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Introduction 
 
Good afternoon. My name is Jamie Powlovich, and I am the Executive Director of the Coalition for 
Homeless Youth (CHY), also known as the Empire State Coalition of Youth and Family Services. CHY 
has advocated for the needs of runaway and homeless youth (RHY) for nearly 40 years. The coalition is 
comprised of 60 providers of services to homeless youth across New York State, including 29 members in 
New York City. Our members include both providers of supportive housing and programs that refer 
homeless youth into supportive housing.  
 
I would like to thank Chair Levin and the members of the General Welfare Committee for holding today’s 
hearing. I appreciate being given the opportunity to testify before you today, and CHY commends the 
council for scheduling this much needed hearing on supportive housing. 
   
Background 
 
New York City has never adequately supported the needs of homeless young people or the providers that 
serve them. Although under the current Administration many positive steps have been made, we are still 
only touching the surface of meeting the need. Runaway and homeless youth, as a population, are young 
people between the ages of 16 and 24, who have unique developmental needs and often fall between the 
cracks of the State’s child welfare and adult homeless systems. DYCD contracts with various social 
service agencies to provide short-term crisis shelters, transitional living programs, drop-in centers and 
street outreach programs which offer food, shelter, case management, mental and medical health care, 
educational and vocational programming, legal services, programs for young mothers and a multitude of 
other services. Many homeless young people have previous trauma and experiences with the juvenile and 
adult criminal justice systems;1  a large percentage of youth have had both positive and negative 
experiences in foster care;2 many lack a high school diploma or employment,3 and all have experienced 
neglect by the systems and adults that were supposed to support them and guide them into adulthood. For 
too long providers have struggled to meet the needs of the homeless youth in New York City with 
insufficient resources.  Although the actual current number of homeless youth in NYC is unknown, a 
2007 study by CHY and Columbia University estimated that on any given night there are 3,800 homeless 
youth sleeping on the streets of New York City.4 However, there are currently only 557 beds to offer 
them5.  
 
Although providers have reported that the needed increase in beds has resulted in a significant reduction 
in monthly turnaways, DYCD has still not shown that it is able to provide beds for all youth seeking 
shelter. On the ground, agencies are still left in the heart-wrenching position of having to turn away youth 
who are seeking services due to lack of capacity. When a bed in a youth shelter is not available, providers 
are forced to refer youth to adult homeless shelters that are not developmentally appropriate, do not 
																																																													
1Covenant House. 2014. "Homeless Youth - What We Know..." Available at: http://ny.covenanthouse.org/homeless-youth-what-we-know; 
Empire State Coalition of Youth and Family Services. 2008. "A Count of Homeless Youth in New York City." Available at: 
http://www.citylimits.org/images_pdfs/pdfs/HomelessYouth.pdf.  
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 
4Empire State Coalition of Youth and Family Services. 2008. "A Count of Homeless Youth in New York City." Available at: 
http://www.citylimits.org/images_pdfs/pdfs/HomelessYouth.pdf. 
5	Email correspondence with Department of Community Development, dated 4/23/18 



provide the comprehensive wraparound services offered by RHY programs and put the young person at 
risk of exploitation and physical risk.  Additionally, youth continue to be reluctant to go to adult shelters 
out of fear, and not feeling confident that their needs will be met. Instead, many youth who are unable to 
access services spend their nights on the streets, in abandoned buildings or riding the subways, or risk 
sexual exploitation in order to gain a place to stay.   
 
Equally as concerning as the amount of youth that are left without access to age appropriate shelter 
resources while homeless, is their lack of access to safe, permanent housing so that they can successfully 
exit homelessness. Currently, homeless youth are one of the only homeless sub-populations in New York 
City that has not been given access to almost any permanent housing options to exit homelessness. Youth 
relying on DYCD’s homeless youth programs have no access to local housing subsidies like LINC. These 
young people do not receive any priority access to NYCHA units, or priority access to Section 8 
subsidies. Youth eligible for supportive housing also face significant barriers to accessing a unit. This 
reality leaves too many very vulnerable young people cycling in and out of homelessness.  

While we acknowledge the strength of New York City’s strong, long-term commitment to providing 
supportive housing, data shows that it is failing at providing permanent housing to homeless young 
people exiting DYCD programs. City data obtained by CHY via FOIL from DYCD shows that from July 
2017 through January 2018 about 2% of youth discharged from DYCD Transitional Independent Living 
Programs (TIL) successfully moved into Supportive Housing. This is compared to less than one percent 
of those discharged from DYCD crisis beds meeting the same outcome (19 out 1904 discharges). 
Although Supportive Housing supported 26 young people in exiting homelessness in the timeline outlined 
above, there were countless more that were discharged to the street, the adult homeless system and other 
non-permanent placements, that did qualify, but never got accepted.     

