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LOS ANGELES CITY TASK FORCE ON FAMILY DIVERSITY

May 19,1988

The Honorable Michael Woo
Member, Los Angeles City Council;

The Honorable Tom Bradley
Mayor, City of Los Angeles;

The Honorable John Ferraro
President, Los Angeles City Council,
and Members of the City Council;

The People of the City of Los Angeles:

It is with pleasure that the thirty-seven members of the Los Angeles City Task Force on Family Diversity hereby submit our Final
Report and recommendations.

When we began this project some two years ago, it quickly became obvious that a study of the strengths and weaknesses of
contemporary family life in Los Angeles would be an enormous undertaking, We therefore organized ourselves into specific research
teams, each focusing on selected family demographics, populations, topics, and problems. As part of our mandate, our research
included an examination of families that have not traditionally had the benefit of public study and documentation.

Through our public hearings, we gathered information from a variety of witnesses — advocates, academics, service providers, and
legal experts, as well as individuals who related personal experiences that helped illuminate problems in a very vivid way

Although not encompassing every conceivable family issue, our Final Report includes analyses of a number of eritical problems that
vex conten;];;ora? families — available and affordable housing, transportation, affordable insurance, child care, family violence and
abuse, quality education, and issues related to employment opportumity and economic well-being,

Throughout this project we have attempted to recognize ways in which public policy may not be consistent with the reality of how we
live. Where we have uncovered legal, institutional, or practical burdens imposed upon family life as a matter of public policy, we have
suggested remedies. Where we have found programs or policies supporting family life, we have specifically commended them.

During the course of its study, the Task Force discovered that “family” is a very broad and expansive concept, which is capable of
encompassing a wide variety of committed relationships. This conceptual flexibility is consistent with local family demographics. The
City of Los Angeles is undeniably rich in family diversity

We appreciate the opportunity to have served the people of Los Angeles. We have learned enormously from everyone who participated
in this project and we sincerely hope that all famiYiZso will benefit from our findings and recommem{ations.

Sincerely
Jo ey Lt [ Daoedcae

istopher McCauley Nora Baladerian, Ph.D.
Co-Chair Co-Chair
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PLACING THIS REPORT IN CONTEXT

The historical significance of this Report is a reflection of both the importance of the subject matter and the
methodology used in the Report’ preparation. The study underlying the Report was based on the recognition of the
human diversity that is foung in Los Angeles and the many ways in w%ﬁch that diversity is manifested in society’ most
fundamental institution, the family.

Recognizing human diversity is very different from making judgments about it. The Task Force did not engage in
the endless academic debate over the relative merits of different {i!estyles, personalities, relationships, or types of family
structures. Instead, the Task Force focused on the importance of ]em'nincgl to live together and work together
constructively to solve problems. In a world that mass communications and close urban Evmg have made so small,
alienating judgments do not better the quality of life for anyone.

It would be arrogant for us — as only a part of the whole of society — to assume that every other part should be just
like us. The truth is that every part is not the same. Society is a rich and magnificent cornucopia of unique and diverse
people and relationships. We often celebrate the most unique, the individual whose creative genius has given us art, has
propelled science, has made a difference in history; every day we reap the benefits of our human diversity. The work of
the Task Force was, thus, premised on the human resource — in all its diversity — being our city’s most valuable asset.

The mco%m'tion of the value of diversity is deeplg rooted in our nation’ history and philosophical origins. Pluralism
has created for us a strong society, and ret:Yect for human diversity is a continuing prerequisite to our tapping the full
potential of our vast reservoir of human talent.

The Task Force found that human diversity is nurtured and protected by the relationships and families that are
formed by individuals. Family, then, in all of its diversity, can be seen as a protective structure, not in competition with,
but supportive of, the individual.

Because of the important role of the family in the socialization process and the support structure it provides for
individuals, Councilman Woo stated in the Task Force’ mandate:

Government should encourage the formation and development of family relationships and should not
fols:l(lalx; discrimination against families; nor should it tolerate unfair private discrimination against
families,

The councilman specifically asked that the Task Force examine and document the nature and extent of the family
diversity in Los Angeles and investigate any evident problems experienced by families; in other words, the Task Force
was asked to find out what obstacles prevent families from fulfilling their important functions in society

The mandate dictated the approach of the Task Force. This study did not emanate from bureaucrats and government
officials based on ideology. Rather, it was generated from the bottom up, citizens coming together and hearing from
other citizens at the local level.

'We hope people in government as well as the People of the City of Los Angeles will find this Report useful. We also
encourage other municipalities to use this project as a model for similar studies at the local level, the level closest to the
lives of the People.

—Jay M. Kohorn
Report Consultant
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PREFACE
Organization of the Report

The organization of this report reflects its philosophical underpinnings.
Rather than a narrow treatise of what *“should be,” the report is based on ﬁxe
assumption that problems can best be addressed only after a thorough
acknowledgment and understanding of what “actually is.”

The study of family lends itself particularly well to both approaches. An
ideological approach could be used because of the historical connection
between the family and the teachings of major religious institutions. A

ractical approach is an equally viable alternative because a wide variety of
?amilies are affected by very real, and sometimes overwhelming, problems.
This report adopts the latter approach because it is consistent with the
purposes of the Task Force: first, to examine; second, to educate; and finally,
to bring intelligence, imagination and commitment together into the arena
of actual problem-solving,

The report begins with a list of recommendations made by the Task Force
concerning ways in which elected officials, flillll’b]ic agencies, and private
organizations can help improve the quality of life for Los Angeles families.
The recommendations are not necessarily listed in any particular order of
priority

Before concentrating on specific concerns of families in the City of Los
Angeles, the report examines family issues and demographics from a
national, state, and county perspective. This section of the report reviews
recent studies concerning families in the United States, California, and Los
Angeles County, thus semndg alarger factual context in which local concerns
are subsequently examined.

