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HOUSE OF REPERESENTATIVES April 13, 2010 .... 

.. Total Number voting 149 

Necessary for adoption 75 

Those voting Yea 137 

Those voting Nay 12 

Those absent and not voting 2 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

The bill as amended is passed. 

Will the Cle.rk ·please call Calendar 107. 

THE CLERK: 

On page 9, ·calendar 107., sub.stitute for House 

Bill Number 5371, AN ACT CONCERNING AFFORQABLE HOUSING 

• ·--REPLACEMENT, favorable report of. the Committee on.. 

Housing. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN.: 

The Chairman of the Commi tt.ee on Housing, 

Representative Green, you have th,e fl_oor, sir,. 

REP. GREEN (1st): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I move for acc~ptance of the joint 

commi tte·e' s favorable report and passage of the bill. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Question is on acceptance of the joint 

committee's favorable report and pass~ge of tne bi.ll . 

•••• 
-~· 

Will you :remark? 
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REP. GRE-EN (1st): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

59 
April 13, 2010 

Mr. Speaker, ·this bili simply ex,empts the King 

Court housing project housing·development in East 

,Hartford from the. requirement that they have ·to do a 

. one-on-on.e repla.cement when .they sell low or ·moderate· 

income housing --·.sell, trans·fer -and/or destroy. 

Again, I move )ny colleagues for passage of this . . ~·· . 

bill. 

SPEAKER D.ONQVAN: 

Thank yoqf Representative. 

Care to remark~further? 

·- Representative Genga-. 

REP. GENGA (lOth) : 

Thank you, Mr: Speaker~ 

Mr. Sp~aker, r· stand in support of this bill -and 

would like. to inform the as.sembly. that thi.s will help 

housing in .Eas.t Hartford that has not been used for 

several years, hotising that was de~eloped in 1952. 

There are 80 units .near a c:ollege, Goodwin 

College. Fi£ty ot these units are occupied; 30 of 

them are not. The monies a~e not there from the 

housing a~thority to generate the necessary ~epa~rs. 

By i~plem:enting· this bill, the housing authority will 
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partner with the college and allow students and their-

families to live in these t'acilities with the same 

guideline, state moderate rental guidelines. 

The college would rehab the facilities Which are 

not being used ri~ht now, put them in shape and allow 

the maintenance to be continued through the housing 

autho~~ty. That'~ why I urge passage of this bill. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN.: · 

Thank you, Representative. 

Repre~entative Larry Miller. 

REP. MILLER (122nd): 

Thank you, Mr~ Speaker . 

I also rise in support of the bill. These units 

.have been vacant for a number of years, do require an 

awful lot of maintenance and repair. And I think this 

bill wil~. go a long way in straightening out a 

situation that'S been long overdue. Thank you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Would you ca.re to remark further on the bill? 

Would you care to remark further? 

Representative B-acchiochi. 

REP. BACCHIOCHI (52nd)! 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

000654 



·-··· 

••• 

• 

- I \~. . • o: 

rgd/md/gbr 
HOUSE OF·REPERESENTATIVES 

6'1 
April 13, 2010 

Through· you, a question or two and the proponent 

of the bill, please. 

SPEAKER pONOVAN: 

Pleaie proceed, madam. 

REP.. BACCH.IOG;HI ( 52nd) : 

Than!_{ you, .Mr. Speaker. 

Am I correct in u_nderstanqing that this bill is. 

only two things, one of which would. be to ·except East 

Hartford ·f·ro~ the one~on-one replacemem.t? And ·does it 

a1so changed ·t·he one~on-one to a one-to-two 

··replacemen_t? Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

SPE~~ER DONOYAN: 

Re~resentative Green. 

REP. GREEN (1st): 

Thank you1 Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. ~speakeri just to be clear, this does not 

exempt the East Hartford Housing Authority from the 

one-on-one.· This .exempts this one unit development 

from it. So don't think of all of it. Just this one 

unit, and this does not call for a two-to-one, 

whatever is the agreement between th~ :Housing 

Authority and wha·t.ever _plan they :have with it. 

S:P~AKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Bacchiochi. 

000655 
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Thank you. 
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So only.the one project in East Hartford is 

affected by the p·assage of this bill. It does not 

change the repla·cement for any o.ther town or a.ny other 

.. : project i.n. the state of Co.nnecti.cut, only that one 

project in East ~artford. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representat·i v.e Green . 

. RE.P. GREEN ( 1 ~t) : 

That is correct. I just would like to -- my 

coll.eag.ue· to be aware of there's other projects t·hat-

have previously ha~that, and I can~t speak to their 

status. But in this one, it would just .only aft"ect, 

in. East. Hartford, that unit. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Bacchiochi. 

REP .. BACCHIOCHI ( 52nd) : 

Thank you. Th~nk you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEA.K.ER DONOVAN: 

Would you care to remark further on the bill? 

Would you care ·to remark further on the bil.l? I.f not, 

· sta.ff and guests please c.ome to. the well of the House . 

Members take their seats. The machine will be open. 
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The House of Representatives is voting by roll 

cail. Members to t'he chamber. The House is voting by 

roll call. Members t·o the chamber ·pl.ease. 

(Deputy Sp~aker Orange in the Chair.) 

DEPUTY SPEAKE-~ O~NGE: 

Have all members·· voted? Have all members voted? 

Please check the ~achine to be sure your vote has been 

properly ca~t. .If all members have voted, the machine 

will be locked and· the Clerk will take a.-tally. Will 

the· Cler·k plea,se announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

House Bill 537i. 

Totai Number voting 148 

N.ecessa·ry for adoption 75 

Those v.oting Yea 148 

Those voting ~ay 0 

rhose absent and not voting 3 

DEPUTY SPEAKER .ORANGE: 

The bill passes. 

Will the Clerk pl.ease call Calendar Number 202 . 

THE. CLERK: 
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May ·5, 2010 

We are very effi,cie.nt up here in the Senate. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
.. 

T;han.k you. 

Mr. President, moving to calendar page 32, Calendar 

313., House B.ill .S31t,. move to place the i tern on t,he 

consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Withou~.objectio~, so ordered. 

SENATOR.LOONEY: 

Thank you; Mr ~ · Presi<lent. 

Calendar page 37, Calendar 52·9, House Bill 5398, 
• • 1"~. 

move to ~lace th~ "item on the consent calendar. 

THE·CHAIR: 
.. 

·Without objection, so o~dered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr·. President. 

Mr. President, we have a -- if we might stand at 

ea$e for j~st a --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney, could you please.repeat your last 

consent :Ltem? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

004121 

That's consent calendar page 3~, Calendar 529, House 

Bill '5398, ·Mr. President. 
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May 5, 2010 

Calendar page 20, Calendar 556,_House Bill 5498; 

004126. 

Galendar 557, _Hous_e Bill 5270; _559, House Bill 5407; 56'2, 

House Bill 5253; and Hbus~ Bill ~- Calendar 5~3, House 

Bill 5~40; Calendar 567; House Bill 5371; and Calendar 

573, I-Jouse Bill 5'371. 

Mr. President, I believe that _compl_etes the items 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr:. Clerk, could you please give me on Calendar 567, 

do you have 5516, sir? 

THE CLERK: 

What -- what calendar? 

THE CHAIR: 

567 on page 22. 

THE CLERK: 

It's 5516. 

THE CHAIR: 

Yes, sir. Okay. 

Ma.chine ' s open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immediate roll call vote hC!,s been ordered in the 

Senate on the· consent calendar. Will all Senat_ors please 

return to the_ chamber. Immediate roll_call has been ordered iii the Senate on the 

.~ilsent calendar. Will all Senators please return to the chamber, 
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THE CHAIR: 

573 
May 5, 2010 

Have all Senators vo.ted? Please check your. 

vote. The machine will be locked. ~he Clerk 

will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motj,.on .:l.s on adopt·ion of Consent 

Calendar Number 2. 

Total number voting 35 

Neces·sary f·or Adopt.ion 18 

Those. voting "Yea 35 

Those voti,ng Nay· 0 

Those absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

Conse.nt Calendar Number 2 passes. 

Senator. Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY.: 

Y~s,·Mr. ·pr~sident. 

M~. President -- Mr. Pr~sident, before 

moving to adjourn, I would like to. ensure the 

entire chamber will wish Laura Stefan, S~nator 

McDonald'. s aide,. my former intern, a happy 

birthday. 

And wi.t·h that --and w.ith.that, Mr. 

•. Pre.sident, I would move the s·enate stand adjourn 
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CHAIRMEN: 

VICE CHAIRMEN: 

MEMBERS· PRESENT: 
SENA.TORS: 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

s·enator Gomes 
Represen-tative Green. 

Senator Doyle 
Representative B.utler 

McKinney 

Miller, Lambert, Morris., 
Rowe, Taborsak, c._ Wright 

· REP. BUTLER: Good afternoon. 

I am going to convene to a public hearing for 
the. Housing Committee scheduled for this. 
Thursday, March 4th, 2010, and I'm going to 
first call upon our public officials, S.tat.e 
Legislators, ,followed by state .. agencies·, and, 
after th~t, we will be calling on :people from 
the general public . 

So without further delay, I will call on Deb 
Polun first t:·o come up .. 

DEBRA POLUN: Good afternoon, Representat.ive Butler 
and. R~presentative Miller. 

.. 
For the record, my 'name is Deb Polun. I'm the 
Legislative Director for the Connect·±cut 
Commission on Aging .. And as you know, the 
Commission on Aging is· a nonpartisan public 
policy and research.agency that'S· part of the 
General Assembly. 

W.e '.re devot.ed to preparing our state for a 
burgeoning··aging· population. One statistic 
that. you may ·know is that Connecticut is o~e 
of ·the oldest states in the country. We're 
al;>out s·eventh oldest. What you may not k_now 
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is that our pop:ulation is set to --·of people 
over the age of 65, is set to increase by 
64 percent in th.e next 2 0 years .. 

I:' m here today to testify. in· support of House 
Bill 5371, AN ACT CONCERNING ACCESSIBLE 
HOUSING, -~nd I want to ·expres.s the 
commissio;n' s appreciati,on for members of this. 
co~mittee who held a press conferen·ce in 
support of this bill earlier today. And as . . 
you can see, the room is filled with people 
who will tell their own personal stories of 
the importance of this bill. 

So I'm j~st going to give you an overview of 
why this bill is good for individuals in our 
·state and why· this bill is good for our state 
and its budget. 

So how does it help individuals·? Well, we 
know from the long-term care needs assessment 
that was conducted by the UCONN Center on 
Aging a couple of years ago that about 80 
percent of Connecticut residents would prefer 
to remain in their homes as they age. 

And we· also know from the same study that over 
70 percent -of respondents recognize that they 
might need some. home modifications in order to 
s.tay in their homes as they age, s.uch as wheel 
chair ramps .and other modification~. 

How does it help the state? We know also 
follow-up data from the needs assessment and 
other information tells us that in order to 
care for somebody in their:_- home-, it costs 
about half the amount of money that it costs 
the state to· care for that .same person in an 
institution. 

So this is an example .of a time, a very rare 
instance, where saving money actually provides 
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a better quality of life. Keeping people in 
their homes as they age allowing ·them to 

·remain in t:hei·r communities is a way that 
people can have a better quality of life. 
It's what they want, but it also -- very 
importantly at this time in our state's 
economic and fi·scal climate -- it saves a lot 
of .money for our state. 

So why isn't. this already happ~ning? 
Unfortun_ately, ·it's because time and again 
.stud.ies .h~ve ~hewn that the biggest barrier to 
remaining in the community is transportation. 
And the second biggest barrier to remaining in 
the community is housing .. This is a huge 
qbstacle for our state -- available, 
-accessible,. affordable housing for people to 
remain in· the communities as they age. 

What we '_re finding through the .Money Follows 
the Person Program, which you may be familiar 
w.ith, one of ·the components _of that program is 
to transition people out of nursing homes and 
back int9 ~he community. And what we·' re · 
f·ind;i:ng- is th,a,t ho1.1sl.ng is a major obstacle to 
transitioning people out of nurs:i,ng homes, 
because typically, wh~n somebody goes into a 
nursing home, they give up wherever it is that 
they' re 1 i ving·. 

So now we have over 300 people who have 
completedall of the processes involved for 
transitiot?-ing out of nursing homes. They're 
in. nursing homes right now. They've gone 
through the whole Money Follows· the Person 
application process-. They've had the 
visitation and so forth. · 

And the only reason that they haven't 
bransitioned for the -- by and large 
the most p~rt -- these 300 people 

for 
is that 

So they're .they don't have a place.to live. 
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waiting right now for places to mov.e back into 
in the'community. 

So this bill, 5371 ,. would be one step in 
trying ·to .make su·re that there is accessible, 
appropriate housing for older adultf:l and 
persons wit~ dif:l~bilities in our state. It's 
a balanced approach.\ It • s fiscally neutral 
very important. right now·-- and innovative. 

And al~hough it doesn't address existing 
housing stock, we do think it would be' a way 
to move.f9rward with our state a~d ensure that 
as we :PuiJd new homes or modify homes, t·hat 
this concept -- these concepts would be taken 
into account. 

So thank you. 

REP.· :aUTLER~ Well, tharik you for yo~r testimony, 
a.nd our chairman, Representative Ken Green, is 
here, so I'll -- okay. I -- I just wanted to 
recognize that he,· s there, but ·I '·m gc;>ing to 
ask the c.c:>mmittee if they have any questions~ 
All right. 

REP . MILLER: Thank you, M~. Chairman. 

I just have one question.. What • s the 
p~rcentage of increase in elderly? 

DEBRA POLUN·: It • s set to increase about 64 percent , 
by the year 2030. 

REP. ~ILLER: Sixty-four? 

·DEBRA POLUN: Ye·s, and we • re already the s~venth 
oldest state in the country. It • s the. ·median 
age. So it wi.ll have broad implica.tions for 
government and businesses really across the 
board . 
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REP. MILLER: Are we worSe than Vermont or 

DEBRA POLUN: You "know what? I'm not sure. where we 
stand demographic~lly. I ,have a feeling we're 
in aJ:>out the s.ame. plac·e. But I' can: tell you 
that Vermont ~s a very progressive state when 
it comes- to keeping people in their 
communities, and they have expre!3sed a 
commitment to this throughout state 
government, and they are defini,tely a leader 
in the ·movement to allow people to ~ge in 
their communities throughout their lives. 

REP. MIL.LER: Their -- their senior population is 
growing by leaps and bounds. 

DEaRA POLUN: Yes, it is. 

REP. MILLER:· And they have the lowest birth ·rate 
in the country. 

Thank you very much. 

DEBRA POLUN: Thank you . 