 
New York City 15/15 Initiative 
 
CHY commends the city for its commitment to increasing the amount of supportive housing beds that 
will be set-aside for young people within the new city Supportive Housing initiative, NYC 15/15. Out of 
the 15,000 new supportive housing units that are expected to be developed by 2030, there will be a set-
aside of nearly 1,700 units for young people. For singles, there will be 989 congregate units and 247 
scatter-site units, and for pregnant and parenting youth, 361 congregate units and 90 scatter-site units.6 
This is a drastic and much needed increase from the only 400 permanent supportive housing beds for 
youth provided under the NY/NY III supportive housing agreement between NYC and NYS. However, 
CHY has significant concerns regarding the new Coordinated Assessment Placement System (CAPS) 
being used to prioritize individuals for placement in support housing, more specifically the proposed 
handling of homeless youths’ confidential information that is outlined in the NYC CAPS Policy & 
Procedure Manual as well as in consent forms CAS-700 and CAS-701.  
 
CHY made numerous attempts to work collaboratively with the CoC to make sure that youth specific 
concerns were raised earlier in this process, and to support in making the necessary changes. 

																																																													
6 New York City Coalition on the Continuum of Care. “Application for Youth Housing Demonstration Program.” Submitted to HUD 4/17/2018, 
in authors possession 
 



Unfortunately, our requests to be a part of both the CoC CAPS Steering Committee as well as the CAPS 
Working Group focused on youth were both denied. In addition, we sent our concerns directly to the 
Human Resources Administration (HRA), but are still waiting for a response. We have outlined these 
concerns below.  
 
NYC CAPS Policy & Procedure Manual 

Barriers for Youth to Access Housing 
The current Standardized Vulnerability Assessment (SVA) creates a significant barrier to homeless youth 
being able to achieve a “High” scoring, and therefore prevents them from being given priority access to 
safe and supportive long-term housing. The clear majority of RHY are able bodied individuals who do not 
frequently utilize the systems that would qualify them for priority placement. Youth that we would 
consider the most vulnerable, and therefore the intended population, do not regularly utilize the systems 
being tracked at all. Although it is our understanding that the youth-specific Vulnerability Assessment 
Tool (SAV) is still being designed, we believe that in order to make it beneficial to the most vulnerable 
RHY, it must include a method for service providers to document a youth’s “vulnerable” status, and not 
rely solely on system utilization data. Furthermore, our members report that HRA does not give more 
than one homeless systems contacts to young people who receive services from both DHS and DYCD 
RHY programming (ie living in a DHS shelter but receiving RHY services at a DYCD Drop-in). They 
consider this “double counting” homelessness. This means that the city is only prioritizing those 
individuals who regularly access high cost services, who are costing the city the most money in supports, 
which ignores those who do not and are in need. 
		
DYCD Sharing Identifiable Data with Other City Agencies 
As per Appendix A: CAPS Implementation Timeline, Phase I, HRA will begin the “Planning and 
implementation of additional data feeds, including the Department of Youth and Community 
Development (DYCD).” During a CAPS Demo for RHY provides at HRA on January 5, 2018, DYCD 
staff confirmed that the “data” that would be shared would include youths’ names, dates of birth, social 
security numbers and program utilization information. This was again confirmed in the New York City 
Coalition on the Continuum of Care. “Application for Youth Housing Demonstration Program.” Which 
states that “Coordinated Assessment Placement System (CAPS) for young people 18 years old and older. 
Through CAPS, the Coordinated Assessment Survey (CAS) is available to all users of the homeless 
database in NYC – 13,000 individual users, 3,000 programs and over 1,000 agencies. NYCCoC is 
preparing to implement the CAS at more intake points including HIV/AIDS (HASA) shelters and 
Domestic Violence shelters. In addition, the CoC is working to integrate Veterans data into CAPS and 
working with DYCD to pull previous RHY homeless data into CAPS so that all previous stays in youth 
shelters would be counted in history of homelessness. NYC is using a Standardized Vulnerability 
Assessment (SVA) in CAPS and by the end of 2018 will have one specific for youth.7” The following is 
the statutory and regulatory language that prohibits the proposed disclosure of information: 
 
NY Executive Law, Article 19-H (the NY Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (NY RHYA)), § 532-e: 
“The office of children and family services shall: (e) develop and promulgate … regulations … 

																																																													
7 New York City Coalition on the Continuum of Care. “Application for Youth Housing Demonstration Program.” Submitted to HUD 4/17/2018, 
in authors possession	



prohibiting the disclosure or transferal of any records containing the identity of individual youth receiving 
services pursuant to this section, without the written consent of the youth.”  
 
NYS Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS) regulations further clarify the prohibition in:  
 

9 NYCRR § 182-1.6(a) : “The disclosure of records or files, in whole or in part, pertaining to 
youth who are or have been in a runaway program, to any person, agency or institution is 
prohibited.”  
 
9 NYCRR § 182-2.6(a): “The disclosure of records or files, in whole or in part, pertaining to 
youth who are or have been in a transitional independent living support program, to any person, 
agency or institution is prohibited.” 
 

The only exceptions to this confidentiality requirement are for the purposes of reporting suspected child 
abuse or maltreatment, or where a youth has given written consent. As such, the proposed data feed is in 
clear violation of the NY RHYA and applicable regulations. 
	
