shelter system.  Right 17 

now, that is what I am experiencing.  In other words, take 18 

what we give you and if you don’t you will be threatened 19 

with 30 days of sanctions.   20 

People, this is the United States.  No one 21 

should have to be threatened.  We are supposed to be free.  22 

And I guess in the shelters, oh yeah, we will just do what 23 

we want to with clients; we can get away with it.  I’m 24 

going to just tell you right now; you are not the law.  I 25 



DHS PUBLIC HEARING – 9/24/2019 

Ubiqus 
61 Broadway –  Suite 1400, New York, NY 10006 

Phone: 212-346-6666 * Fax: 888-412-3655 

73 

know the law.  My mother worked for the law.  She was a 1 

law stenographer and she used to work for judges.  And I 2 

do not play.  I do not tolerate threats.  And I am going 3 

to let you know when I get my place, my apartment, 4 

hopefully it will be a one bedroom, I will still be 5 

campaigning with all the people that are homeless because 6 

I won’t forget where I came from.   7 

Second, I am keeping my eyes on DHS because you 8 

guys are a mess.  And I’m saying that from my heart and my 9 

soul.  I also want to bring up something because I have 10 

been meeting a lot of people, myself included, that have 11 

property in storage, which HRA is paying for.  I have been 12 

a victim of stolen items when I lost my apartment.  I 13 

lived in Conquest Village in Bronx, New York.  And I am 14 

still, to this day, paying for rental storage.  I’ve got 15 

valuables that are the world to me.  I will not be able to 16 

fit it in the current place that I have been shown, a 17 

studio.  I have explained this to my case managers.  I 18 

have explained this to the housing specialist.  I guess 19 

your feeling is, okay, we got him a place.  So what?  Big 20 

deal.  Screw this stuff.  Not to me.  Back in the 80’s, I 21 

worked even up until I became homeless, because I have 22 

disabilities.  I don’t look it, but I kill myself.  I even 23 

hustled to just get something to get food in my stomach.  24 

Not to mention the food that they serve in the shelters is 25 
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nasty.  I can’t take this anymore.  I’m down to $3 on my 1 

food stamps and I’m tired of all of this running around.  2 

I’m going to tell you right now, no one is going to make 3 

new rules.  I am going to think about that song that 4 

Foreigner sang.  I played it on my phone this morning.  I 5 

am going to win.  And that’s the way – and then, thank 6 

you, I am not going to lose my belongings.  I am taking 7 

everything with me.  It comes out with me when I roll.  8 

That’s how I feel.   9 

And I want to bring to DHS attention, you are 10 

not going to bully me around anymore.  You are going to 11 

work with me, or you are going to work against me.  I 12 

would rather you work with me.  And I want everybody to 13 

assist me and to help me, so I do not lose my belongings 14 

because, number one, every day this week I have been going 15 

from Brooklyn to Bronx, New York, hauling out all of my 16 

favorite belongings, since I am a diehard (inaudible) 17 

order and hobbyist.  I don’t want to lose those things.  I 18 

worked hard.  I worked my ass off for this.  And I will be 19 

damned if I have to just be in compliance and say, hey, 20 

take the place and lose your stuff.  I don’t want to just 21 

be a pauper.  I want to be sort of like, eh, a little 22 

rich, but I also want to be able to live again.  And that 23 

is the reason why I have taken on these programs.  I have 24 

been on several interviews, five interviews.  I have one 25 
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coming up October 1st.  I’m still going to go for it.  I’m 1 

not going to just say – rely on one program and then that 2 

fails and that doesn’t happen, you know, doesn’t work.  3 

But that’s the whole idea.   4 

My advice, people, keep doing what you’re doing.  5 

I am also going to try for an education.  I would love to 6 

be a carpenter.  That’s what I’ve been trying to do all 7 

summer long.  Unfortunately, it has been interrupted by 8 

this housing situation.  I want to educate my mind.  I 9 

want to be something.  Even with my disabilities, I want 10 

to make it in this city.  I want to make it everywhere in 11 

New York.  Thank you very much.   12 

MS. RUSSELL:  On behalf – on behalf of New York 13 

City Department of Homeless Services, I want to say thank 14 

you for coming out today and sharing your thoughts on this 15 

proposed rule.  Have a safe day, and travel safely. 16 

[CHANTING BEGINS] 17 

FEMALE VOICE:  If anyone has any written 18 

testimony – just one second.  If anyone has any written 19 

testimony that they would like to hand up, you can do so 20 

at this time.  You also have until midnight tonight.  You 21 

could email it to the – the email address that is on the 22 

notice or posted on the New York City Rules website.  23 

Thank you.   24 

(Proceeding Concluded) 25 
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