R,EP. BUTLER: Thank you. An:d I'd like to. also hea·r 
what you must·n' t make, because I have a -- a 
large aging population in my district, but, 
more ;tmportantly, I was very interested in the 
association between our ·passing the Money 
Follows the Person Bill a_s it :relates. to this, 
because the dilemma that you spoke of is very 
·much t.he case . 

I know tha:t ther.e are some people who, when 
they leave ·their homes to enter, you know, · 
medical facilities, that they do give up their 
homes, and so housing is very much an: iss:ue t·o 
follow up and take advantag.e of the. Money 
Follows the Person, which. not only, you kno'ift, 
solves a .housing is!3ue, but als·o will help. the 
state save some money . 
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So.thank you for actually sharing that with 
everyone here· today. 

DE;BRA PQLUN: And thank you. 

REP. BUTLER: Are there any further questions? 

Representative. 

REP. MILLER:' Ju~t wanted to know if you submitted 
testimony. I have .5.369, but I don ··t have 
:5372. 

DEBRA POLUN: · It's 5371. We did submit written 
testimony. It has -·-

REP. MILLER:. 5372? 

DEBRA POLUN.: !?371, 537.1, I think. Might be two. 
If you don't have a copy, I can make sure I 
g·et one for you. 

REP. BuTLER: Okay. Thank you . 

Next, we'll= have Deborah Fuller. 

Excuse me, could you turn on your microphone. 

DEBORAH FULLER: O~ay. I didn't know --

REP. BUTLER: Thank you. 

DEBORAH FULLER: Sorry. ·Do you .want me to S·tart 
over? 

Good afternoon Representative Butler and other 
members of· the committee. My name is Debor~h 
Fuller, and I'm here today to te·stify on House 
Bill 536·9 L AN ACT CO~CERNING FORECLOS.URE. 
MEDIATION . 
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ALBERTA WITHERSPOON: We .just had a ·new election. 
We just got -a new slate of officers --

·REP·. MORRIS : Okay. 

ALBERTA WITHERSPOON: which RAB. boards used t·o 
be called "voices" --

REP. MORRIS: All ~ight. 

ALBERTA WITHE,RSPOON: -- ·anq once this had some tax 
·problems;· ~orne fede·ral tax problems.; so they 
hadto. eradicate voices, and they-- they 
formed RAB, resident advisory ~card . 

. ~EP. MORRIS: .Thank you very much. 

ALBERTA WITHE~~POON: You're welcome. 

REP"' BUTLER: Thank you for raising this point·. 

ALBERTA-WITHERSPOON: Thank you. 

REP. BUTLER: Next, we'il have David Fink, followed 
by Patricia H~yer. 

DAYIP FINK: Repre~entative Green, Senator Gomes, 
members of· -the commit tee . 

I'm David Firik, Policy Director for the 
Partnership for Strong Communities. We are a 
s~_atewide housing policy organization that, 
advocat.es and ed,ucates for an end to 
qomeles.sness and creation of affordable 

000064 

housing and development of strong, vibrant _· c_ n_ ?.Jl 
communities. _:z_Q:/ __ _ 

.. go :?o2 
I'm here today to just testify b:r::~efly on · 
three differ~nt bills than· you heard ~efore. -Jd:t?.i'?J 7/ 
The :first, Senate Bill 321, AN ACT C~NCERNING 
TliE STATE'S CONSOLIDATED PLAN FOR HOUSIN.G AND 
COMMUNITY DEVE.LOPMENT, is· designed, as we 
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We believe S.B. 302, which is now before the 
Planning anO. Development Committee, is a more 
expansive and powerful tool to accomplish that 
goal, bu·t. we nonetheless support S. B. 317. 

Finally, we cannot support· Raised Bill 5371, 
AN ACT: CONCERNING A .PI-LOT PROGRAM 'FOR 
AFFORD~LE HOU_SING REPLACEMENT. Allowing a 
:replacement ratio of one .new u~it for two 
units tha.t were sold, demolished or otherwise 
made unavailable couid severely deplete the 
.stock of afford~ble unit_s. · 

While the criterion used in the bill .might be 
well-meani-ng, .allowing the one to two ratio 
only in municipalities where more than 
10 percent of the housing stock is ~ons'idered 
affordable under the definition of 8; 8-30g, 
it's ~bad criterion. 

Imagine _allowing two units to be. destroyed. for 
every one created in such cities as Hartford, 
New.Haven, Bridgeport, New Britain, w~ere the 
affordable units t·otal more than 10 percent, 
but where the supply remains Short. Tha.t 
would be a big mistake. 

And I than:k you for the cha·nce to test-ify. 
I • m happy t.o answer any ques.tions. 

REP. BUTLER: Thank you. 

Are there any questions? 

Representative Green. 

REP. GREEN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Just some brief comments on the -- the three 
different bills that you co~mented on. Let me 
start wt th the last one· first on the -- the 
pilot program for affordable. housing . 
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I I've seen some public housing.units that 
have -- that had 30, 40, 50 percent vacancy 
rates, a.nd for years the buildings have not 
been· fil:l·ed, vandalism, some have been burnt 
out, and -.- and they' re not occupied. They 
haven't been. occupie~ for ten years. 

If I.·wanted to redevelop those urtits,.if --if 
you're concerned about one to one repla.cement, 
what number am l looking at? And let's 
imagine it's a 100-unit building complex, 

.50 units have been vacant .for ten years 
through whatever reasons. It's only 50 
residents·. 

r"f I. ta.lk about ·one to one replacement, am I 
talking about ~eplaci.ng if I did something 
with.· the 100 units or i.f I j:ust d";i.d something 
with the 50 units that are occupied? 

D~VID FINK: I -- I see· your point, and I. -- I 
understand that. I think, you know, we have 
e·alked, Representative. Green, as you know; 
often about a greater· level of state 
investment ·in rehabbing a lot of those vacant 
units, and you know that our friends.at the. 
housing coalition and others have talked about 
the idea t;hat·there is an_opportunity, whether 
it's gener~l fund bonding ....,- I ·mean, geobonds_, 
the (inaudible) amounts and cash credits, 
.state housing trust fund. There are ways to 
rehab a ·lot o"f those units. 

So I ge~ your point that if -- that one to one 
may not ~ece~sarily -- you should strictly 
adbere to that if some of thes.e units are 
beyond repair. So I -- I understand that. I 
guess we just wanted· to make here today the 
general point that we believe in one to one 
replacement unless that wou14 be totally 
unreasonable, because as you know: probably 
better than anyone in the state, there's such 

000067 



• 

• 

• 

62 
cip/gbr HOUSING COMMITTEE 

March 4, 2010 
1:00 P.M. 

a severe shortage-of housing units, and we 
just O.on,'t want a -- a :legis.lative authority 
that could allow some of those units that. 
could be ·rehabbed to be destroyed. 

REP. GREEN: .. Okay. I guess I 'm concerned that 
if -- if I •ve had s:o percent of the units tha_t 
were vacant,: in my opinion, they've been 

· destroyed.. In my- opinion, we have· taken off 
in this scenario our us~ of 100 units, we've 
taken so units· offline that should have been 
used· for affordable housing that hasn't be·en 
used for years. 

And ·so i_f I were to _move to creat_e new 
-housing, should I, even if I wanted to deal 
with the SO units, should I be strict on 
replacing those SO units, or should I at least 
try to get, say, maybe 2S of those,units more 
affordable and -maybe .rehab a unit and/or look 
at tne communities.to say if you can 
demonst+ate affordability in other parts of 
that municipality, why not-maybe be able to 
institute or-initiate some kind of development 
on thos.e SO vacant. units. 

·So I guess I'm trying to -- trying to decide 
when ·I h,ear, .for a number of years, Hartford, 
New Britain, New London, East Hartford, the 
t·own s:ays the units are· vacant, which I 'm not 
sure how they got vacant, I'm not sure. where 
people-are l:-iving, so when people say, and I 
agree, we. have oa shortage of: housing -and 
aff·orda:ble ·housing, but I got SO uni'ts- that 
have be·en .vacant for years, and that cannot 
help and beautify a community. 

And I want -- I want· to make some cha_nges and 
so~e pos'itive cha~ges. I want to create some 
affordable housing. Do I continue to let them 
be vacant, or do I try to be creative possibly 
with some arrangement on seeing if 'there's 
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we· can fill it -- some housing units as 
affordable bqt maybe not meet. that that 
standa.rd? 

Do you -.- do you think that that would 
s~verely __ limit the opportunity f.or u~ to 
afford people .some hou,sing oppor.tuni ty? I 
mean, I got ?O units offline, maybe I could 
h~ve 25 online. 

DAVID FINK: Well;- I -- I think you're absolutely 
right t~at we have to be ·creative, and, I -- I 
unaerstand tbe ;t1eed for f.le.xibility. I -- I 
don' t ~ow wha·t kii;ld of language. I guess we 
coulQ. ·sft and talk, a.bout the language that 
would allow a reason·able solution, you know, 
determined by· the cotnmissioner of DECD or 
whoever . ~as an iss_ue or, you know, or .hc~.d, 
authority there. 

But.· I -- I see where you're going wi.th . it, 
and -- and. we· don't ever mean to stay the hard 
and fast rule, but we do live by the ,principle 
that we can't be getting rid of units that we 
sorely need. But I -- I see where you're 
coming from, and I 

REP:. · GREEN : And I ·- - I agree with you, . a:nd I - - I 
don't :- 'I doni t· want this to :t:>e where· folks 
can just start putting people out ~o that t~ey 
don't· have to replace ·units, except that I'm 
l_ooking at;: more of somehow these .\lnits are 
vacant, and somehow I'm not particularly sure 
whe.~e . folks ·wE;!nt .. -- went, and -- and I agree 
tha.t the -- there's a lack o·f affordable 
~ousing for·-- for our citizens. 

Btit.I also ·see communities ·with develc;>pments 
t·hat are 50 percent vacant, and it's an 
eyesore, and it's a danger, and it '·s. -- arid it 
can't help with the property values, and there 

---------
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, needs to be some· movement there, and so I 
think we'd have to look at that. 

On the_Sena:te Bill 3i7, which you support, 
Plartnirig arid Development has s~nt a.Bill 302. 

·_Cart you m_aybe j·us.t quickly tell me -what might 
·be one or· two of the differences that, again, 
anq'at·some point there's-- these two might 
merge,· but t·hat bill is .. m9re expansive and 
powerfu·l. --

DAVtD FINK:.·· Right. Well, I don't -- I don't --

REP. GREEN: -- but what might be one or two of the 
di f f erence.s? 

DAVID· FINK: -- have them both in front me now, but 
I, as I r~call, 302 sets out that the -- the 
commissiop.e-r of economic and community 
deve~opm~~t is empowered. to determine that 
development in the f-lood plain woutd not 
dam_age environmental quality or flood control 
efforts or otherwise threaten public health 
and safe.ty·-. It's just a bit more expansive _ 
in -- in ~ t ' s language . _ So -- but --- but .both 
ideas are fine, and it's a good way to take 
make use of exl.sting density and exis·ting 
structures. 

REP. GREEN: Okay. And on the other bill of the 
lo~g-'range, Senate Bill 321, the State's 
Consolidated Plan for Housing Commu:n,ity 

. Develo_pment, and._ b~ing a -- involved with all 
of these thirtgs, :r think, do a lot of very 
good and posit:Lv~ work around housing, 
especially a;-ound information and research. 

Do you find the r.eports from DECD about long
range _pay'ing and -around housing - -- the housing 
developmen't -- to be useful? Do they tend to 
be outdated, and I -- I would like to make 
sure the ~tate agency is really responding, I 
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commissioner can have, yet despite her amaz.ing · 
progress, ·and if I might add in the face of . 
formidable- obstacles, withii:l only a, few months 
of clCql,liring the po~ition, she i·s now in 
danger of having her term cut. short next 
bct;:'ober due to the unfairness of the current 
system. 

The adoption of Senate Bill 320 would, 
constitute a quantum leap in readdressing the 
lac.k of t.enant. commi,ssioners who serve as true 
voices for their char_ges -- while additionally 
I propose you cons:ide:t mandating a minimum of 
two tenant. commissioners per every housing 
board --·and· I _believe your en,1.pport of thi_s 
bill woulQ. improve not only the lot of public 
housin,g res.~Q.ents, but the management .of 
public housing properties statewide-. 

Thank you for .allowing·me this opportunity to 
speak my heart to you today. God· bless you 
all. 

REP. BUTLER: Are there any quest.ions? 

Thank you. 

DORIAN KREINDLER: Thank you. 

_REP. BUTL~R: And forg.i ve me for ·the pronunci.ation 
C?f your name, as thos.e who follow. Please 
forgive ·me. 

. · Raphael Pqdolsky . 

RAPHAEL PODOLSKY: Than:k you very much. 

000080 
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one of them, but.I want to quickly identify 
the.other five. 

We oppose House Bill 5371, which is the 
DEMOLJTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING WITHOUT FULL 
REPLACEMENT. We· support two bills with 
amendments· tha·t I believe tpat the sponsors 
are offering.to you: Senate Bill 319, which 
deals wit"li· an :u:r;"ba,n home sett·ing ·pi1ot 

. program·, Senat:e. Bill. 320, which is the 
SELECriON.O~ TENANT HOUSING AUTHORITY 
COMM't$SIONERS. 

We support two ot~er bills: House Bill 5369, 
which .is on :foreciosure mediation, and 
House Bill· 5370, which is. on the 
rehabiiitation of. Westbrook Village and ·Bowle~ 
Park in ·Hartford. 

The bill that I. want to talk about, though., is 
a bill we _very· strongly oppose, which .is 
House Bi.ll Number 5373" which deals with the. 
issue of re'sidency and tenancy. And ·we oppose 
it becaus:e it .. addresses an issue that has to 

·be addressed, delic'ately with an effort to make 
an absolute bright .line rule, .which I think is 
not go~n9 to work. 

The parti!=!ular dra-f.t of the bill that you• have 
doesn't work .for other rea~ons. And that is 
because a"t heart'· it takes -- it~ s trying to 
deal wi ~h · issues about·. when there ' s a guest 
withil_l a tenant's apartment, sort of have 
tenant .status, but what it does is it actually 
deals· ·with landlord/tenant law, between the 
landlord and the tenant, makes up rules that. I 
think don't worlt iJj. any event, but .even· if 

. they ·worked, ·they -- they're not appropriate 
when applied to landlords versus tenants. 