The report then focuses on broader issues involving law and public
policy. Building on the overview presented in previous sections, the section
dealing with public policy and the definition of family reviews court cases,
legislation, and admunistrative decisions which have defined *“family” in a
wide variety of factual contexts.

The bulk of the report is devoted to issues specifically concerning
families residing in the City of Los Angeles. First, this section examines the
eneral nature of the city’s family and household demograf[ihics. Next, it
%ocuses on critical problems that are the common concern of local families,
eflpecially in such areas as housing, insurance, employment, crime, violence,
education and schools. Finally, some important concerns of particular
family populations are examined.

Appended to the report is the mandate of the Task Force, followed by
tables which are designed to assist the reader to use Task Force documents
in a practical manner. The tables include: () the tables of contents of three
other documents published by the Task Force; and (2) Teble of Recommen-
dations; listing recommendations according to the agency authorized to
implement them.

Method of Study
Mandate
‘When he convened the Task Force on Family Diversity on April 9, 1986,

Los Angeles City Councilmember Michael Woo, then Chair of the Inter.
governmental Relations Committee of the Los Angeles City Council, set

forth reasons for this project as well as the principles that would guide and
direct it:1

() the family as an institution plays an important role in the
development of our city, state, and nation;

(2) “family” is a broad and expansive concept, capable of encom-
passing a wide range of committed relationships;

(3) the formation of family relationships is encompassed in the
exercise of every persont inalienable nghts to life, liberty and
pursuit of happiness;

{4) our city is rich in diversity, both individual and family;

(5) government should encourage the formation and development
of family relationships;

(6) government itself should not foster discrimination against
gﬁes, nor should it tolerate unfair private discrimination against
es;

(7) government authority to remedy family problems is vested in
various levels and branches of government; an

(8) the City of Los Angeles and its affiliated political entities
al:;lql{;l adopt reasonable measures to address the legitimate needs of
es.

Based on these observations and principles, the Task Force was given a
mandate to:

study the nature and extent of family diversity in the City of
Los Angeles and investigate any evident problems ex‘peri-
enced by variable family groups, such as single-parent fami-
lies, unmarried couples, immigrant families, gay or lesbian
couples, or families with senior or disabled memiers. and,

issue a final report documenting its findings, noting demo-
Fraphic and legal trends, and ma.kinimcommendaﬁons for
egislative, administrative, educational, or other appropriate
actions that should be undertaken within the public or private
sec;zlrs to address the special problems of families in Los
Angeles.

Members

The Task Force consists of 37 members who work and/or reside within the
City of Los Angeles. The membership is remarkably diverse; members
come from a broad range of professional backgrounds, live in a wide variety
of family relationships, and reflect a full spectrum of interests and commu-
nities. Represented professions and fields of endeavor include education,
law, psychology, sociology, politics, religion, labor, civil rights advocacy,
personnel administration, social work, business, media, child care services,
consumer affairs, public transportation, insurance, and housing.

Public Hearings

The Task Force conducted four public hearings between January 1987
and April 1987. More than 50 witnesses provided testimony and information



on a wide range of topics, assisting the Task Force in documenting
is.:fﬁ and suggesting ways to improve the quality of life for Los Angeles
families.2

Witnesses included educators, service providers, advocates, and
members of families who testified from academic, practical, legal, and
experiential perspectives.

Research

At its second meeting, the Task Force created several research teams,
each focusing on a specific subject-matter area.3 After approximately 12
months of research, the teams submitted topical reports to the Task
Force for its review# The Task Force then considered the findings and
recommendations made by the teams, adopting many of them for
inclusion in this report.

In addition, law students from the University of Southern California
Law Center, sociology students from the California State University-
Northridge, and psychology students from the California School of
Professional Psychology examined specific topics and submitted a
number of research paperss, which were utilized by the research teams
described above.

Two city employees — a deputy legislative analyst and a deputy city
attorney — also assisted the Task Force in conducting its research.

Finally, the Special Consultant to the Task Force supervised law
student researchers, assisted research teams, and conducted indepen-
dent research which was submitted to the Task Force for its considera-
tion.

Preface: Notes

1. The full text of the Councilman Woos mandate to the Task Force on
Family Diversity is found in “Appendix E.”

2. The testimony is contained in a “Transcript of Public Hearings,”
published by the Task Force under separate cover.

3. These research teams included:
- Education/Counseling of Youth and Parents;
- Public Policy and the Definition of Family;
- Family and Household Demographics;
- Runaways and Homeless Youﬁf;
- Gay and Leshian Couples;
- Insurance Discrimination;
- Immigrant Families;
- Child Care Issues;
- Employee Benefits;
- Disability Issues;
- Family Violence;
- Housing Issues;
- Seniors’ Issues; and
- Media Issues.

4. Reports of Research Teams are contained in *Supplement - Part
One,” a document published by the Task Force under separate cover.

5. Many of the student research papers are contained in *“Supplement
- Part Two,” published by the Task Force under separate cover.