Consent Forms & Security  
We appreciate the city’s attempt at creating a method for individuals in need of housing to have control 
over their personal information. The new consents (CAS-700 and CAS-701), although very similar to the 
original 2010E consent, are not appropriate for homeless young people, as they do not comply with either 
the basic standard of informed consent or the NY RHYA statute and OCFS RHYA regulations. These 
consents are blanket consents. Blanket consents are inappropriate for a number of reasons, including that 
they do not provide an opportunity for the youth to have truly informed consent. In order for consent to be 
informed, and therefore a valid consent, a competent individual must be provided with sufficient 
information upon which to make a reasoned decision.  A blanket consent form does not comply with the 
basic principles of informed consent or HIPAA, nor does it comply with the more rigorous requirements 
found in the Runaway and Homeless Youth regulations as indicated below.   
 
CHY is not an expert on privacy or the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA), but 
consent forms CAS-700 and CAS-701 raise general concerns about the breadth of the consent being 
given. For example, we do not believe even a public health authority is permitted to do a compound 
authorization for things like psychotherapy notes, and the list of entities who would have access to the 
information shared is much broader than public health entities. We do know the sharing of any identifying 
information about youth who are in or have been in a program for runaway/homeless youth is strictly 
prohibited by both statute and regulation.  

The applicable regulations provide: 
  

9 NYCRR §§ 182-1.6 and 182-2.6. Confidentiality. 
(b) Where necessary for the provision of services to youth in program, information may be 
released only upon receipt of written consent from the youth, including the following 
information: (1) the youth's name; (2) the name of the person authorized to release the 
information; (3) the name of the person authorized to receive the information; (4) the specific 



information to be disclosed; (5) the specific purpose for release of the information; (6) the date, 
signature of the youth and the signature of at least one witness, who may be an agency 
representative; and (7) the period during which the consent for release of information is effective.  

  
Thus, the RHYA law requires specific, individualized consent.  Other forms of “consent” fail to provide 
sufficient information to comply with even the basic standard of informed consent.  
 
Although consent forms CAS-700 and CAS-701 do list an expiration date, we find that a date 10 years 
from when the consent is signed unacceptable. HIPAA does require an expiration, which can be a date or 
an event, but its customary in the RHY community to have consents expire within one year. The fact that 
this consent would allow for the youth’s information to be available in a city system for a decade is 
unethical and potentially unsafe. At the meeting on 1/5/18, it was also confirmed that all a person would 
need to access a youth’s confidential information, including past 2010E applications, psychiatric 
evaluations, bio-psychosocial information, vital documents, housing history and HRA records, would be a 
PACT log-in, a youth’s name and DOB. At this time, there is no security in place that would limit access 
to a youth’s information to those persons working directly with that youth. This poses extreme concerns 
for youth who are involved in abusive relationships or have parents who work in agencies where they 
have PACT access, among other scenarios in which someone could access their information and use it for 
unintended purposes.  
 
Lastly, the consent forms include the ability to release information to universities and other research hubs, 
but it is unclear what information would need to be shared with these entities and why. Nowhere in the 
consent forms is the service recipient informed that their information may be used in a research capacity. 
This could be perceived as the city’s attempt to gather data on a population, without their informed 
consent, and should be removed. 
 
The programs serving runaway and homeless youth in NYC are collectively committed to providing 
comprehensive services to homeless and runaway youth while maintaining each young person’s right to 
confidentiality, as required by the New York State and federal Runaway and Homeless Youth Acts and 
any other federal legal requirements.   
	
Int. 0147-2018 
CHY is in full support of Int. 0147-2018, who would require DSS to report annually on the “number of 
individuals referred to, accepted to, rejected for, and still awaiting placement for support housing.” At the 
January 19th, 2017, Supportive Housing Oversight Hearing, CHY testified that the creaming and cherry 
picking of applicants by providers is a pervasive issue that needs to be addressed. Sometimes young 
people are denied for supportive housing due to their age, though it’s not written that way. Creaming also 
occurs by screening out applicants through quick, highly-subjective and surface-level claims of issues 
such as “lack of insight” into his/her or their mental illness, or being “non-complaint” with medication, or 
because an applicant has a recent history of substance use, or because they are simply deemed too 
mentally ill. One way of looking at this is that many of those most in need may be least likely to access 
this resource.  
 



There is a need for oversight of denials and a mechanism to ensure that eligible applicants aren’t being 
inappropriately screened out of permanent housing via questionable assessments. There is also a need for 
some type of mechanism through which applicants can challenge denials. It is of note that supportive 
housing denials are not subject to fair hearings or any other administrative procedure of further review. 
Advocating for a client whose denial appears inappropriate is typically an exercise in futility. Despite 
improvements to the system, this still holds true. 
 
Conclusion 
To conclude, CHY is appreciative for the opportunity to testify before you today. We are hopeful that the 
concerns outlined in this testimony will be considered, and are available to support in any way deemed 
appropriate.    

Thank you  
