People who are -- they're -- they're meant to 
deal with people living in the same house. 
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RAPHAEL PODOLSKY: Yes. Yes . I mean, I" think 
tha~•s -- when you -- when ·the legislature 
does p:i,.lot projects or demonstration project·s, 
presumably the reason for doing it on th~t 
.basi's is because you ~xpect to le~~n .something 
from it and figure out-where to go from there, 
and. -- and so··-- and specifically pi'iots need 
to be fairly-discrete and-- so that you·can 
actually· look· at how they work. 

~P. BUTLER: Okay. Well, thank you. 

Are there any othe~ questions? All right. 

Thank 
"· 

you ·for your testimony. 

'RAPHAEL PODOLSKY: Thank you very much. 

REP. BUTLER: Nex~, we have· Jeffrey Freiser, 
· follow~:q, _by ·Mary-:-:Ann"·. Langton. 

r • 

JEFFREY FREISER: Thank yo:U:, (inaudible) Chairman, 
(.inaudible), Chairman Green; members of the 
committee . 

My ncime ~s Jeffrey Freiser. I am Executive 
Directol;' o"f the Connecticut Housing Coalition. 
I'll qti~ckly te~tify on several hills before 
you, and I've submitted ·more detailed written 

· tes.timony. 

First, we offer our strong support of S.B. 320 
CONCE~ING THE ELECTION OF TENANT 
·coMMISS~ONERS; As you • ve -heard -already·, all 
across Connectic'ut, there are residents of 
p~lic housing who are actively involved in 
mak-ing 'the·ir communities better places to 
liv~. They care deeply. They work hard 
trying to imp-rove the conditions of public 
housing, . and this bill ·will give them the. 
right to _elect tenal)t commis.sioners under 
particular cir.cumst(lnces . 
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We -qlso .$upport strongly House 'Bill 5397 
CONCERNING REAL -ESTATE LICENSING .. FOR NONPROFIT 
HOUSING CORPORATIONS. Under Connecticut's 
real estate licensing law, you do not need a 
real estate license to rent apartments in a 
building that you own. But, if you are 
performing that service for another pe~son or 
entity, li.censing is re·quired. 

The law becomes· ambiguous when you apply it to 
nonprofits that develop housing- unde-r the 
Federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program. 
Essentia'lly, these are housing developments . 
that ·~·re p_art .of that portfolio. They are the 
sponsors. They manage the housing, but they · 
have to create a_limited partnership to the-
the owners~ip entity in o:~:der to provide a tax 
benefit .for the investors under the 
requirements-of the· federal_ program~ 

So in ey_ery way, they are ma~aging their own 
building!:$: They should be exempt·. In fact, 
we are trying to seek. an opinion from the Real 
EState CommiSsion so that we have an 
administrative remedy, but in absence of that, 
the bill.befo~e you would provide a very 
narrow' e.xempti-on to the· iicensing law ·covering 
this par~icular situation. 

We strongly oppose 5371, which has already 
been discussed, a pilot program for affordable 
housing replacement, wh:i.ch would allow 
demol~tio.n of SO percent o~ ·public housing 
stock in up to 31 munic-_ipa-litie·s, includi~g 

our largest cities, an:d that represents the 
l~rge majority of our public· housing. It 
woulQ. gu·t ·s_ection 8-64a_, which requires the 
DECD commis'sion to conduct a careful review 
·and'assure that specific standards are met 

. before approving sale of public housing • 
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HUD rules provide that a resident organization 
~hall have its governing board .chosen by 
election. These elec·t·ions take place -
(inaudible) voters can run them, the public 
hou·siilg resident network has run them, and 
we're asking that this same ki:nd of elect-ion 
procedure be made availabl-e for elec-ting 
tenant commis~ioners. 

And then last, questions on the replaceme~ts 
bill. It was asked whether one for one is a 
reasonable standard. In fact, ~e used to have.
ail absolute one for one standard in law that 
has been ·.repealed many years ago, but I urge 
you to maintain that as·our goal. 

The c·ommissioner of DECD gets to review 
various circumstances in each ho~sing 
development proposal for revitalization and 
make a .determination, but in Stamford, for 
example, there's a local ordinance requiring 
one f.or one, and the Stamford Housing 
Authority has been a leader in doing 
effective, beautiful revitaiizations of public 
housing. 

The exemptions that Representative Morris was 
looking at are not in. the bill itself, but in 
current statute. I mean, they wer~ reprinted 
as. part of the bill, but those various Hope VI· 
i~it~atives were -- were previously authorized 
as -- as exceptions to the statute, and if we 
have to, then we go back and make exceptions 
·On a case :Py case basis, but I would urge. you 
not to -- to suddenly allow ·the demolition of 
half of our public stock in 31 municipalities 
who represent the vast. majority of of our 

. public housing. · 

Thank you,. 

REP. BUTLER: Are there any questions? 
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A couple of questions, you know, we'll -
we'll talk some more, but let me just ask a 
questio~ oil Bill Number 318. 

JEFFREY FREISER: Uh-huh. 

REP. GREEN: You s_uggested that ·we hot include 
Section 5, and one of the reasons I think, I 
heard you say, was that because we should not 
in these tough f.inancial t·imes possibly 
encourage funding for private .develop~rs. 

It's -- it•s· tough enough for nonprofits ~o 
get somebody predevelopment funds. Isn't 
isn't their relat.ionship. now ~i th priva,te· 
developers anci private· entities a-nd 
public/private relationships that we give 
public monies t.o, to do housing development? 

JEFFREY FREISER: Oh, and curr_ent statute would 
allow that. Partnerships between a for-profit 
and nonprofi_t are allowed, but we .sl;lould 
not -- .but it is a limited pot of money and 
a'lready oversubscribed, so I would urge you 
not to·deal with that further. 

·There's --·the nonprofits that are -- are the 
ones doing housing that serve the lowest 
income households with ·the greatest ·needs and 
the· ~o·st ·ciifficult ·settings I thin:k need to be 
our first l:Lne in deliyering· ·affordable 
housing, and ·they' r.e -- they '.re in a period 
where they're they•r~ fighting for their 
survivai. 

So take .one of the few resources they have in 
this program and say we're going to open up to 
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for-profit bill with this a$ well, I -- I 
_think is te~rible public policy. 

REP. GREEN: I mig~t agree that our public-policy 
around housing has not always been, I think, 
great, bu_t ·at the same time, -for example, I 
noti-ce(! and-atn aware of one of the ·recent 
housing d~velopments that we did where the old 
Civic Center down in Hartford was-, the 
21 north or 21 building is a housing 
deve1opment at this old Civic Center., and that 
receives state funding for some kind of -
part of it~'s development. 

JEFFREY PREISER: Uh-huh. 

REP. GREEN: And so here's a private developer who 
has built on a 21-story, non -- in my 
opinion -- nonaffordable units, a,n(i we gave 
state a$sis.tance to.; so publi_c policy is one 
thing, but if I want- affordable housing, my 
p~lic policy and the kinds of.funding, I 
think, has t.o be more -- has to be clearer and 
direc·tive about what I believe is affordable . 

_housing. 

And $0 when we look at information about, you 
know, how much a person has t.o earn to live in 
certain communities·, then we can determine 
·some affordability here. 

So -- so I don't know if we've had a clear 
policy on it,. and so it's -- it -- even in 
public/private partnerships, a lot- of times, 
ev~n if we: talk about low in·come tax credits 
and _other kind of t.ax credits, a lot of times 
the nonprofit don't benefit from that. 
Private entities benefit from.that. 

JEFFREY"FREISER: Uh-huh . 
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REP. GREEN: So -- so a lot of our policies assist 
priv~te developers 

JEFFREY. ·FREISER: . uh-huh. 

~EP. GREEN: · -- an.d they make money. So in this 
section here, it seems to tp.e that we're saying 
i-f there.'.s some predeve·lopment c·osts and 
some.on·e want·f? _to .build some housing, and we 
cart ti¢ in s·ome affordabi1ity, why not do 
:that? 

JEFFREY FREISER: Weli, I'm certainly always e·ager 
_to incentivize private developers who do 
affordable housing. In some. cases, I think 
the state has ;-- has made good· investments, 
and sometimes .I think there have been bad 
investments with-private for-profit 
developers. 

With respect to this very particular program, 
the-re ' s no new bonding going into the 
predevelopment prqgram, and it's only the· 
repayment to j:hat program, so i.t is a very 
limited pot 9.£ money that already exists 
dedicated to nonprofits, municipal developers. 
and housin~ authori t.ies. 

- . 

Those three entities are doing; I think; the 
best ·affordable housing in the state and have 
very ·de.spera:t,e needs, so I 'm just urging you 
riot to pick their pockets to create a·new 
incentive for·· for-profit devel.opers. · 

If you want to talk about how we can 
incentivize. the for-profit community, 1et's 
have that. c.onversation, but don't take cash 
resources f'rom tliose oth~r. developers who~ --

:who really are, :i: think, doi.ng our .best work 
on the front lines . 
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REP. GREEN:· You mentioned Stamford and -- ·and now 
. if we talk about the one on one replacement .. 
A cou,ple points. One'· was that we really don't 
hav.e a strict -- we don't have strict langu.age 
by statute that says you have to have a one to 
one replacemep:t. Is·-.·that correct? Di.d I hear 
you say.that? 

JEFFREY FREISER: Yes. 

REP~ GREEN: Okay. So that if a municipality or a 
housing authority were to try to oppose DECO 
or a ~tate. agency to say we· want to·d_o this, 
and it's .not a one to one replaceme~t·, it's 
possible that DECO could waive -- not even 
waive -- it's not in the statute, so they 
could decide to allow that to happen. 

- JEFFREY ~FREISER: Well, th~y have 
a finding that has-vecy high 
:i,nclud_ins an adequate supply 
ho_usirtg in t~e municipality. 
donit-ertcourage DECO to make 
findi~g.lightly . 

to, though, make 
standards, 
of affordable 
·so we certainly 
th~t kind of 

And the ;Legislature has, in fact, done sp·ecia1 
~c·ts inst;ead .to authorize revit:alizations in 
particular cases -- Westbrook Bowles in New 
Britain, .I think, is the latest example that I 
can recall. I'm sorry -- Corbin Heights 

REP .. GREE_N: · Corbin Heights, ye·s, networks. -- but I 
don't ~h:i,nk we d~cided. 

- JEFFREY FREISER: ·. -.- was th.e example. Yes. 