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The following is a summary of recommendations adopted by the Task
Force on Family Diversity.

AMERICAN FAMILIES

1. The Task Force recommends that a White House Conference on
Families be convened by the next President of the United States. The
procedures employed, both in selecting delegates and in conducting the
conference, should be similar to those used during the 1980 White
House Conference on Families. The conference should be announced in
1990, with three regional conferences conducted in the summer of 1991,
Along with findings and recommendations, a final report should incor-

orate pertinent family and household demographics which emerge
rom tlie 1990 Census. The report should be issued to the President,
Congress, and the American people by December 1991 thus providing a
sound factual basis for policies and programs affecting American
families during this century’ remaining decade.

2. The Task Force recommends that a National Conference on
Family Diversity be held in Los Angeles in 1990, hosted by the City of
Los Angeles. The Mayor and the City Council should invite the National
Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities to co-sponsor
the conference. The conference would provide an opportunity for chief
executives, administrators, and lawmakers from cities across the nation
to share ideas and develop strategies — from a municipal perspective —
in a responsible effort to meet the challenges posed by ever-changing
family demographics and concerns.

3. The Task Force recommends that the United States Conference
of Mayors sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum™ at its next annual
meeting. The Conference should encourage mayors across the country
to convene family diversity task forces to study changing family demo-

aphics and to make recommendations to local government on ways to
help improve the quality of life for families in their own jurisdictions.

4. The Task Force recommends that the National League of Cities
sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum” at its next annual meeting. The
League should encourage participating cities to develop mechamsms to
review changing family trends and issues.

CALIFORNIA FAMILIES

5. The Task Force recommends that the Legislature’ Joint Select
Task Force on the Changing Family review this report and its recommen-
dations prior to issuing its own report to the Legislature in November
1988.

6. The Task Force recommends that the Legislative Policy State-
ments of the City of Los Angeles be amended. Since 90% of single-
parent families are headed by women, it would be appropriate for the
citys “Policy Statement on Women’ Issues” to include a section
addressing the needs of single-parent families. The Commission on the
gtatus of Women could assist the city in implementing this recommen-

ation.

7. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Commis-
sion on the Status of Women review the Final Report of the California
State Senate Task Force on Family Equity, and the legislative proposals
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arising out of that report. Based on this data, the Women Commission
may wish to propose additional legislative policy statements involving
judicial education, community property, child support, spousal support,
and mediation,

8. The Task Force recommends that the California League of Cities
sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum” at its next annual meeting and
encourage its members and participants to creat appropriate mecha.
nisms in their own jurisdictions to study changing family demographics
and issues.

FAMILIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

9. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County Board
of Supervisors establish a County Task Force on Family Diversity to
study the problems experienced by contemporary families in the county
and to recommend ways in which family-related county programs can
better serve the needs of Los Angeles families. A two-year task force of
this nature could synthesize information available from county agencies
and commissions, hold public hearings, solicit advice from profes-
sionals in public and private sector agencies serving local families, and
issue a comprehensive report to assist the Board of Supervisors and
county departments to meet the challenges posed by changing family
demographics and family structures.

10. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County
Commission on AIDS continually study the impact of AIDS on family
relationships for the purpose of recommending ways in which public
and private sector agencies could better assist spouses, lifemates, par-
ents, siblings, and other immediate family members of people with
AIDS in coping with the myriad of problems caused by the disease.

PUBLIC POLICY AND THE
DEFINITION OF FAMILY

1. The Task Force recommends that the City Council develop a
comprehensive family policy for the City of Los Angeles. A family policy
wou]r(]l set standards to assist the Chief Legislative Analyst, Council
members, and other city officials, in assessing proposed legislation.

12. The Task Force recommends that lawmakers, such as the City
Council and the state Legislature, and those with responsibility for
drafting and analyzing proposed legislation, such as the Chief Legisla-
tive Analyst and City Attorney at the local level and the Legislative
Counsel at the state level, should be sensitive to the fact that “family”
now is a term of art, capable of many variable definitions. When the
term family is used in proposed legislation, the Task Force encourages
such officials to consider relevant definitional options and to favor
inclusive rather than exclusive terminology.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
FAMILY DEMOGRAPHICS

13. The Task Force recommends that the Department of City Plan-
ning examine the origin of the estimate of undocumented/
uncounted residents and reexamine the assumptions behind it, for the
purpose of arriving at a more reliable estimate. ~

4. The Task Force recommends that the City Council retain the
services of an authoritative research organization to assist the city in



arriving at a reliable estimate of the number of lesbian and gay adults
residing in Los Angeles. Confidential research methodologies should
respect the privacy, and guarantee the anonymity, of any residents who
participate n the study.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
HOUSING AND HOMELESSNESS

Homeless Adults and Families

15. To prevent displacement of individuals and families, the Task
Force recommends that the city require full replacement of low-income
housing units scheduled to be removed from the total housing stock
before demolition of the units, rather than mere partial replacement
after demolition, as is now often the case.

16. To protect the homeless from crime, and to protect businesses
and residents from criminals posing as homeless persons, the Task Force
recommends that the Los Angeles Police Department develop a greater
and highly visible police presence in areas that attract large homeless
populations, especially downtown Los Angeles and the Venice area.

