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Thursday, August 9, 1990

Group Homes: An
Alternate Proposal

By Corey Bearak

Inlight of the recent announcements of
plans 1o site group homes and other similar
factlities in northeastern Queens, 1 wish to
share my proposal to improve the opportu-
nity for input and and review, and provide
acountability in the siting of state-licensed
group homes, or community residences.

I propose that the state agency super-
vising the placement of any home, rather
than the Community Board:

1) notify affecied communily mem-
bers;

2) hold a public hearing m the commu-
nity near the proposed facility:

3) provide a 60<day comment period
followmng the public hearing: and

4) provide residents the opportunity to
propose alternate sites and/or present argu-
ments of oversaturation.

The currene law gives local community
boards very little power. A communily
board can cither approve the sile recom-
mended by the agency sponsoring, for ex-
ample, a group home, suggest one or more
alternate sites, or object 1) based on the
oversaturation of the community board arca
with community residences or facilitics or
2) based on the oversaturation of the same
kind of group home sin the area in proximily
to the propased facility,

As a result, most people come away
from the public heaning with the sense that
the decision was really made before the
hearing started.

My maore sensible approach affords a

facility's sponsoring, agency ample time to
schedule meetings and informal gatherings
with community keaders, concerned resi-
dents and local ofheials, In this manner,
commumty concerns can be addressed,
perhaps in a senes of smaller groupings,
Agencies could reach oul 1o comnunities in
an atmosphere Jess threatesung o the com-
munity.

Unlike the Jengthy reviews mandated
under the City™s Uniformed Land Use Re-
view Procedure (ULURF), Scction 41.34
provides only 40 days for a community
hoard to 1) schedule a hearing with adequate
mail and newspaper notices, 2) look t any
alierate siies and 3) make its decision.

The Cuy review process affords a
communily board 60 days 10 hold a hearing,
and poss ats decasion on the w the City
Planning Commission and the Caty Council,
In addivon, a community board Gin receive
notice that an application under the Cily
Teview process is being made and, thus, it is
able to take an carly Jook at the proposal.

A fair opportunity review should facili-
tate 2 dialogue among the partics. Under the
curren state law, heated hearings remain the
rule rather than the exception.

Under my proposal, the hicensing stale
agency commissioner’s designee would
review the site based on the testimony pre-
sented, inchuding presentations on satura-
tion and aliernate sites, and make a recom-
mendatzon 10 the commissioner,

The writer is @ member of Community
Board26 and a legislative aide to City
Councilman Skeldon Leffier.