REP. GREEN: So -- so I know since I've been here 
in -- in (inaudible') and in housing we have 
~~~:ade s.ome exceptions to the 101. 

JEFFREY FREISER: Uh-huh . 
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REP. GREEN: -- concept through legisl·ation, so we, 
in fact, have done. it, and then we found 
reasons to do it. Would you suggest that we 
do it strictly on a case by case basis through 
legislation? 

JEFFREY· FREISER:· .I mean, we we, you know, we 
should try -- we've actually tried to rewrite 
(inaudible) statute 64~a before in years past, 
and I welcome an effort to -- to· have a 
compreh:ensive_look at that, but to simply open 
the floodg.ates and say that we can have one 
for t.wo replacemeJ?,t, that we would. allow· on~ 
half of our public .housing stock to be lost in 
31 communities that are identified through the 
8-30g process, those communities represent 
more than three-=quarters of our as.sisted 
housing in this state. I -- I think that.' s 
just a -- a ~evastating opt;ion, and _..:. and we 
shouldn't go there. We shouldn't go there. 

REP. GREEN:: Yes. Could that -- could that, 
however, might have. a cons·equence of~ in a 
s.ense, · encouraging or forcing other 
comniuni.ti'es to accept some affordable to 
to make .units more affordable in. other 
communities if·-....: if there's -- if there's the 
sense that some communities already have 'that 
and don't -- don't have to do that? 

JEFFREY FREISER: Okay. 

REP. GREEN: Could that Y0\1 know, if -- if 
I were 10 percent and I have met the 
affordab.le housing 10 percent --

JEF'FREY FREISER: Uh-huh. 

REP. GREEN: -- and now there are some benefit·s to 
maybe doing it two to one, .would that ·maybe 
open up some other •communiti.es to offer some 
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' 

affordable housing so that we c~n move folks 
in those communit-ies? 

' J 

JEFFREY PREISER: No. If a community is under the 
10 percent. --

REP.. GREEN.: Right . 

JEFFREY PREISER: -- certainly they would be, _you 
know, falling further behind. I think 
we • r~ -- we • re actual:ly seeing real progress 
by providing moratoria for communities that 
make incremental progress still below t.h~ 
1.0 percent. We are providing moratoriums . 

. • 

We have seen communities that actually now are
embraqing af_fordable housing because they want 
to renew those moratoria. We have programs 
like HOMEConnecticut. You know, we·• re 
encouraging other communities that -- to do 
more, .and we shoulQ keep doing that, but I 
don.• t see this bill is helping us in that 
cause • 

·REP. GREEN: You-- you mentioned .Stamford as a-
a town that I think has it-• s own one on one 
·replacement 

JEFFREY PREISER: Uh-huh. 

REP. GREEN: -..., and just f_rom iriformat;.ion that I 
rec.eived, Stamford seems to have one of th~ 
highest rates of -- 0~ costs around housing 
units, and I •m not sure i.f they met the 
affordable ho:using 10 percent. 

They probably have, because it·• s a city, but 
actual:1y some of the anecdotal f'eedback I • m · 
getting is that it•s continuing to be more and 
more locking out affordable· units, and it just 
happened to be Stamford . 
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So, again, I would have to figure out_ ~ow 
how that's working in. terms of keeping units 
low and -- and··.affordable in that town through 
the one on one. ·replacement, because -that's 
'been one of the criticisms that I -- I just 
happened to hear about -- Stamford and some ·of 
the directiOn it IS going, With the COSt ·Of . 
housing ~n that _ - - that area .-

JEFFREY FREISER: Yes. I mean, that housing· 
authority has been very entrepreneurial. 
They've been-very creative in patching 
together local, state and federal funds, and. 
all those financing programs all have income 
restrictions with them, so those are · 
affordable un-i~s .. that· the_y.• re putting up to 
replace housing that -- public housing that 
comes down. 

REP. GREEN: Okay. Thank you. 

_REP. BUTLER: Any other questions? 

All right. Thank you. 

JEFFREY FREISER: Thank you. 

REP. BUTLER: ~ext, we _have Mary-Ann Langton, 
followed by Kevin Nelson. 

MARY-ANN LANGTON: Hello Senator Gomes, 
Representative Green and. the Housing 
Committee. 

TRANSLATOR: Hello _Senat·or Gomes, Repre~entative 

Green and the Housing Committe~. 
·o 

MARY-ANN LANGTON: 
. 

My na'ql.e is Mary-Ann Langton. 

TRANSLATOR: My name is Mary-Ann Langton . 
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And and I,. you know, I can r_eally 
sympathize with the desire to be able to 
handle it without having to go into court and 
without having to·bring in lawyers, and I 
_think that, you know, with more training, 
police officers will be able to -- to mak·e 
thos!9 judgments more consistently, but I think 
it_' s really important to realize that they're 
nuance judgments. 

It ''s _not -- I_ mean, it 1 s -- there 1 s just no 
way, because life is so complicated; It's 
just not _eiimple, ·and everybody's situations 
have -- bav~·, you know, wr~nkles to them that 
you -- you :can't -- there's -- there's just 
not going to be an easy way --.you know, an· 
on/off switch for something ·like this. It -
.it will take training and time. 

REP. BUTLER: All r_ight.. Well, thank y()u, and 
thanks to· your testimony and those earlier. 
It Is just helping everybody to understand' 'this 
a lot be·tter. Thank you . 

SALLY_ZANGER: Thank you. 

REP. BUTLER: Okay. Is Neil Griffin here? 

NEIL GRI:FFIN: Good afternoon, Chairman Green, 
members of the Housing Committee. 

My name is Neil Griffin. I'm the Vice 
President -of Housing and Legislation for 
Conne·cticut-NAHRO, and I'm the Executive 
Director of the Glastonbury Housing Authority. 

I'm here speaking on.behalf of Conrt-NAHRO's 
Executive -Board and the member agencies. I'd 
like to express our support for Senate 

- Bill 317, House Bill 5371, and our opposition 
to Senate Bill 318~. House Bill 373, and Senate 
Bill 320 . 
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Conn-NAHRO would like to thank the .Housing 
Committee's e~fort to preserve the affordable 
housing and lc:>w- income hou:sing ·that • s been 
previously developed in the 500-year flood 
plain. Senate Bill 317 will allow an 
opportunity to access not only state f_unds, 
l:>ut federal funds .administered by the state as 
well in s.everal communi ties throughout the 
state, including Bridgeport, Ansonia, 
Hartford, S.tamford and Glastonbury. All have 
properties that exist in this flood plain. 
There's several others as well. 

As mentioned before, (inaudible) think -- we 
think some of the language in Senate Bill 302 ,, 
particul·arly the langua·ge that .allows the 
exemption to any unit on the most current 
affordable housing appeals list, opens up the· 
possibility to a larger spectrum of affordable 
and low-income ·housing, not only the state 
housing po;rtfolio. ·so we'd urge the committee 
to look at that language as well . 

And we find the language on lines 122 through 
124, which mentions· 11 provided such units were 
buil"t in compliance with the flood map at the 
time of construction 11 could creat~ some 
confusion, since at the t;i.m:e of constructio_n, ,. 
most of .these units in- the 500-year flood 
pla-in wa:sn It mUCh Of a COnCern tO a"nybody in 
the early seventies, fifties and sixties. 

In light of the fact that a building permit 
was issued and the local zoning was looked at 
when they were constructed in the past act, we 
would suggest you. look at that language, and 
we would urge.you to consider removing it . 

.As f"or the House Bill 5371, we -- we believe 
it provides a!l opportunity to eyaluate the 
redevelopment of various properties to 
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determine if the two for one replacem~nt plan 
has merit. At a time when· there 1 s -- requ.:ired 
to leverage ma_ny sources of finan_cing; ·there 1 s 
a ·clear need to lessen the sUbsidy demand. · 

We think the c·oncept in 5371 is worthy of 
· . pursuit. . It can open up .th,e opportunity· for 

mixed income where you may be -- be abl.e to 
put SO percent of the units back in as low 
income and affoJ::dable and mayb'e mix in some 
affordable or market rate or· homeownership 
opp6rtunities to help .finance the property. 
At a minimum,_ it would'certainly be worth some 
further evaluation. 

·Senate Bill 320, we -- we spe_ak in opposition 
of. We beli.eve_ that the Connec.ticut General 
Statutes provide·s a mechanism to 'allow 
recommendations to be SUbmi-tted by the .tenant 
commissioners now a,nd ·requires the . 
municipality to review those submissions in 
their determination for a tenant commissioner . 

. w~ be.l i.eve the -- removing the appointment 
from the. ultimate oversight agency, which is 
the chief elected official, removes the core 
prirt_cipal of· accountability to the person that 
has the cognizance of oversight of that 
commission. 

And there is a l.ittl.e bit· of a concern. of the 
unfunded mandate of holding -- the cost of 
holding an election. Would that be borne by 
the municipality o; by the housing authority? 
Those are our concerns with Senate Bill 320. 

Senate Bill 318 -- we would like to ~ee some 
language that would place the Housing 
Com~ittee as th,e Oversight Committee in 
conjunction with some: .appointed housing 

. practitioners ~.e.epi:r;tg in the spirit of the 
existing statute . 
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And finally on -- I believe the· last one I 
:missed· w~s ·House Bill 5373. We believe that 
the bill as wr~tten was for a well-intended 
purpose, .but· without some serious changes to 
the summary process statute, this bill would 
propose some complications to the current 
evic;tion proceedings for ~n unauthorized 
occupant .. 

We have subini·tt,ed. written testimony with some 
more specific· information for you, and i~ you 
have any questions --

REP. BUTLER: Any questions? 

Repre.seritati ve Morris•. 
I 

REP. MORRIS: Y~s·. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

In -- in regard to H.B. 5371b and the l~tter 
_part of. yq\l,r · t-estimony -- the last paragraph 
of your testi.mony, which re.cogn·izes the 16ss 
of low-income or ·moderate-income housing 
units, in :.....-.in reckoning -- how do you how 
do you counter that -- recognizing that 
and -- and what· appears to be iikE;! it•s my 
sense is Like it -- it just can•t happen in -
i.n cqntext with Mr. Freis.er•s comments, which 
,specificaily s.ite a city like Stamford which 
has done it very well. 

NEIL GRIFFIN:· And similar to Chairman Green's 
statements earlier, we believe that there are 
ce;rtain situations where the units have 
remained vacant. '!'he financl,ng isn•t there to 
rehabilitate the property as an entire low
income. prop.erty, which re·sults in basically a 
de facto demolition of several units., because 
they•re remaining unoccupied from being fixed . 
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We see there~"s an Opl)ortunity to look at it 
and eyaluat~. it -- you know, reality ·speaks. 
I mean, housing managers -- there'S ·an economy 
and scale in having more uni.ts to. ... - for one 
to step f·orward_ and say we want to reduce. our 
inventory --; only happens after a c~_reful 

evaluation that they can't make it go forward 
with 100 percent of the units exiS·ting. 

so we see it as an opportunity to prevent this 
flat-ou~ -- 'wel'l, as we stated, there~"s not a 
flat-out· prohibition, but I~"m not aware of any 
time the· com'!llissio.ner of DECO is allowed for a 
less t-ha;n: one fo:r: one replacement. I could be .. 
m~staken, at lea~t not in my recent memory. I 
kri"ow· it's been legislated,· and. an evaluation 
has· ~ee:t{ done 't.6 say, yes, this -- this does 
have merit.' 

And· that·~ s· w:t?.a.t we· look at t'hat as this bill 
doing. I·s .it providing an opportunity for 
proper~·ies wpere a less. than one for· one 
replacement·that has some merit in doing it 
that way -- t:he evaluated? 

REP. MO:R,RIS :· -The -- the Nation~l Association of 
.··Hous'ing Redevelopment officials,_ when it it 
takes a policy or -- ·or a pos·ition --

-NEIL GRIFFIN: Uh-huh. 

~P. MORRIS: -- how does it evaluate. that position 
for z::edevelopme;nt in terms of. the state's 
cl;lallEmges with transportation or overall· 
economic development and the need to make 
certain that people of a:l"l different income 
levels ·are -- hav~; you know, close proximity, 
you know; to·where --to wh~re they're 
working?· What -- what's it's overall proces~? 

NEIL_(3~IFFIN: We view that as being critically 
important, beca\l.Se the population w.e serve 
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obvio:usly, a good portion of it -- relies on 
public transportation to be a};>le to get· to and 
from their employment opportunities. 

-.REP. MORRIS: Uh-huh .. · 

NEIL GRIE'FIN::: We think there's probably some room 
for improvement in the state,. s housing policy 
for develop~ent. tq ensure that there is 
accessible transportation. I think if you 
look-at most of the nonrura1 developrqents, 
you'll find that they are 'probably fairly 
clos·e ·to· t.ra:iu~portation cent.ers or -
transportation lines. 

I ca:n speak specifically to the case in the 
author~ty -- the properties we manage in. 
Glastonbury, they're all on one of tQe public 
transportation routes, and: we see that as, you 
k:t:low., we couldn"' t develop o.r wouldil' t seek t;he 
development of a p.roperty that would be off 
the pUblic t·ransportation routes. "tt really 
·wouldn't lend .itself to smart growth :ls -- I 
guess you could put it . 

REP. MORRIS: ·Does the Association see the means 
that the City of Stamford used as a viable 
~o_del ·that other cities should possibly adopt? 

NEIL GRIFFIN: I think the City of Stamford has 
done a tremendous job in being very creative 
in their financing solutions to put together 
redevelc;>pment . I think anyone that doesn' t
look at the model supported by Stamford and 
try to find some way they could apply it,. it 
probably isn't doing a thorough job. It's -
a -- they've done an exceileilt job in 
Stamford. 

REP. MORRIS: Do you think that model is a bet.ter 
one than, the· one that's being propos_ed in this 
bill? 

000118 



• 

• 

• 

113 
cip/gbr HOUSING COMMITTEE 

March 4, 2010 
1:00 .. P.M·. 

NEIL GRIFFIN: I don't think they're necessarily 
mutually exclusive or one as oppos~d to the 
other. I think, in taking pieces from each 

_one, it can help you come up-- it gives you 
more options and more opportunity. You have 
to evaluate each one and find the best 
so.lution for the property that you're working 
on .. So I don't think necessarily one·model 
would outweigh the other. 

REP. MORRIS: What would be the negative factors in 
your m.ind to the Stamford model? 

NEIL ~RIFFIN: It. lenO,s itself to larger 
organizatic;ms and not the very small h,ousing 
authorities and rural housing .authorities who 
are very small nonprofits. They're a very 
skilled organization with a iarge number of 
highly professional staff. I.t would probably 
require some outside consultation for smaller 
property man~gers to achieve the same result 
that Stamford has . 

REP. MORRIS.: Let's say -- okay, so then if it 
lends itself to the larger ones~ and .if· I 
understand it, so corr~ct me if I'm wrong, 
thi.s bill ·that is being proposed already lends 
itself to the larger (.inaudible) -- . 

NEIL GRIFFIN: . There -- there's very few that are 
as large as Stamford. I would say Bridgeport, 
New Haven, Hartford, Danbury, but there's -
you're. ta~king about. 31 communities, and 
there's ~robably only five that would have an 
agency a~ large as them, maybe six or seven. 

REP. MORRIS: So ··are you saying that out of the 31 '· 
only fiv.e are you saying another the 

.other_...: 

NEIL GRIFFIN: I would 

000119 



•• 

•• 

•• 

114 
cip/gbr HOUSING COMMITTEE 

March 4, 2010 
1:00 P.M. 

REP. MORRIS: --· 26, whatever, are not large enough 
that this would -- that .a Stamford model would 
work from. I'm trying to you know, you do 
redevelopment, so I'm trying ·to get a good 
sense from you --

NEIL GRIFFIN: Well, I think they're pioneering in 
a sense a a new way· to go·, and they're 
probably one of the lead agencies that have 
gone forward with this new model that others 
should look at. B~t many of the other 
communities that are impacted that are in 
those 31 communities are managing -:·- would be 
much' sm~ller authorities or much s.m~"ller 
·nonprofi ts, .I would say. They're probably not 
in ·the. thousands of units catego.ry. . They're 
probably in. the several hundred unit category . 