17. To decrease discord and waste of resources caused by inter-
governmental lawsuits, and to increase cooperation on the homelessness
1ssue, the Task Force recommends that a City-County Task Force on the
Homeless be created. A 25 member Task Force could include 15 mem-
bers appointed by the County Board of Supervisors (3 members per
Supervisor), 5 appointed by the Mayor and 5 by the President of the City
Council. Members of the Task Force should include corporate and
religious leaders, developers, builders, and city planners, social service
providers, and advocates for the homeless. The City-County Task Force
should monitor the implementation of A.B. 1733, develop plans for a
Housing Clearinghouse that would assist in matching homeless families
with affordable housing, and recommend ways in which the city and the
county can effectively deal with the problems of the homeless, including
support of private shelters for homeless individuals and families.

Homeless Youth

18. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council sup;;ort the development of other programs based on the model
of the Homeless Youth Project of Childrens Hospital.

19. Because various agencies have overlapping responsibilities in
dealing with runaways and other homeless youth in the City of Los
Angeles, the Task Force recommends that an Inter-Agency Task Force
on Homeless Youth be created. Membership on the Task Force should
include representatives from public agencies, such as the Los Angeles
Police Department, Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department, Los
Angeles Juvenile Court, Department of Public Social Services, Los
Angeles Unified School Distriet, City Attorney, District Attorney, and
private agencies, such as the Los Angeles Youth Network, the Gay and
Lesbian Community Services Center, and the Coordinating Council for
Homeless Youth. The Inter-Agency Task Force should develop ways to
implement recommendations adopted by the Family Diversity Task
Force Team on Runaways and Homeless Youth, especially those dealin
with emergency shelter and services, eligibility for relief and socia
services, access to school programs, and coordinated services.
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20. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council develop a publicly-funded van service between social and
medical support services utilized by homeless youth and families.

Adequate and Affordable Housing

2l. The Task Force recommends that the citys Housing Coordi-
nator create a Task Force on Adequate and Affordable Housing. The
first job of the Task Force should be to begin development of a policy for
the city on affordable family housing. In addition, the Task Force
should: (a) recommend ways to stimulate the production of more three
and four-bedroom units in the city, (b) review the citys ability to
discourage rental policies that charge additional fees for additional
persons once a basic rent has been established for a unit, and (c) identify
areas of gentrification and develop plans to maintain housing for low-
income and large families presen ygiving in those areas.

22. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor support the establishment of local non-profit housing organiza-
tions.

Housing Discrimination

23. The Task Force recommends that Councilman Michael Woo ask
the City Attorney for an opinion regarding the legality of the one-
person-per-bedroom rule imposed by man{ landlords. If the rule is
illegal, the City Attorney should advise local apartment-owner associa-

tions of this. If the practice is not illegal under existing law, the Council
should amend the law.

24. The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney enforce
existing fair housing laws against shelters for the homeless that won’t
accept pregnant women. If rejection of pregnant women is not presently
illegal, the law should be amended.

25. Since housing discrimination persists, the Task Force recom-
mends that the City Attorney and lﬁe citys Housing Coordinator
cooperate with the Fair Housing Councils to develop a plan to deter
landlords from engaging in unfair housing practices and to educate

families of their housing rights.

26. The Task Force recommends that the Department of Building
and Safety stop issuing high density variances to builders of apartment
buildings without including disability accessibility requirements. If
necessary, the City Attorney should take appropriate steps to stop the
misuse of high density variances to avoid accessibility laws.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
INSURANCE

27. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles adopt
a legislative policy statement on insurance to guide its legislative
program in Sacramento and Washington, D.C. The policy should:
support the repeal of current state and federal exemptions of the
insurance industry from antitrust laws; oppose “redlining” practices;
support the adoption of a “flex rating™ system of prior approval for
property and casualty insurance; and support the creation of an insur-
ance consumer advocate$ office within the California Department of
Justice.



28. The Tuask Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council support a 1988 insurance reform ballot initiative containing
strong provisions on rate regulation, antitrust protections, consumer
advocacy, and conflict of interest. The measures which most closely
would meet these goals are those proposed by either the Insurance
Consumers Action Network (ICAN) or access to justice (voter’ revolt)

29. The Task Force recommends that the state Insurance Commis-
sioner declare various practices against unmarried couples to be
“unfair practices,” including the refusal to issue a joint renter’ or
homeowner’ policy to an unmarried couple living together in a jointly
owned or jointly rented residence, the denial of discounts to unmarried
couples while granting such discounts to married couples, and the
refusal to allow a life insurance applicant to name a non-spousal
lifemate as a beneficiary.

30. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council communicate to the state Insurance Comnussioner their con-
cern about lifestyle discrimination by insurance companies, asking the
Commissioner to outlaw lifestyle discrimination as an unfair business
practice.

31.  The Task Force recommends that the Insurance Commissioner
routinely refer complaints of lifestyle discrimination to other agencies
with possible jurisdiction. If the Commissioner receives a complaint of
lifestyle discrimination from an insurance consumer and declines to
take action, the letter of complaint should be forwarded to the Attorne
General for possible relief under the Unruh Act. Such referrals wi
enable the Attorney General to determine if a discriminatory pattern or
practice exists. The Attorney General can then either take d.)i'rect action
or refer the matter to the appropriate district attorney or city attorney.

32.  The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Attorney
specifically request that the state Insurance Commissioner forward to

e City Attorney copies of lifestyle discrimination complaints involv-
ing transactions occurring in the City of Los Angeles. This will enable
the City Attorney to determine if unfair business practices are occur-
ring in the city so that such patterns and practices can be enjoined.

33. The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney convene an
Insurance Task Force on Lifestyle Discrimination. Representatives of
the Attorney Generals Office, the Insurance Commissioner’ Office, the
state Department of Fair Employment and Housing, civil rights groups,
consumer protection groups, and the insurance industry should be
invited to participate on the Task Force. The purpose of the Insurance
Task Force would be to make recommendations to improve the manner
in which lifestyle discrimination is handled by state and local agencies
with apparent jurisdiction over arbitrary or unfair business practices.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
CHILD CARE

34. The Task Force recommends that the citys new Child Care
Policy be amended as follows: first, all employers located in the cit
should be required to adopt a stated policy on child care; second,
vendors bidding for city contracts should be given preference only if
they actually offer child care assistance. As amended, the new policy
should be vigorously implemented.

35. The Task Force recommends that the city’s legislative policy

statements be amended to include support for: the Family and Medical
Leave Act pending in Congress, the passage of legislation in Sacra-
mento that would extend parental leave for newborns to working fathers
as well as working mothers, and state legislation providing cost of living
allowances to child-care workers. The city also should oppose legislation
to relax educational requirements for state Department of Education
Children’ Center employees.

Availability of Child Care

36. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles
become a model employer by providing substantive child care
assistance for the bulk of its workforce.

37. Toallow more parents to provide care for their own children and
lessen their dependency on child care services, the Task Force recom-
‘lﬁends that the city allow workers more flexibility in their work sched-

es.

38. As a means of creating more child care spaces in the city, the
Task Force recommends that the City Council adopt the Bradley-Picus
proposal to give bonuses to developers who set aside space for child care
centers in proposed new buildings.

Quality of Child Care

39. The Task Force recommends that the City Council direct the
new Child Care Coordinator and the Child Care Advisory Board to
evaluate Community Dmlo&ment Department (CDD) funded child
care programs to assess the effectiveness of their delivery systems.

40. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles

increase funding for Community Development Department (CDD) sup-

orted programs for the purpose of increasing wages and/or improving
Benefit packages for child care workers. ‘

Affordability of Child Care

41. The Task Force recommends that child care benefits be
included in any cafeteria style benefit program adopted by the city.

42. The Task Force recommends that the citys new Child Care
Coordinator keep the City Council and the Mayor informed of pendin
state and federal legislation that will help make child care more afford-
able for lower and middle-income families.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
FAMILY VIOLENCE AND ABUSE

Child Abuse

43. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor immediately review and approve the establishment of a three-
year CAPE Pilot Project (CPP)in tﬁe Valley Bureau of the Los Angeles
Police Department. During the third year of operation the effectiveness
of the Pilot Project should be evaluated with a view toward expanding
th.(:,] CAPE (Cb.iljd Abuse Prevention and Education) Pilot Project city-
wide.



Partner Abuse

44. The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney convene a
one-year Task Force on Gay and Leshian Family Violence, comprised of
police personnel, city prosecutors, community agencies, shelter staff,
and representatives from the leshian and gay community, to examine
the problem of gay and lesbian partner battery, to assess the needs that
exist, and to make specific recommendations to improve the way in
which domestic violence programs and services in the city handle same-
sex partner abuse.

45. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor urge the California Legislature to extend the protections
afforded to victims of opposite-sex battery under Penal Code Section
273.5 to include victims o?same—sex domestic violence as well.

Recent Immigrant Families

46. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Police Com-
mission adopt a policy requiring the police department to provide
victims of domestic violence with materials in multiple languages; that
representatives of immigrant communities be solicited for input on
content and format of such materials; and that such materials explicitly
state that the police will not report to the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service the names of either the victims or batterers.

47. The Task Force recommends that the city Attorney establish a
one-year Task Force on Immigrant Family Violence, consisting of local
police officers, city prosecutors, service providers and organizations
representing Latino and Asian/Pacific immigrant communities, to
study the needs of immigrants for education and services relating to
child abuse and partner abuse, and to make specific recommendations
to the city regarding culturally-relevant, multilingual education and
intervention programs.

Elder Abuse

48. The Task Force recommends that the Department on Agi
convene an ongoing interagency Task Force on Elder Abuse, to include
representatives from the Department on Aging, the City Attorney’s
Office, the Los Angeles Police Department, the County Adult Protective
Services, the County District Attorney’s Office, the County Department
of Mental Health, as well as three seniors’ rights advocates, to build
upon the 1986 County Task Force Report on Elder Abuse, and to develop
further recommendations: to develgp the role of the Department of
Aging in coordinating intergovernmental services dealing with elder
abuse; to examine the feasibility of training specialists on elder abuse
within the domestic Violence Units of the police department and the
City Attorney’s Office; to evaluate current record-keeping, tracking, and
referral systems of city and county agencies with jurisdiction over elder
abuse; and to make other recommendations to improve municipal
programs and services for victims of elder abuse.

49. The Task Force recommends that, as a two-year pilot project,
the City Attorney implement an Elder Abuse Deferred Prosecution
Program.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
EDUCATION AND SCHOOLS

Curricula: Family Life Education
50. The Task Force recommends that the Board of Education of the

Los Angeles Unified School District examine the manner in which
homosexuality is presently treated by the curriculum, with a view toward
establishing clearer and more explicit goals and learning objectives
about this topic. For example, more emphasis might be placed on the
inappropriateness of prejudice and discrimination against people with
a minority sexual orientation.