. REP. MORRIS: And I guess the challenges-- I'm 
going to look at the second paragraph of your 
testimony whi.ch pretty m'l,lch acknowledges, you 
know, that the loss of: these low- income or 
moderate-income houses is --

NEIL GRIFFIN: Well,_ we -- we de:einitely advocate 
for the preservation of housing so that 
anytime that I would -- a member agency would 
be posing a reduction, it would have only' been 
after .serious consideration that there is no 
feasible financial model then to go forward 
with a one for one replacement. 

REP. MORRIS: Okay. All right . ·Thank you very 
much. 

NEIL GRIFFIN:. O~ay. 

·REP. BUTLER: Are ther·e any ot-her questions? 

Thank y~u very much . 
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So the ide~ .here is not that there·· s -- a·nd 
I•m -- I•m responding to what I saw as som~ 
questions about particular commissioners i~ 
particular. cities. The concept is.· that the 
system needs to .be one tb.at gives res:iden,t's 
much more of a voice and the f.eeling that they 
have·a stake in their community- ... much more 
franchise . 

. The other quick thing that I want to do is 
respond to --

REP. BUTLER: Final thoughts, please 

KIM MCLAUGHLIN: Yes. This is it. 

REP. BUTLER: .--because it•s getting too-- a 
little ·late 

KIM MCLAUGHLI~: ~d this has to do with 

REP. BUTLER: and we have a lot of people to 
testify, please . 

KIM MCLAUGHLIN: -·-House Bill 5371. It•s just 
information for ·your -- ·with respect to House 

. Bi~l .§37-;1., my understanding is that there. 
has --'there have definitely been some · 
flexibility in that law in the city of 
Stamford, in particular with respect to Saint 
Johp •. s. Tower~ . 

So 'it • s not as if one for one repl_acement 
; doesn • t -:-- doesn • t ~e~t -.- you know, that 
t~ere .-- there c·art • t be some flexibility in 
the system, but the -- the protections are · 
v:ery important. 

So than]{ you . · 

REP, BUTLER: Thank you. 
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ELIZABETH BESSETT;E: All -right. Thank you. 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEIN: ·Hello. My name is Amy Eppler
Epstein.. I'm an attorney at New Haven Legal 
Assistance, and. thank you weicome --

. members of the commit tee . 

I am here today in opposition to House 
Bill 5371, THE ACT CONCEgNING A PILOT PROGRAM. 
FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING REPLACEMENT·, or, as I 
would call it, the act that'S allowing -
would allow housing authorities to destroy and 
not replace half of our very valuable-public 
housing stock. 

I've wprked. at· New .Haven L·egal Assistanc.e for 
more years than you want to. know -- more -than 
··two decades -- ~epresenting tenants,. and I can 
tell you how importan·t our publfc housing 
stoc~ ±s. · This i-s where very poor people, 
people with disabilit·ies, go because it'~ the 
only place .they can afford. Without this kind 
of public housing, ·many of them would be 
.homeless and on --·living· on. the street. 

~d I took the time to. come up here this 
af~ernoon be~ause I was very frightened to 
read this bill, and think, of the possibility 
that housing author:ities·would .be. allowed to 
te~r down those public housing. brick to 
mor.tars building and replac.e .only ha~f of 
them. It '.s j,ust' too important and valuable a 
resource to the state to allow housing 
authorities to --.to demolish. half of thes.e 
units and not replace them . 
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I have actually -- I've submitted written 
testimony to you, and I -- and I wanted to 
tel.l you, I •ve actually .represented three 
·tenants associations and three different 
projects· which have been slated for 
.demolition. 

And in some of tho~e, it's been for really 
good reasons .. 'rhey want to tear them down and 
build b~tter hou·sing stock and through the 
8-64a proc.es·s. and the negotiation proce~s, 
we've b~en able to negotiate with the housing 
authority and try to maximize the amount of 
replacement· housing there. 

I would tell you from experien:ce·that DECO is 
fle~ible. It.' s not always one for one. When 
we've come up with a plan that maximizes the 
replacement housing, sometimes maybe allow 
some vouchers and other things offsite, 
tenants have peen happy with it and approved 
it and -- and, you' know, h~ve supported it. 

DECD has :approved those projects, but if we --
I·'ve .-·- I 1ve seen other -- I'm currently 
i:n:vol ved in ano·the·r community where the 
housing authority .... - where the rea.son for the 
proposed demol;i.'tion is :Oecause they want to 
drive poor t>eople o1,1t of town. 

They want to demolish tha't. place and pretty 
muqh have no .. question that they're n~t· looking 
to have the low .income people who l:Lve there 
·stay in that community at all and to give them 
the green light and the go ahead to say, "Y0\1 

can tear them down and you don't even have to 
try to replace more than half of them" is just. 
going to lose an incredibly valuable housing 
stock. 

If only this law - ~· I mean, I have some 
concerns with 8-64a the way it is right now . 
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It'-s, in some ways I think, makes· it a little 
too_easy for housing authorities to tear down 
and just give people replacement vouchers and 
not have anything in that town. But i~ you 
were to·pass this bill, it would. just be 
.even -- even worse and stronger to get rid of 
the things· -and -- and throw everyl:>ody out. 

So I'd be happy to answer a:ny questions. You 
have IQY. written tes.timony as well. But I -- I 
can't urge you more strongly to please oppos·e 
this· Hou~e Bill s·371. It's not a -- it's not 
an experiment we can afford to do. 

~s I'm: sure you're very well aware, there's 
not enough -·- you know, the sta:te has ·been 
working so hard to increase the supply ot 
affordable housing and to have --··put money 
into innovative programs to. -- because we know 
how important it is. We know how expensive it 
is to live in Connecticut and fo~ poor people 

·especially. And -·- and we just can't afford 
to lose that stock withoUt fight. 

And·-- and what _I've seen is, you know, if the 
housing authorities, if- they're required to 
comply with this law- and they have to d,o it, 
they have to go through the DECD process, 
they're going to do the work to try to -- to 
see what they can come up with. 

You kriow; we talked earlier about Stamford and 
_the-work that. they've done.· It can be done i.f 
you require them to do it. But if you don't 
require them ·to, it's not going to happen. 
And if you dd require them to, they can also 
go to HUD and say I need replacement vouchers. 
I need this more money. ·But without that 
re-qUirement, it's just not going to happen. 

REP: BUTLER: Thank.you. 
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Have you ever done any-- I don•t.know, it 
doesn't have t6 be scientific, but 
·unscientific research on if people who live in 
units, and 10, 2o, 3Q percent of the units are 
vacant, the -- the crime situation may be 
there, their -- their visual of seeing their 
neighborhood, thei_r status of their 
neigl:lborhoods are terr-ible. The -- the units 
are. vacant. 

AMY E·PPLER-EPS.TEIN: Uh-hti~. 

~P. GREEN: , There's· lO, · 20, 30 pe;rcent vacancy in 
·those un~·ts. Do you think that's an impact on 
the quality. of' Life of those indiviQ.uals who 
are st:ill·. there? 

'AMY 'EPPLER-EPSTEtN-: It. certainly can be. It 
c.ertainly .can be. You know I and it I s a waste 
too, I mean, certainly having those units out 
there arid not having them rented. I -- I 
gues$ .I 've s·een. both. I 've seen. some· case·s 
where t_ne· particular building I'm working in 
right n;ow, .a lot of those units have l:;>een 
vacant for a long time and the housing 

, authori~y hash't wanted to put the money·into 
fixing it up. 

It Is' a h;i.gh-r;i.se bui,-lding. I don It think 
J . 

that'•s ha.d a particular impact, and it's ·also 
an apartment .building where it's not so 
visible. Other places where it's spread out 
and you see 'boarded up building after boarded 
up building and,. you know; there's the fear of 
p~ople coming in and breaking in and 

' vandali'zing it and using it for bad puiJ>OSes . 
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Certainly, in that kind of case, there could 
be more of a problem. 

So, yes , I I don., t disagree with you that 
that can be a problem. I actually have to 
say, and this has sort of. been a -- a -- an 
issue, but I think DECD, when there's units 
that have been vacant for a. long time., DECD is 
not. even cou.nting those units in many cases as 
to what th~ housing authority has to replace. 

If they've been so; you know, it's such bad 
shape .that .they haven't;. been ·occupied, I don't 
even ~hink they're being taken into account as 
what bas to :be replaced. So I. don't think 
that by it·self is a .barrier t.o the -- to the 
redevelopment. Am I -- am I responding to 
your: question? Is that making sense 'to you? 

REP. GREEN: Well, the l~st part about DECD not 
taking "into account those units, I -- I gue·ss 
I'm going to want to get som~ clarification on 
that in terms of counting the units, be.cause, 
yes, that -- that would be a critical piece to 
me_, and I was going to ask you if they had 
been vacant for so long, right -- are they 
being counted, and, you know, and -- and 
let's -- let's imagine I have -- I have a 
development with 100 uni.ts. 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEIN: Uh-huh .. 

REP. GREEN:. I'd have 30 of those units that are 
vacant. 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEIN: Uh-huh. 

REP, GREEN: And it seems to me, if they're 
offline 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTE·IN: Uh-huh . 
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REP. GREEN: -- that the law would encourage that 
we•d have to -replace them. We -- if -- if 
they're offl.ine~ 30 units, I have now gotten 
rid of. 30 affordable units. The law says you 
have to replace those 30 lost units, it seems 
to me. 

So why why· wouldn •·t we come to this data? 
Why wouldn't somebody come and say and say, 
-"Hey guys. There·• s .a one for one replacement. 
If you're _going· to shut them down, 3·0 units,. 
and not· occupy them, you've lost 30 unit:s. 
~here· have you replaced them at?" 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEIN: No. Let -- let me 

REP. GREEN: So -- so I guess I'm trying to get 
c.l"ear·, because I. guess I 'm trying· t~ get to 
the point of well,, how did we lose 30 units 
and not replace them, and then the argument is 
well, ·30 units h~ve been lost for so long and 
now the· community is. saying, "Do some'thing 
with them," and people are saying, "Well,, 
you've got to do one on orte." "Well, wait a 
minute. · I've had 30 units vacant for ten 
years." 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEIN: And I can't tell you for sure 
what -- how DE;CD is interpreting that. What I 
can tell you is that the tenants .-'"' the groups 
that I've been working: with, we sort of have 
·two goals, which -- which are -- can be in 
conflict of their -- their -- you know, you 
have to push for b.oth of them. 

The tenant~ -- if -- ~f the housing authority 
wants to replace -- to do demolition and to do 
replacement, the tenants all ·the time want 
that to happen; because they-want to liv~ in a 
bet.ter place. They want rehab. They also 
want the maximum amount of replacement that 
they can possibly get because they're 
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conscious not only of the people living there 
now, hut all the. people on the. -waiting list 
a~d the people who need it. Right? 

But they don • t want . to push f'or something 
that •·s going to be so impossible· to obtain 
t-hat they-• re not going to· get . anything .. 
Right? I mean, that•s -- that's the real 

_proble-m that we • re try.ing to deal with. From 
what I have seen, DECD.is conscious of that . . . I . . 

_issue .and :also ·doesn • t want to stop something 
that •·s going .to go to the maximum point that · 
it c~n that's going to yield the-maximum 
'result of replacement .housing. 

But. if you lower that. bar, if you 
don't even have to try to ~eplace 
of what was there, you don't even 
You only have·to d9 50 percent. 11 

to j u·st go r"ight down the tubes . 

s~y, 11 You 
100 percent 
have to try. 
That's goiiJ.g. 

Whereas right now, I t~inkas.a practical· 
ma.tter, as a flexible thing, DECD is going to 
lqok at that, they're going to.be flexible, 
they're. going ·t.o say, ·i'You know, are you . 
replacin,g· the -.- maybe there's 75 occupied 
units· here and 30 vacant, ·but are you using 
the same f.loor space, 11 because there's 
there •. s· some leniency in there:. 

Let's s~y you have· efficiency apartments and 
you •.re expanding them into ~wo bedrooms and 

-you don't need the same number. You need the 
same floor space.. so· they have some room 
to -- to work with the space. So I just think 
that you can • t l·ower the bar of what you • re 
expecting them.and. what you're trying to get 
them to do. · 

REP. GREEN·: Well·, I -- I dc;m • t know if I heard 
I. -- I thought· I heard earlier, and I •m trying 
to recall that most of the weight"or waivers 
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or exceptions to the 101 has· been thr·ough 
statut·ory language for certain projects an_d 
that people could .not ~ecall DECD ever, and. 
I -- I .can • t recall in -- in. my years here, of 
when DECD made the decision of no.t a one to 
one replacement, that is, to either come. 
through legislation by specific statute. 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEI:t\l: Well, one of the .things, I 
mean, one o..f the issues is can they -- do they 
have to replace ~nits right there on site or 
can they allow them to give vouchers? And so 
I" have one -- one place that we· represented 
where we -- where they -- I -- I" -- first of 
all'· you knc;:>w, I think it • s impo~tan,t to n9t 
los·~ the briGks and mortar units, but maybe. 
they're housing authority is looking to do 
mixed ·income and so some of the actual unit's 
there would 'be replaced; but not for lowes.t 
income people. 

And 'then the housing authority has been pushed, 
because of t.he st~tute, and DECD has approved 
to say,_ "We!ll, you· can give some of those · 
people· ·vouchers that they could Use offsite." 
That· might be an example that I'm using where 
it's not one for one replacement of the bricks 
and mortar buildings on the unit, but· they 
allow. some to be voucher.s, but you pushed to 
maximize the affordability on site. That's 
the kind of ex~:rnple I can -- I .• m looking at. 

And I -- I can't without sort.of going back 
and (inau~ible), I can't tell you exactly 
whether they have -- what they've used as the 
number of compar:i,son. We've certainly pushed 
·to say, "Yes, if the unit's been empty for a 
long time, it's still constructively 
demolished, and you are respon·sib~e for that 
unit." 
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B~t I think they've, you know, they've tried 
t·o work on this and have some flexibility, .but 
they're -- but there's no pressure then if 
they don' t have to replace S 0 perc·ent of them. 
I just don't --

REP. GREEN: Well, I -- I guess I'm concerned. with 
communities when 301 401 so percent vaca;n:cy 
rate of units, how we got there, an~ then if 
it's going to be there for so many.years, what 
do .we do to stimulate some redevelopment at 
the same':time _of protec~ting, you know, 
·aff6rdabl~· housing folks, because, you know, I 
want to .protect affordable housing, but I al.so 
know·tha~ communities talk about other .social 
iss"Ues th~t .happ~.n. w:hen 30, 40 percent of: 
their units, are vacan.t? 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEIN: · And I -- and I, you know, the 
tenants·· are going to want that too, and if the 
tenants· are workin,g with the housing 
authorities to try and do that, you ~ow, if 
you hav~ a ten~nts-.. ~roup jointly ·came· in with 
the -- w·i th the hous.irig authority to say we 
support the housing authority-to do this 
redeve~opme:t:lt. We understand it .may not :be 
all of· these 1;1nits, but, you know, there are 
other options too . 

.You can dedicate· some of· your Sectio~ 8. The 
. housing au~hori ty _could dedica.te some of their 
Section B to support project-based housi'ng 
off site ·to be vouchers to be given. --

REP. ·GREEN:. Uh-·huh. 

AMY. EPPLER--EPSTEIN·: -- to people as replacement · 
hous i_ng of fs i, te, · to go to HUD and ·say, "Give 