5L The Task Force recommends that additional resources be com-
mitted to the family life training program so that its completion can be
accelerated. In addition, the expertise of gay and lesbian educators and
other professionals should be used in appropriate parts of the training,
which has not been the case so far.

52. The Task Force recommends that each junior high school and
each high school in the district develop a &ger education and counseling
program as a component of their family life education classes.

53. The Task Force recommends that throughout the 1988-89 and
1989-90 school years, the school district sponsor seminars and other
educational forums on the subject of AIDS, utilizing films, print media,
and public speakers, so that within the next two years all administrators,
teachers, counselors, students and parents in the district have heard the
essential facts about AIDS, including the modes of its transmission and
the means of its prevention.

Curricula: Suicide Prevention

54. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified
School District immediately implement all components of the model
curriculum on dyouth suicide prevention — incluiing teacher training,
instruction and counseling of students, and parent awareness meetings
— on a district-wide basis.

Curricula: Prejudice, Violence, and Human Rights

55. The Task Force recommends that the Superintendent of the Los
Angeles Unified School District and the members of the Los Angeles
Board of Education take steps to incorporate the new Model Curricu-
lum on Human Rights and Genocide effectively into the district’s
history and social studies classes.

56. The Task Force recommends that the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction direct both the Intergroup Relations Office and the
School Climate Unit of the State Department of Education, in consulta-
tion with experts on this subject, to incorporate the issue of homophobia
into their programs.

57. The Task Force recommends that the American Jewish Commit-
tee and the Los Angeles Unified School District find ways to expand
Hands Across the Campus beyond the racial-ethnic-religious model so
that students also learn about oppression based on disability prejudice,
“homophobia,” and sexism.

58. The Task Force recommends that the following actions be taken
to deal with the problems of name calling and bullying:

a. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should
adopt a statewide anti-slur policy and disseminate that policy to
every school district throughout the state.

b. The State DeFartment of Education should sponsor a
statewide practicum for educators, counselors, and teachers on



schoolyard bullying to develop specific suggestions on dealing
with this problem in California schools.

c¢. The Superintendent of the Los Angeles Unified School
District shoulc]) establish a ““Code of Student Behavior” which,
consistent with First Amendment principles, contains policies
against harassment which often tai:es the form of bullying, as
well as racial, ethnic, religious, or sexual slurs. The code should
mention specific remediaﬂnd/or punitive consequences for such

harassment.

d. Each teacher in the Los Angeles Unified School District
should conduct a classroom exercise for establishing rules of
acceptable classroom behavior. Students themselves could help
determine the roots of intolerance and prejudice in name calling,
and should be advised of the specific remedial and/or punitive
consequences of verbal harassment.

Programs: Teen Pregnancy and Parenting

59. The Task Force recommends that the Board of Education for
the Los Angeles Unified School District urge the Legislature and the
Superintendent of Public Instruction to provide more funds for on-site
clu'ﬁd care facilities at high schools, in order to facilitate better parent-
ing education for teen parents and to provide essential health care to
their infants.

60. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Council
direct the citys Community Development Department to give high
priority in awarding grants to off-site student cﬁild care facilities such
as that operated by the Salvation Army’s Hope Infant Center at Booth
Memorial Hospita

6L The Task Force recommends that the district’s Board of Educa-
tion adopt goals and timetables to establish school-based clinics on each
high school campus.

62. The Task Force recommends that the districts School Board
initiate a teen father program using the Lawndale Youth and Family
Center as a model.

Programs: Gay and Lesbian Youth

63. The Task Force recommends that the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction and the Los Angeles Unified School District Board
of Education implement the recommendations made five years aio by
the Privacy Commission with respect to nondiscrimination on the basis
of sexual orientation in the employment of teachers and other school
personnel.

64. The Task Force recommends that a seminar on homosexuality
be offered for staff members employed at the school-based clinics.

65. The Task Force recommends that the Superintendent of the Los
Angeles Unified School District convene a committee of administrators,
counselors, teachers, and student body leaders to develop plans to
implement the following recommendations:

a. The district should institute Adult Education classes on
homosexuality.

b. The district should review literature in school libraries to
ensure that each school library contains sensitive relevant books,
articles, and brochures on gay and lesbian issues.

_¢. The district should publish a directory listing social ser-
vice agencies and other resources related to gay and leshian
issues which are available to teachers, counselors, students and
parents.

d. The district should expand Project 10 so that specialized
education and counseling services are available to gay and les-
bian teens on every high school campus in the district.