us more vou.c:hers~ .. you know, this is 100 units, 
we can only replace SO onsite. Give us SO 
vouc.hers to let _people tise offsi t.e elsewhere 
in the community. "· And they can -- when you 
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· have the one for ·one replacement law, ·you can 
have that leverage ·to try and make some of 
thos.e other things happen. 

But I haven't seen -- I don't tnink the 
housin~ is ·not .getting· rebuilt because of 
this -- this law. r·think to t-he contrary, 
it .-s this law that has given advo.c·ates like 
mys·elf the ·leverage to be able to go to 
housi~g authorities and say, "You better do 
more· than .you're proposing her~. If you want 
td tear this do~, you··better give us more, 
because we've. got the OECD here, and you have 
to get through. 1' 

And if you don' t go through that, you know, 
they' re -- I mean, we 've had. (inaudible)' where 

·. they' re lopking to te~r down the low . income 
_st-uff and put in some ·mixeQ. income, which. is 
not a bad thing, but what about those poor 
low- incpme people who can' t. -- who aren' t 
going t;o-. ge.t into there? You I ve got to do 
something to, you know, to account for them . 

And so then, we said, "Okay, you want to p:ut 
mixed income here to replace it? Tha.t '.s fine, 
b-ut. then _you have to do something el·sewhere. 
You have to dedicate some vouchers to it.· You 
have to ·maybe instead of 25 percent mixed 
income, let's make it, so percent for low 
income, or can you do --" 

Y:ou know, .l_ike it 's -- it 's the only tool that 
we've got.. It •·s really, you know~ what we've 
got out there. ·to 'push for this -- to -- to· 
keep t~is housing,· and -- and every unit we 
lose, if it .•·s _gone, it's gone. We know, you 
know, once "that _place is torn down, it's a -
it's a struggle for poor people to find places 
they c_an ~fford .. 
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The subsidized housing is, -I think, the only 
way for people who are -- people on 
disabilities, but people who are working, who 
are working low-wage jobs, and I know you've 
seen the studies and you're familiar with that 
and. what -- how much it costs· to I.ive in 
Connecticut. 

It's very hard to find places in in; you 
know, many of our communities where there's 
affordable housing anq if -- what we have is 
so valuable that it just makes me cry to think 
of-losing it. It scares me to thin:Jt 
~f _,_ that. the committee could s·ay, "Well, 
this is towards the greater good," because I 
don • t thirik it. is. 

I think this .tool of th,is law is the one tool 
we have that's been able to let us push for 
some r;eal replacement that at- least if they're 
goi"ng to demolish, you -- you can't just lose 
this housing. 

Thank you for your time and attention. I 
appreciate it: 

REP. BUTLER: Any.other questions? 

T_hank you for your testimony. 

AMY EPPLER-EPSTEIN: Thank you. 

REP .. BUT.~ER: Next, we•·re go;ing to have David Pels. 

DAVID PELS: Good afternoon. My name is David 
Pels. I work at Greater Hartford Legal Aid. 
Like the previous speaker, I also urge the 
committee to reject Raised Bill Number 5371. 

But I'm here sp~ci_fically t.o ask the committee 
to reject ·Raised Bill 5373, ·because it would 
radically Wldermine the rights of tens of 
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Testimony to the Housing Committee by 
David Fink. Policy Director, Partnership for Strong Communities 

Thursday, March 4, 2010 

Representative Green,. Senator Gomes, members of the Housing Committee, 

I am David Fink, policy director of the Partnership for Strong Communities. 
We are a statewide housing. policy organization that engages civic and political 
support to solve homelessness, create affordable housing and develop strong, vibrant 
communities. 

I am here today to briefly comment on three bills before you. 
The first, SB 321, An Act Concerning the State's COnsolidated Plan-for 

Housing and Community Development, is designed, as we understand, to allow the 
s~te's consolidated plan to offer a full blu~rint for the state's coordinated housing 
goals, rather than continuing DECD to also have to· produce a Long-Range State 
Housing Plan:. DECD reports that d.ata_normally included in the Long-Range plan 
would be available in its annual repprt and confining blueprint {or state housing 
policy in the consolidated plan would better focus attention on funding priorities and 
avoid conflicting timetables for-achieving those priorities. 

The Partnership is sympathetic to DECO's efforts to avoid duplication in its 
work and could support the ~e outlined in SB 321; but only"ifthe Cop.solidated 
Pl.ari compreh~ively-lays out a coordinated strategy for- maximizing !!tate and federal 

· funds, in conjunction with CHF A, to produce housing at very low-, low- and 
moderate income levels, and supportive housing and housing plus services ~r people 
who are disabled, ~derly and homeless. 

In this era of scarce resorts, we would be the last to (:ompel a resource
strapped agency to do work twice. But we want to ensure that nothing is lost in the 
effort to J)lan for Connecticut's many vi~ housing needs. Jt66 ;]( 

We· strongly support the second bill, SB 317, An Act Concerning Buildings 
Located Within the Five-H~died-Year Floodplain. Such legislation, allowing state 
investment to rehabilitate existing affordable-housing, will help preserve existing 
units at a .time when the supply of affordable Units is short. We believe SB302. ilo~ 
before the Planning and Development Committee, is a more expansive and powerful 
tool to accomplish that goal, but we nonetheless support SB317. 
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Finally, we cannot support Raised Bill5371, an Act Concerning A Pilot 
Program for Affordable Housing Replacement. Allowing. a replac~ment ratio of one 
new unit for ·each t\vo u.nlts sold, demolished or o~erWise made Uiiavailable could 
severely deplete the stock of affordable units. While the criterion used in the bill 
might be well-meaning- allowing the 1-to-2 ratio oDly in municipalities where more 
than 10% of the housing.stock is considered affordable under terms of Sect. 8-30g- it 
is a bad criterion. bnagine alloWing two units to be destroyed for every one created in 
such cities a,s Hartford, New Haven, Bridgeport or New Britain, where the affordable 
units totalmore than 10% but where they remain ln. short supply. That would be a 
bigmis~. 

Thank yeu for the chance to testify . 
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New Haven Legal Assistance Association 
. 426 State Street,. New H~ven, CT 06510 
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"An Act Concerning Pilot Program fo.r Affordable Housing Replacement'' 
Marc~ 4, 2010 

I have been an attorney at New Haven Legal Assistance, specializing In housing law, for more 
than two decades. During that time:, I have represented thousands of tenants who live in public 
hous!ng In this state. Through the-lives of these clients, I know how critically important it is to 
have public housing: housl_ng that Is affordable to·very low intome people, housing that. will 
proVide a place to live to -people who are poor, sometimes disabled, and would most likely be 
homeless were it not for the shelter that public housing provides, because they could not afford 
housing on the private market based on their income. 

Over the years, I have seen housing authorities througho_ut New Haven county seek to demolish 
some of their public housing, for a variety of reasons: sometimes laudable ones, like the desire 
to repiace-old, dilapidated buildings with n-ew and improved housing for poor people; other 

0 • 0 

times for much mQre disturbing reasons, like a desire to drive poor people out of a particular 
neighborhodd or town. 

• 0 

I have taken the time· to c~me here today, because tt}e proposal in HB 5371, to allow housing 
authorities to demolisl:1 _public housing and replace only half of the demolished-units, is a 
frightening step·b~c~wards in the· efforts to create and preserve affordable hou~ing in this 
state. It seriously weakens one of the few legal tools advocates have at their disposal to ensure 
the preservation-of our existing supply of ~ffordable housing. Anyone who spends a min_ute 
co~paring-the incc;»me of a minimum wage worker with the price of housing in this state, or 
looks at the growing number of individuals and families living in our homeless shelters, will 
have no doubt that Connecticut needs more, not less, affordable housing;. we cannot afford to 
let hou~lng authorities demolish those bricks and mortar resources that.we·have, and oniy 
require them to replace half of the apartments they demolish. Once ~ho~e hard units of housing 
are tom _down, unless the_law requires them to be replaced, they are lost forever. 

~n the pa~t 5 years,_l have _represented three different tenant associations in their negotiations 
with housing authorities regarding prop-osed demolition of public housing. In those 
negotiations, I hav_e become well aware of how difficult it is to find the funds to n!habilitate or 
rebuild public ~ousing. I have seen how important .CGS 8-64a is to tenants: the DECO hearing 
process, and the statute's requirements tl:1at housing authorities consult with tenarits and allow 
for their participa~i~n, has given tenants some voice, and has forced some housing a_uthorities 
to include tenants in t1:1eir planning process ~nd negotiate with the tenants and their 
representatives. li"l one case in which I was involved, it was only because of this DECO approval 
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process that the tenants were able to require the housing authority-to revise its plan, and 
increase the number of low incom~· affordable replacement units in its proposed plan for 
redevelopment, I have also· seen the limitations of the act, particularly insofar as it" allows 
~ousing authorities to replace actual "bricks and mortar'' units of public housing with "tenant
based rental su~sidies." .In many communities, where there is a lir:nited supply of rental 
housing, allowing the demolition of public housing and replacing such units with a rental 
subsidy in effect becomes-a requiremen~ that the tenants move·out.oftpwn. 

I am ·not unaware of the financial difficulties faCing many housing authorities, or the difficulties 
in filiding funding to r~.ha~illtate public_ housing or build new subsidized housing that is 
afforda~le:to low income people. But .if _my experience over the past 5 year5 shows· me 
anything, it shows .. me that it can be done; but it will not be done, unless it is leg~lly required. 

Our existing, .limited supply of low inc.ome public housing is too valuable of a reso~~ce to all~w 
l.t to be destroyed ·~ithout bei11g fully replaced. I urge you to reject HB 5371 • 
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Legal Assistan·ce Resource- Center 
.of·Conn~cticut, Inc.+ 

44 Capitol Avenue,· Suite 301 + Hartford, Connecticut O(i I 06 
(860) 278-5688 x203 + (860) 836-6355 cell + (860) 278-2957 fax + RPodolsky@larcc.org 

H.B. 5371 -- Demolition· of public housing 
.Housing Committee public hearing -·March 4, 201 0 

. ··Testimony of Raphael L. Podolsky 

Recommended Committee action: NO ACTION 

We oppose this bill because it will result in the loss, without full replacement, of 
e$sential parts of Conn·e·cticut;s public housing stock. Connecticut in recent years has lo~t 
to demolition a· larger percentage of:its public hOU$ing than any other state. Contrary •o its 
title, this bill i$ not about •affordable housing replacenienr but is instead solely ab.out the 
reduction of low-inco~e-public housing units. Connecticurs: public housing stock is·an. 
incredibly important resource for the. lowest income resident~ of this state. Any loss of 
public housing units is pel"!lianent and ca".u:ses significant damage to the housing market for 
those who are very pqor. It is essential that efforts to modernize public housing not result in · 
a net loss of.the number of units in the local housing market which are available to very low 
income households. · 

· Since 1989, Connecticut law {C.G.S. 8-64a) has prohibited housing authorities from 
demolishing or selling ·off their public. housing without fully replacing it, unless the plan· 
m~ets certain standards and ·is ·approved by DECO after a public hearing. One of those 
standards for demolition without replacem.ent is that there be an adequate supply of low or 
moderate rental housing in the community, a condition that few municipalities would meet. 
This is because public housing tends to ·serve families of the lowest income who can least 
afford to- pay rents in the private market. The existing statu•e does not preclude 
modernizing public housing·, nor does it require that replacement units be located on the. 
same site as the housing that is being replaced. All sorts of creative modernization 
soh .• tions exist, from rehab.ilitation of existing units on-site to mixing incomes on-site and 
gelie.rating th~ balance of units elsewhere in the town. The essential purpose of C.G.S. 
8-64a, however, is to assure that the number of low-income units in the town's housing 
market will, after any demolition or sale of public housing units, be no less than before 
demolition or sale. lndee~. the Stamford Housing Authority, which has been the most active 
developer of new public housing in Connecticut, has buil~ that housing under a Stamford 
municipal ordinance that explicitly requires one-for-one ~pla~ment of lost units. 

H.B. 5371,.however, moves in exactly the wrong direction. It would suspend 8-64a 
for three years for the 31 towns· exempt from the Affordable Housing Appeals law. This 
eff~ctively exempts nearly all public housing_ in the state from C. G.$. 8-64a, because most 
public housi.ng is located in those very towns. Once demolished without a replacement 

· plan, such unitS will never be replaced, since the key to replacement is including funding for 
replacement in the demolition plan itself, much as happens with the federal HOPE VI 
revitalization program. H.B. 5371 will seriously damage the ability of low-in®me families to 
find housing they can afford. It should be rejected. 

(continued on reverse side ..... ) 
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If any change is to be made to 8-64a, it should be to restore clear one-for-one 
replacement language similar to what was in this statute before 1996. To accomplish that, 
all new language in the bill should be removed and lines 24-30 ofthe bill should be 
amended-as follows: 

The commissioner" shall [consider the extent to which the housing] not grant such 
approval unless tlie·commissioner also ·finds 'that all dwelling units which are to be 
sold, lea~ed; trans,erred or destroyed Will· be· replaced .with at least an equal number 
gf units available for rental by persons with the- income levels as the households 
which mosf recently occuPied such sold. leased. transferred Qi' destroyed units. [in 
ways) which replacement units may include[; but need not be limited to,] newly 
constructec:.t tious!ng, rehabilitation of housing which is abandoned or has been 
vacant fpr at least one year, or new fe~eral, state or local [tenant-based or] project
based rental subsidies that are in .addition to· and not in place of any previously 
authorized rental subsidies .. All of the replacemenfunits need not be on the same 
site asthe·sold.ll!fised: t~nsferred or destroyed units. 
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State of Connecticut General Assembly 
Room 0 i 1, Capitol B~lding 
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RE: Testimony In"Favor of.Bill No. 5371. AN ACT CONCl:QNING A Pll..OT 
PROGRAM ~OR AFFORDABLE HOUSING REPLACEMENT 

Dear Committee Members: 
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. I am submitting· this written.testiinoiiy in favor of the above referenced bill which 
will provide greater flexibility and more options· for the East Hartford Housing AuthoritY . 
mthe ownership, management, and disposition.ofK.ing Court, one of'its state-financed 
moderate income public housing deve.opments. At the same _time :it will protect the 
interest of current tenants by providing them with ail opportunity to be an active 
participant in the pianning phase, and it will provide them with replacement housing in 
the foJID. of available public housing units at. another. $ite in ~own, or receipt of a tenant
based rental voucher. Lastly, it will protect the interest ofthe State as a fuiancer of· 

· affordable housing. 
· The East HSrtford Hqusing Authority owns and operates the 80-unit moderate 

income housing development financed by the State Department of Economic and. 
Community Development (DECO) and no.w under the ad.lninistration: of the Connecticut 
Housing Finance Authority (CHFA). ·This project was developed as Worker housing for 
employees of~tt &·Whitney Aircraft.and because worker wages were sufficiently ·high 
to cover the base rentS; the project financing was structured without proje.~ based rentai 
·subsidies. 

Over time, those workers•· income levels increased and provided-them with other 
housing options including private rentals and home ownership. Unfortunately, due to ~e 
lack of pr9ject based rental subsidies, the Housing Authority found itself in a position 
where low-income families did not qualify for the vacant.units. At the same time, the 
inventory of privately owned rental hpusing ~ts in town increased suQstantially and thus 
provided moderate income fainilies with more· housing choice. Consequently, the 
vacancy levels, at this project began to :rise. Currently, .3"6 of the. 80 units are vacant and 
only S: of them are ready foi occupancy. · · 

The high vacancy rate has resulted in a drop·in rental revenue and has 
dtamatically hindered the HoW!ing Authority~ s ability to repair or complete capital 
improvements. The Authority has repeatedly sought funding from DECO for capital_ · 
improvements but has been told that no funds are available. In t,b.e meantime, the Units 
continue to deteriorate and some have been vandalized. · 
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The Ho11Sing Authority has been negoti~.ting a restructuring and re-financing of . 
the project with CHF A, and it would include ·funds !O complete necessary iinprovem~tS,· 
however, without the availability of. rental 8ubsidies this project would be a financial risk 
for the ·Authority. Currently, there· are no subsidies available, and given the reductions in 
the budgets of the State agencies due to the large state government budget deficit, no new 
subsidies. are likely to be allocated in the near future . 

. The Housing AQ.thorityWa8 approached by representatives·ofGoodwin College, 
which is in close proximity to·.King Court, who were interested in purchasing some of the 
vacant buildings for conversion to student housing for individuals and families with low-· 
incomes; Unfortunately, when this proposition was pre5ented to the J)roj,ect manager, who 
is based at PECD, tbey were .info,rmed that it could not be approved unless the Housing 
Aut;hority complied· with the 1:1 unit replacement requirement. The Authority does not 
have the available land or the financing to construct new replacemenhulits. 

1bis proposed bill provides for the protection of the interests of all the parties 
involved. Favorable action on your part and passage by the General Assembly will enable 
the East Hartford Housing Authority to sell some of the vacant buildings at King Court to 
Goodwin College for use as student housing and targeting those that are low-income 
households. This is a wln.-win-win resolution. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Stanley G. de M~llo 
14Q LeverichDrive 
East ~ord, CT 06108 
Tel. ·860;748-785 1 
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·aoo Chapel st., 911 Floor, New Hawn, Comecticut08610-2807 
Phone (209)·498-sooo • Fax(203) 682-8S14• www.ccm-ct.arg 

TESTIMONY 

.of the 

CONNECTICUT CONFERENCE OF MUNICIPALITIES 

to the 

HOUSING COMMITTEE 
March 4, 2010 

CCM is Connecticut's statewide association of towns and cities and the voice ofloc81 government-· your 
partners in governing Connecticut. Our members 'represent over 90% of Connecticut's population. We 
appreciate this opportunity to testify before you on issues of. concern to towns and cities. 

Raised House Bill 5371,_ "An Act Concerning ti PILOT P.rogram for Afforda!Jie Housing Replacement." 
I . . 

While CCM appreciates the intent behind this proposal, it may be more produ'?tive to give the 
Commissioner flexibility to det~ne .if the trade off should be 2 sold,.. I preserved, 2 sold-2-preserved etc .. 
Such determinations could be.made according to the particUlars of the community: 

## ## ## 

If you have any questions, please contact Donna Hamzy, Legislative Associate 
Via email dhamzy@ccm-ct.org o~ Via phone (203) 498-3000. 
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Greater Hartford Legal Aid 

To: Committee on Housing 
Frorn: David A. Pels 
Re: Raised Bill No. 5371 
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I urge the Committee· Qn Housing_ to reject .Raised Bill No. 5371 because it would alter the 
current crucial requirements for the. replacement of demolished public housing. 

Under current law -the consent of the Commissioner of ~e Department of Economic and 
Community Development (DECO) is needed for the demolition of public housing. DECO currently can 
grant consent under limited conditions designed to ensure that: the -demolition is in the best interests 
of the municip~lity; ·there is an adequate supply of low or moderate income housing; residents .are 
involved in planning ·and~. displaced persons receive comparable housing _and relocation assistance. 
All of these protections would be replaced by a three year ~pilot• program that only requires the 
replacement of one unit for every two that are demolished. - -

I represented ·the tenanls _at Westbrook Village and Bowles Park in Hartford during the latest 
attempt to redevelop those premises. The tenants were always very clear that in. order for them to 
support redevelopment they had to be involved in the planning process; all displaeed residents 'had to 
receive comparable replacement housing and the lost units had to be fully replaced. 

The adoption _of this .bill would _lead to a lower supply of housing for low and moderate income 
persons at. a time .when there_ is no evidence to -suggest the need for such housing has decreased. It 
would_ also eliminate the important role that the residents now play hi the development of housing in 
their communities. 

Raised Bill No. 5371 should be rejected. 

Greater Ha-rtford Legal Aid, Inc. 

999 Asylum Avenue, 3R. Hard"otcl, cr 06105-2-465 • Tel: 860. 54-1. 5000 • Fax: 860. 54-1.5050 • lTY: 860. S4-l.i06~ • wwW'.ghla.org 

-
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Visitability Standards 
The rest of this booklet provides a summary 
of the requirements for visitable dwelling units 
in ICC/ANSI A117.1 (2009). The ICC/ANSI 
A 117.1 Standard on Accessible and Usable Build
ings and Facilities is the consensus standard in 
the U.S. for defining the details of accessible 
construction and is referenced by inost building 
codes in the country. In 2008 the ICC committee 
that develops the A117 Standard developed a new 
section with technical design criteria for visitabil
ity based on a document developed by disability 
rights advocates for the Inclusive Home Design 
Act. Referred to as Type C units, the section can 
be referenced by future VlSltability laws and pro
grams, thus promoting uniformity and aiding in 
their interpretation. 

Since the standards are developed for use in a 
legal c_ontext, they include many provisions that 
heretofore have not been included in previous 
visitability laws to address potential problems 
with enforcement. For example, one of the issues 
that needed to be addressed was to clarify what 
minimum facilities in the home have to be on the 
accessible level, e.g. kitchen equipment, amount 
of living space, etc. 
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ALLEY PROVIDES REAR OR SIDE ENTRY 

This document includes a summary of the Type 
C (visitable) requirements. Numbers following 
beadings correspond to sections in the standard. 
Please note that the requirements of the standard 
are simplified here to provide a concise and easy 
to understand list of features. In particular, only 
the key cross-references to other parts of the 
Standard have been included. Consult the Stan
dard for the actual wording and more detailed in
formation*. 

* Note: The IDEA Center does not wammt the complete
ness or accwa~ of this document nor how it may be inter
preted by building or planning officials. 

ICC Type C Units 

While the concept of visitability puts a high pri
ority on a zero step entrance, wide interi~r clear
ances, and an accessible bathroom, most visitabil
ity laws have included a few additional features. 
Similarly, the Type C units contain technical cri
teria for six features: no-step entrances, wider 
doorways, access to a half-bath on the main floor, 
reinforcement in bathroom walls for future grab 
bar installation, maneuvering space in food prepa
ration facilities if provided on the floor served 
by the zero step entrance, and light switches and 
electrical oudets within comfortable reach for all. 



• 

• 

Unit Entrance (1006.2) 

At least one unit entrance shall be on a circulation 
path complying with Section 1006.5 (Circulation 
Path) from a public street or sidewalk, a dwelling 
unit driveway, or a garage. 

Connected & Interior Spaces 
(1006.3 & 1006.4) 

A circulation path complying with Section 1006.5 
(CircUlation Path) shall connect the unit entrance 
located on the circulation path to the following 
spaces: 

a. An entrance level toilet room or bathroom 
complying with Section 1006.6 (I'oilet Room 
or Bathroom). 

b. One additional habitable space with an area 70 
square feet [6.5 sq. m] minimum. 

c. When provided on the entrance level, a food 
preparation area complying with Section 
1006.7 (Food Preparation Areas). 

Bxttption: A toi/11 room or bathroom shaD not b1 
rrq11irld in 11nits IIIith less th1111 120 SfJIIarr ft•t [11 
sq. m} of habitable spa" on tiN 1ntrant1 lt~~tl. 

c:; ., .· .. r;p .. . 
:32" :36" . : : 
imin. imin. 

11815) l1915) . . ., . 
~ 1 .; ···:tf=-J 

:, 24"max. :, 48''min. :, 24'"max. :, ,:----------- .. -.. ~ .......... -.. --- .. ---- ...... ---- -,~ ....... --- ........ ~1 
[610) (1220) [610) 

WALKING SURFACES CLEAR WIDTH 

Hallways and corridors are at least 36 in. clear with allowable 

pinch points ol32 in. clear width lor no longer than 24 inches. 
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Circulation Path (1006.5) 

Components (1006.5.1): The circulation path 
shall include one or more of the following 
elements: Walking surfaces with a slope not 
steeper than 1:20, doors and doorways, ramps, 
compliant elevators (Section 407-409), and 
compliant platform lifts (Section 410). 

Walking Surfaces (1006.5.2) and Thresh
olds (1006.5.3.2): Thresholds and slopes not 
steeper than 1:20 shall comply with Section 
303 (Changes in Level). Section 303.2 permits 
abrupt changes in level up to Y.. in. [6.4 mm]. 
Section 303.3 states, "Changes in level greater 
than Y.. in. [6.4 mm] in height and less than Y2 
in. [13 mm] maximum in height shall be bev
eled with a slope no greater than 1 :2. Changes 
in level greater than Y2 in. [13 mm] in height 
shall be ramped and comply with Section 405 
(Ramps) or 406 (Curb Ramps)." · 

Bxt~ption: T!Jrrs!Jolds at 1xt1rior sliding doors 
shaD IN p11711itted to b1 ~ inch {19 111111} maxi
mllm in htight, provitkd th'.] an bt~~tled IIIith a 
slope not st11p1r than 1:2. 

------------

Clear Width (1006.5.2.1): The clear width of 
the circulation path shall comply with Section 
403.5 (Clear Width) which states, hallways and 
corridors must have at least 36 in. [915 mm]· 
clear width . 

ExtljJtion: Pinch points (short, narro1111r arras) 
arr allo1111d to IN J2 in. {815 111111} clear for a dis
tant~ of 24 i11. [610 mm] maxi11111m (s~tfigtm). 
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Doors and Doorways (1006.5.3.1): Swinging 
dQots shall h.ave a clear opening of 31 '14 in. 
[81 0 mm] minimum measured from the jamJ.> 
to the inside face of ·the door and stop with the 
door open at 90 degrees. Sliding and folding 
doors shall be measured from the jamb to the 
inside edge of the door in the open position. 
,Automated doors may be'~sed if they meet.all 
app~cable code requirements, including .the re
qu!rements in ICC/ANSI A117.1. 

Exttption: Doof711t!YS to tlostls Witb 1 S SF [1.4 
SfJ. 111} sjJtlll 11111Xim11111. 

VISITABLE HINGED DOOR 

Hinged doors- 31 3/4 in. min. clear width measured from 

the Jamb tq the inside lace of the door when held open 

at .90 degrees. 

. Ramps (1006.5.4).: Ramps shall comply· with 
Section 405 (Ramps). 

. Bxt~ption: Ht~t~drails, inlmntt/itm landings t~t~d 
tdgt prottdion an not rtfjllind 711btn tht sidls of 
rllllljJ nins b11111 .a t~~riita/ ~.If of ~ intb [1 J 
111111] ·mfiXillllllll lllitbiil 10 intbts [2 S S 111111) hori
t_ontalty of 11 rlllllfJ rtln. 

Toilet Room or Bathroom (1006.6) 

Toilet. rooms or bathrooms coveted by Section 
1006.4 (Interior Spaces) shall include the follow
·ing features: 
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.a. A iavatory and a toilet. 

b. Reinforcemerit and space clearances for the 
future installation of grab bars at toilets. 

Noll: If 111on tban ont batbroom is pro,;dld on tbt 
tntry floor, ninfommtnt is r,fJIIirtd in 111 kiiSI ont 
foil batbroom on tbal floor. 

c .. The wall reinf~rced for the future installa
tion of grab .bars shall be 18 inches [4S5 
mm] from the centerline of the toilet. 

d. Lavator.les must be at least 15 inches [380 
mm] from the centerline of the toilet. 

e. Space clearances at the toilet must meet or 
exceed the .minimum requirements for at 
least one of the following sections: 

"ParaUel Approach" (1004.11.3.1.2.1): 

i. Measured from the wall behind the toi
let, there shall be a minimum clear 
space of 56 inches [1420 mm]. 

ii. Measured from the wall designated for 
the future installation of grab bars, there 
shall be a minimum clear space of 48 
inches [1220 mm]. 

iii. Vanities or-lavatories beside the toilet 
may overlap .reqwred space clearances. 

' 
48"min.: 

' 
[1220)i 

' ' ' ' ' ' : .... 

' 
: J380) 

r---""""'1'11~1 ---.-.~---

---,.,•--- . ' L· 56" min. : .. ~ .--------------------------- -) 
··: [1420) • : 

PARAlLEL APPROACH. 
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"Forwanl Approach" (1004.11.3.1.2.2): 

i. Measured from the wall behind the toi
let, there shall be a minimum clear 
space of 66 inches [1680 mm]. 

ii. Measured from the wall designated for 
the future installation of pb bars, there 
shall be a-. miniinum. dear space of 48 
inches [1220.mm]. 

iii. Vanities or lavatories beside .the toilet 
.may overlap reqwred space clearances. 

"Parallel or Forward Approach" 
(1004.11.3~L2~3): 

i. Measured from: .the wall behind the toi
let, there shall be a minimum clear 
space of 56 inches [1420 mm]. 

ii. Measured from the centerline of the toi• 
let, there shall be a minimum cleat space 
of 42 inches [1065 mm]. 

Food Preparation Areas (1006.7) 

a. When prQVided on the entrance level, the food 
preparation area shall in~ude a sink, a co~king 
appliance, and a refrigerator. 

b; Clearances betWeen all opposing base cabinets, 
counter tops, appli~~es pt walls within the 
food preparation area shall be 40 inches [1015 
~]minimum. 

Exttption: Spaus thl!!·f!o not haw ·a cook-top or con~ 
111ntiona/ frlllgt shaD bt pm~~itttd to hatil a 11Jillim11111. 
ek,m,u of J6 inehts {915 111111] Tllidt. 

000251 

:. 66'"min. :. .. .r ... -------- .. ----- .. "'! ...... --- ............... ~:" 
• : . [1680) • : 

FORWARD· APPROACH 

'· ~ -- --~"--' . 
:. 18" I. 42'" min. :. • 
•'---- -:1'- ------------ ~· 

··: (455(~ [1065] ··: 

PARALLEL OR FORWARD APPROACH 

Lighting Controls & Receptacle 
Outlets (1006.8) 

The centerline of receptacle outiets and operable 
parts of lighting controls located a minimum of 
15 inches [380 mm] and a maximum of 48 inches 
[1220 mm] above the finishc:'l floor. 

Exuption: Tht folloWing shall not bt rtfjttind to com
p!J Tllitb Stdion 1006.8: 

1. Re«jJtaek o11tkts smling a tktlieatttl 1111 (t.g. o11tkts 
ilitlntktl :for nfrigmJtors. or ltz11ndry tqttipmtnt). 

2. Controls mo11ntttl on m/ingja111 and ui/ing lights 

J. Floflr n«jJia&k o11tkts 

4. Lighting conlt'ols t111tl n«jJIII&u o11tkts 0111r tOIIn
ttrtops 
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This bookie~ ,inclvdes excerpts from the forthcoming book: 

lne.lusive Ho·using: A Pattern Book by Edward Steinfeld & Jonathan White 

This book is a resource for designing. communities to accommodate social diversity 
and provide equitable .opportuniti~s for all residents. ·or. inclusive design. It focuses 
on ·design of housing to provide accessibility to people with disabilities an·d. aging 
in place. while increasing convenience and safety for all residents. This book is one 
·small ~ffort toward affecting a change. in design practices. This is the heart of the in:
. elusive design idea - to transform the perception of djfference as something about 
"them" to an understanding that design for diversity benefits all of us. 

Inclusive Housing: A Pattern look will be available fQr purchase In Fall of 2009. 
Watch our website for an announcement on the exact release date. 

Concrete Change is the organization that brought the concept of visitability to the U.S. and assists 
communities and professionals seeking to hitroduce visitability 'laws. For additional information on 
visitability, see Concrete Change at www.conc;retechange.org or call +1 (404) .378.7455. 

The American. Association of Retired People (AARP) has taken a leadership role in promoting design 
for ag.ing in place. They recently published a white pap·er on visitability, written. by the IDEA Center 
and Concrete Change available at" http:/ !www.aarp.org/research/h~uslng-moblllty/ciccenlblllty/ 
2008_14_access.hfml. See www.aarp.org/research/houslng-moblllty, or call +1 (888) OUR.AARP. 

The lncluilve Home· Design Act (H.R. 1408) was re-introduced to Congress by Rep. Jan Schakowsky 
(O-IL) in March 2009 and 'is supported ~Y .many members of· Congress. For new homes built with fed· 
eral assistance, the Act would supplement the existing required percentage of fully accessible units 
with visitability in c:ill the other units. For the latest information o~ the bill.'s progress. please contact 
Rep. Schakowsky's Communications Dire'Ctqr, Trevor Kinc.aid. at +1 (202) 226.6898. 

Funding provided by the U.S. Department of Education. 
Notionallnsiitute on Disability and Rehobi6totion Research 

Copyright 2009: 

Center for lnclu~lve Design & 
Environmental Access 
378 Hayes Hall. University at Buffalo 
3435 Main Street 
Buffalo. NY. 14214-3087 

TEL: +.1 (716) 829.3485 x 329 
TIY: +1 (716) 829.3758 
Fax: +I (716) 829.3861 
En:tdil: idea@ap.buffalo.edu 
Web: www.ap.buffalo.edu/idea 
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CONNECTICUT 
COMMIS_SIO!IIi l~N o\GING 

Testimony of 

Julia Evans Starr, Ex~utive· Director 
Connecticut Commission on Aging 

House Bil/53.71: An Act Concerning Accessible Housing 
·· Joint Committee on Housing 

March 4, 2010 
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Thank you for this opportunity to eomment today on this issue of import to individuals across the state, 
as well as to the state bUdget. · · 

As you know, the Coililecticut Commission on .Aging (CoA).is an independent, nonpartisan state. 
agen~y that is part ofth.e legislative branch of goverilm.ent We ate devoted to preparing our state for a 
burgeoning aging population ~e promoting· policies that. ~ce the lives of the present and future 
generations of older adults. For" sixteen years, the Commission has served as an effective leader in 
statewide effo$ to .promo~ choice, ·independence and digility for .Connecticut's older adults and 
persons with disabilities. · 

Three y~ ago, the Commi.ssion on Aging ~-pleased to work with the UConn Health center, . 
Center onAging on the state~s Long-Term.Care.Needs Assessment, a study which has been cited as· 
one ofthe nation'S most comprehensive. That study found that almost 80% of C01111ecticut residents 
woul4 prefer to remain in their homes as they age. Ovet 70% of respondents recognized that they may 
need home modifications, .such as wheelchair ramps, in order to .remain in those homes.· 

Follow-up data from the Needs Assessment also support the fact that individuals can receive services 
in their homes for about halfthe cost to the state of~ing in a nursing home. Keeping. people;: in their 
homes as they age is a clear ''win-win" for the state: it is the rare instance when saving money actually 
pr9vides individuals with a. higher quality of life. 

However, the Needs Assessment aiso found that th~ lack of availa,ble, accessible, affordable housing-is 
an. obstacle .to people rem~g in their communities as they age. More recently, it has become 
apparent.that:the.movementto transfer people out of nursing homes .and back into the commuirity 
{through. the ·Money Follows the Person program) is also ham~ by this lack of appropriate hotising. 
In fact, over 3.00 nursmg home residents have completed every step of the process to be n:ansiti.oned 
back to the ~omm~ty; by far, the largest reason for the delay in transition is ~ lack of appropriate 
housing. · 

The Com.m:ission on-Aging asks this Committee to consider the bill before you as one step in the 
critical process·ofproviding more accessibl.e, appropriate housing for individuals in our state. While 
this propo~ does iiot address existing housing stock, it could change the way our state thinks ·about 
new housing proppsals moving forward. We support the Committee's dedication to finding a balanced 
approach to this issue and look forward to working with you. Thank you. 
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Good-afternoon my name is Neil Griffin and lam the Vice President of Housing & Legislation 
for Coim-NAHRO and the Executive Director of the· Glastonbury Housing Authority. Conn· 
NAHRO represents over 112 Connecticut housing authorities and other non-profit. and 
community deVelopment,member agencies. Member agencies have the responsibility of 
effectively managing or administering housing for 150,000 families/individuals and over 62,000 
housing units in Connecticut. · 

Speaking oli behalf of Conn-NAHRO's Executive Board and member agencies I would like to · 
expres~ support for: SB 317 and.HB5371 

I woul(f alsoJike to express Conn-NAHRO's·opposition to SB320, SB318 and HB5373. 

SB 317 An Act Concerning Building Located Within the Five-Hundred Year Floodplain 

Conn-NAHR.O supports the J{ousing Committee's efforts to preserve Connecticut's low income 
housing that was developed within the 500 Year Flooa Plain.· The proposed exemption will 
allow existing low income and affordable properties not only to access State funds but feder81 
funds administered by the State, thereby allowing the proper:fies to fund the much needed capital 
improvement$. · 

We. urge the Commi~·to explore allowing the exemption to any unit"on the most current 
Affordable Housing Appeals List. By changing the language on.liile 121 from "state.housing 
loan portfolio" to ''part of the most current affordable housing appeals list'' the Committee will 
allow for the preservation of a full range of affordable housing, not just the state housing loan 
portfolio. This wo"Q].d. include DECD, CHF A, HUD and Rural Developn1ent financed low 
income and affordable units. 

Finally we believe the language on lines 122-124 that states "provided such units were bUilt in 
compliance with the flood map in place at the time of construction" could cause some confusion. 
Since the units were constructed .. and building permits were issued at the time of construction the 
properties would.have been in compliance with all zoning requirements including.tlood plain, 
requirements that were in effect ~t the time of construction. Therefore we would urge the . 
Committee to consider removing this lan:gwige. 

HB 5371 An Act Concerning A PILOT Program for Affordable Housing Replacement 
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Conn-NAHRO supports HB5371. The concept of allowing properties to be redeveloped without 
one for one replac~ent supports the option of redevelopiD.g properties as mixed income 
properties where some units would be at market rate and others would remain low and moderate 
income. units. Income.mixing would take· a limited percentage of the units to be rented at market 
rate thereby reducing the subsidy needs for the property. This would achieve two desired 
outcomes at one time, the de-concentration of poverty, sought by HUD, and the reduction on 
subsidy-demands sought by all funding sources. 

Understandably there is always concern for the loss of a low income or a moderate income 
housing unit; however if there is a flat out requirement of one for one tepl~ent it could lead 
to a failure. for ~y plans to rehabilitate dilapidated housing. At a time when property owners 
are required to leveraging many soutces of financing and a there is a clear need to lessen the 
subsidy demand ofeach property HB 5371 is a concept worthy of pursuit. 

HB 5373 An Act Concerning Establishing Residency for Tenants 

Conn-NAHRO opposes· the l~ge.in HB 5373. While we agree the putpose ofthe bill is a 
well intended one, without sOIIle serious changes to the summary process· statutes this bill as 
pr9posed wolild complicate evictions for unauthorized occupants significantly. 

We do believe·the bill shouid provid~ some better clarification, therefore we respectfully submit 
our comments for your consideration. 

Lines 1-3 should be rewritten in a manner not to· obstruct ail eviction for a situation where an 
existQtg tenant· adds an ~authorized occupant. By requiring an ~authorized occupant to be on 
the iease to establish residency it creates a cm:war logic. This will complicate an: eviction by 
making it more difficult to pr9ve the person has established residence in such unit ifit can be 
argued that they have not established reSidency since they are not on the l_ease. We would 
'~mmend something to the effect of "Occupations by a person .of a dwelling unit shall be 
insufficient ·to provide the right or privilege to occupy such premise unless (1) ... " 

Line 4 should probably say, "unless ... (2) such person qualifies as a dependent under the 
Internal Revenu~ Code." and should also add: " ... or a natural child of a tenant of such unit under 
the age of majority." 

Line 5-6 his should probably say, "Any person who occupies a dwelling unit but does not 
establish residence pursuanno (1) or (2) above sha# be COnSidered. for the purposes of CGS 
§47a-23(a)(2) and (3), someone who nev.er had a right or privilege to occupy such premises,· or 
who may have onginally had the right or privilege to occupy such premises. but such right or 
privilege has terminated." · 

SB 320 An Act Concerning The Selection of Tenant Commissioners-

C9nn-N~O-opposes ~B 320 .. Presently the Connecticut General Statutes provide a 
mechanism that allows for recommendations to be submitted by tenant associations. 
Furthermore the burden of oversight of the Authority rests with the· appaiilting municipal 
authority. To remove the#' abiliiy to select members of the commission, for which they have the 

· ultimate oversight of, removes a core principal of accountability. Fiiially the bill creates. an 
unfunded mandate; the cost of holding an election would ultimately be-meum:d by the Authority 
or .municipality. 
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Connecticut 
Housing 
Coalition 

Support 

Testimony of Jeffrey Freiser, 
Executive Director, Connecticut Housing Coalition 

MJ.1].- AAC BUILDINGS LOCATED WITHIN THE FIVE-HUNDRED-YEAR FLOODPLAIN. 
S.B. 320- AAC;THE SELECTION OF TENANT COMMISSIONERS. 
H.B. 5369- AAC FORECLOSURE MEDIATION . 
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Housing Committee 
Public-Hearing 
March 4. 2010 

• H.B. 5370- AN ACT.AUTHORIZING BONDS OF THE STATE FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS OF MODERATE 
RENTAL HOUSING OPERATED BY THE HARTFORD HOUSING AUTHORITY. 
H.B. No; 5372- AAC ACCESSIBLE HOUSING. 
H. B. 5374- AAC. PRO~OTING AND SUSTAINING. AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN CONNECTICUT. 
H.B.-5397 • AAC REAL ESTATE LICENSING FOR NONPROFIT HOUSING CORPOAATIONS, 

Conditional supPQrt"-lf amended:· . 
S.B. 318- AAC CI:IANGES TO CERTAIN HOUSING STA~S. 

Oppose: 
H.B. 5371 - AAC A P!LOT PROGAAM FO_R AFFORDABLE HOUSING REPLACEMENT. 
H.B. 5373 • MC ESTABUSHING RESIDENCY FOR TENANTS • 

The Connecticut Housing Coalition represents the broad, vibrant network of community-b8sed 
affordable housing activity across the sta~. Our more than 250 member organizations include 
nonprofit developers, human service agencies, resident associations, and diverse other housing 
praCtitioners and advocates. Founded in 1981, the Coalition works to expand hoUSing -
opportunity and to increase the quantity and quality of affordable housing in Connecticut._ 

.,.. S.B. 320- AAC The Selection of Tenant Commissioners 

Each housing authority in the state is governed .by·a board of coll1Dli$sioners, usUally comprised 
of five members, although tbe largest housing authorities (With more than 3000 units) mayhave 
seven-:-member boards. C.G.S. Section 8-41 requires that one commissioner of a five-member 
board be a tenant of the housing authority, and that two coiDIDiSsioners of a seven-:member board 
be tenants. 

· ~across Connecticut,·residents ofp:ublic housing are actively involved in making their 
· communities better places to live. They care deeply and work hard tQ improve the conditions of 
. public housing. Th~y WQD.t their children to live in an enVirolllilent that is safe and decent And 

they expect that a tenant who is serving·on the housing authority's board ofcommissioilers will 
truly provide a tenant's voice, offering the tenants' perSpective in. the deliberations of the .local 

30 Jordan Lane, Wethersfield, CT 0810$1 ·phone: 880.583.2943. • fax: 860.529.5178 •lnfoGct-houslng.org·· www.ct-houalrig.org 
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_.. H.B. 5371 - AAC A Pilot Program for Affordable Housing RePlacement 

We strongly oppose H.B. 5-371. which would allow the demolition of 50% of the public housing 
stock in up to 31 mtuiicip8lities, including our large cities. The bill would gut C.(J.S; Section 8-
64a, which requifes the DECO Commissioner to conduct a careful ~ew and assure that specific 

·standards are met before approVing the sale or desttuction ofpUblic.housing. 

Certainly. Connecticut's affordable housing needs remain. severe. H.B. 5371 would permit this 
devastating loss of publi~ housing in any municipality that would co"ntinue to meet·the 10% level 
of assisted:housilig as defined in Section. 8-30g. But affordable housing remains a precious 
resource even m these cities and towns. Even if 1_0% of a municipality's housing is assisted, then 
90% have no rent or sale price restrictions, and .may be unaffordable now or anytime in the future. 
Please reject H;B. 5371. whic;h moves us dramatically-in the wrong direction in our efforts to 
promote affordable housing . 

.,_ H~B. 5373 - AAC Establishing Residency for Tenants 

·we urge rejection ofH.B. 5373. which would deprive.~ of thousands of tenants of their basic 
legal protections: We. understand that the intent of the bill is to deal with "guests;• who are no 
longer welcome. But as drafted, H.B. 5373 would take away tenants' .rights from anyone wliose 

. name is not on a Writte.Ji lease or who. is not a dependent of sameone named on the lease. In 
Connecticut, countless' tenants -particularly lQw-income tenants -live in apartments with month
to-month otalleases. Spouses and domestic partners may also :Qoi have their names on a lease. 
H.B. 5373 woti.ld inak,e all of these tenants subject tQ the immediate removal or arrest by police at 
the whim of a landlord. · 

.,_ S.B. 318 - AAC Changes to Certain Housing Statutes 

Section 5 ofS.B. 318 would make for-profit deveiopers eligible for assistance from DECP's Pre
development Loan Program. The apparent goal is to inceiltivi.ze profit-motivated companies to 
build affordable housing. If this were a period of growing state resources, the creation of a new 
incentive might make sense. But we must recognize that this is ~time of reduced resources, and 
that nonprofi~ ~ the ones whc;, ·b~d housing that serves those with the lowest _incomes and 
greate~ needs in the· most .difficult settings. In our market system based on the principle of ''risk-

. for-profit,"foJ;'-prOfit developers are expected-to put their own working capital at risk in 
~ending pre-development costs. In a.period when nonprofits are desperate for financing·to carry 

·out their Yital·work, we ·cannot support the diversion of scarce housing resources from nonprofits 
to for-profits. 

The other provisions of SB 318 are valuable, and we ·would be pleased to support the bill if 
Section 5 were deleted. 

Attachment: Propos~d substitute language for S.B. 320 
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