Programs: Youth Gangs

66. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified
School District Board of Education create a three-year Commission on
Youth Gangs. The Commission should be adequately funded and
staffed. Its members should include representatives from United Way,
Community Youth Gang Services, Boy Scouts of America, Project
Heavy, the Chamber of Commerce, the Los Angeles Police Department,
the City Attorneys Office, as well as teachers, school counselors, and
athletic coaches. The Youth Gang Commission should conduct public
hearings and develop a long-term strategy for reducing or eliminating
the effect of youth gangs on the city’ schools. It shoulﬁ also develop a
district-wide anti-gang and anti-drug curricula which should be imple-
mented in every scﬁ?:i

67. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council create a permanent Commission on Street Gang Violence.
There are now over 5,000 major felonies in the City every year that are
related to gang violence. The Task Force strongly asserts that failure to
address this critical issue immediately, in the strongest and most serious
terms, may result in life becoming unsafe for anyone in any part of the
city in the near future.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
FAMILIES WITH ELDERS

68. The Task Force recommends that the citys Commission on the
Status of Women review what city officials and agencies can do, directly
or indirectly, to improve the quality of life of older women, especially in
the areas of pay equity, divorce law reform, respite care, housing, and
access to heaTth care. Although the city may have limited jurisdiction to
take direct action in these areas, it certainly can urge county, state, and
federal officials and agencies to implement necessary reforms, such as:

a. Hiring older women in government positions;

b. Instituting pay equity at all levels of government employment;

c. Reforming divorce laws to equalize the post-divorce eco-
nomic disparity between the parties; and

d. Promoting the development of affordable housing for
older women.

69. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles
sponsor a Foster Grandparent Program. The Intergovernmental Rela-



tions Committee of the City Council could initiate a proposal whereby
the city and the county could jointly sponsor a Foster Grandparent
Program. However, if joint sponsorship with the county cannot be
accomplished in an expeditious manner, the Council and the Mayor
should approve a city sponsored Foster Grandparent Program to be
implemented no later than the 1989-1990 budget year.

70. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles create
a time-limited Joint Task Force on Intergenerational Child Care. This
should be a joint venture of the citys new Child Care Coordinator, the
director of the citys Department of Aging, and the Superintendent of
the Los Angeles Unified School District. These officials should convene
such a task force by October, 1988. The task force should explore ways to
promote intergenerational involvement in the delivery of day care
services to school-age children in the City of Los Angeles. Within one
year after it is convened, the task force should issue a report recom-
mending ways to expand the participation of seniors in current day care
programs. The report should also explore the possibility of developing
intergenerational day care programs, such as those operating in New
York City, which combine on-site child care programs with adult day
care programs.

71. The Task Force recommends that the citys Department of
Aging assess the need for, and help develop and implement, programs
that would provide temporary respite for individuals caring for older
adults. Specifically, the Task Force recommends:

@ The Department of Aging identify existing respite pro-
grams currently operating in the city which are of high quality
and which address the needs of caregivers.

(b) The department, in conjunction with senior multipur-
pose centers, should promote existing and develop new support
groups for caregivers. These groups provide information on
s[i:Jciﬁc conditions and illnesses, and community resources,
while serving as a forum for sharing feelings with others simi-
larly situate(i

(¢) The department should develop and distribute training
guic]!‘es in several languages for volunteer and paid respite care
workers.

(d) The department should sponsor or develop public service
announcements (PSAs) to publicize respite services in the city.
These PSAs should be formulated in several languages and be
placed to reach various cultural and ethnic groups in the city.

(¢) The department should work with the County of Los
Angeles in supporting and implementing the county’ Master
Plan for Respite Care Services.

72. The Task Force recommends that the City Council;

(a) Establish an ombudsmans office for seniors’ grievances
regarding housing matters.

(b) Adopt an ordinance prohibiting landlords from increas-
ing rents when a senior previously living alone shares his or her
apartment with a roommate, unless the existing rent payment
includes utilities other than water.

(¢) Create a time-limited Interagency Task Force on Seniors’
Housing Issues, comprised of staff members from the Depart-
ment of Aging, Community Development Department’s Home
Program, Rent Stabilization Board, City Housing Authority, and
one representative from each multipurpose center in the city, for
the purpose of recommending improvements in the city’s
response to seniors® housing neeﬁs.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
FAMILIES WITH DISABLED MEMBERS

73.  The Task Force recommends that the city Department of Trans-
portation develop multi-modal plans that provide flexible options to
serve the needs of all city residents, disabled and nondisabled.

74, The Task Force recommends that the Transportation Commit-
tee of the City Council hold public hearings during 1988 concerning the
feasibility of the City of Los Angeles adopting a goal 0f100% accessible

ublic transportation by the year 1998. T%lis proposed goal would
mclude guidelines for selecting adequate access equipment and strin.
gent procedures for their operation and maintenance. At the conclusion
of the hearings, the Transportation Committee should report its find-
ings and recommendations to the City Council.

75. The Task Force recommends that the City Council direct the
appropriate city departments to create more curb cuts and implement
other changes necessary to insure that disabled residents and their

families have equal access to the center of our city and its government
buildings.

76. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Police Com-
mission adopt a policy requiring the city’ police department to collect
data on the disability status of crime victims. The department should
compile annual reports on the victimization of people with disabilities
and submit them to the Police Commission and the City Council for
review,

77.  The Task Force recommends that the Police Commission estab-
lish a Police Advisory Commission on Disabilities to advise the Police
Commission and the Police Department on: (1) improving services to
people with disabilities; (2) any needed revisions in the training of
recruits at the Police Academy; and (3) any needed additions to in-
service training of police officers on this subject.

78. The Task Force recommends that the Los Anseles City Attorney
provide training to local prosecutors on disability and its relationship to
criminal investigation and prosecution.

79. The Task Force recommends that the Board of Eduction of the
Los Angeles Unified School District require that a strong teaching
component on the nature and culture of disability be included in the
K-12 mandatory cultural curriculum and that appropriate training be
required of counselors and school administrators.

80. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor’ Advisory Council
on Disabilities be replaced with a City Commission on Disabilities
created by city ordinance. The City Council and the Mayor can evidence
the needed and strong commitment to improving the quality of life for
disabled residents anﬁ their families by supporting such an entity with
a staff and with full commission status. One of the commission’ initial



tasks should be the development of the city’ first legislative policy
statement on disability issues.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES:
DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIPS

8L The Task Force recommends that the Legislature’ Joint Select
Task Force on the Changing Family recognize the diversity in the
relationships of contemporary couples, wheglel: married or unmarried,
and suggest ways in which l}ie state can strengthen these important
family bonds.

82. The Task Force recommends that public and private employers,
unions, and insurance companies in Los Angeles phase domestic part-
nership coverage into the employee benefits programs of the local

workforce.

83. The Task Force recommends that literature prepared by, and
educational programs conducted by, the state Department of Fair
Employment am? Housing and local fair housing councils specifically
mention that state laws prohibit housing descrimination against unmar-
ried couples. The Task Force also recommends that the Los Angeles
Apartment Owners Association periodically communicate this message
to their members.

84. The Task Force recommends that the state departments of
Health Services, Social Services, and Mental Health promulgate regula-
tions amending Title 22 of the California Administrative Code to

rohibit discrimination based on marital status and sexual orientation
m connection with conjugal visits and shared sleeping quarters for
adults in licensed health care facilities.

85. The Task Force recommends that business establishments dis-
continue the practice of extending consumer discounts on the basis of
marital status. The Task Force also recommends that the City Council
request an opinion from the City Attorney regarding the l:ﬁality of such
pricing disparity under current municipal and state civil rights laws
that prohibit marital status and sexual orientation discrimination. If
current law prohibits businesses from extending discounts to consumer
couples on the basis of their marital status, then associations such as the
Chamber of Commerce should educate members regarding their obli-

ations under the law. If such pricing practices are not preselilt]lz illegal,
ﬁlen the City Council should adopt an ordinance to prohibit such
discrimination by businesses operating in the City of Los Angeles.

" 86.ll The ’Ihsk;‘o;lrce re::lommsnds that the Joint Sele‘l:; Task lg’lxl':e on
e Changing Family study and propose revisions in laws regulati
causes of action based on wronﬂ death, loss of consortium, gﬁ
negligent infliction of emotional distress, so that the rights of domestic

artners as victims and survivors may be more adequately and equita-
ﬁly protected by California law.

87. The Task Force recommends that the Joint Select Task Force on
the Changing Family review legal and economic barriers that impede
elderly widows or widowers from remarrying. The decision of seniors to
live in unmarried cohabitation instead:)?xl:arriage should be founded in
free choice rather than coerced economic necessity The California
Legislature might enact a *“Vesper Marriage Act” to cure this problem.

88. The Task Force recommends that the Legislature’ Joint Select

XxXiv

Task Force on the Changing Family study the issue of marriage penal-
ties for disabled peopfe, inding ways to eliminate discrimination
against cohabiting disabled couples and remove economic disincentives
that discourage disabled persons and their mates from marrying,

IMMIGRANT FAMILIES

89. The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney monitor the
case of Yolano-Donelley Tenant Association v. Secretary of H.U.D.
(federal district court number 86-0846), in which federal housinire 3
ulations (51 Fed. Reg. 11198) propose to end rent subsidies to house olgs
which cannot prove that all household members are documented resi-
dents. If the case is appealed, the City Council should authorize the Cit
Attorney to file a friend-of-the-court brief in the appellate court chal-
lenging the regulation as overly broad and unnecessarily punitive.

90. The Task Force recommends that the City Council give priority
to the shortage of adult English classes, by insuring that more commu-
nity block grant funds are awarded to privately operated ESL programs.
It is also recommended that the City Council adopt a resolution urging
the Board of Education of the Los Angeles Unified School District to
allocate more resources to the district’s adult ESL program.

9L The Task Force recommends that the City Commission on
Human Relations investigate the problem of hate violence and submit a
report to the City Council and tfxe Mayor outlining what actions city
officials and agencies can take to more effectively eradicate this behav-
10

I.

92. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Council
adopt a resolution urging the INS to expand its family unity guidelines
so that all children of immigrant families are allowed to remain in the
country even if only one of their parents is qualified for amnesty under
the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986.

93, The Task Force recommends that the City Council reorganize
the City Task Force on Immigration in the following ways: (1) there
should be a limited lifespan, with a sunset clause dishanding the task
force by June, 1989; (2) tﬂe task force should consist of 15 meémbers; (3)
each council member should nominate potential task force members;
and (4) since immigration problems are intergovernmental in nature,
the authority to appoint members to the task force should be vested in
the councils Intergovernmental Relations Committee. It is further
recommended that before it formulates a comprehensive immigration
policy for the city, the newly constituted Task Force on Immigration
should review relevant sections of this report as well as various back-
Eround papers deali.ni with immigrant issues contained in the public

earing transcript and supplements to this report.

INSTITUTIONAL INFLUENCES
MEDIA

94, The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified
School District develop and implement a media education curriculum
promoting media literacy for adlt)xlts and children, for use in elementary,
junior high, and high schools.

95. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County
Department of Children Services encourage family and social service



systems to be aware of the media and its connection to dysfunctional
home situations. The department could commission the development of
a “media awareness checklist” or conduct conferences and workshops
to educate “influence leaders” — including family counselors, social
workers, scout and youth leaders, and librarians — about the media and
its impact on families with dependent children.

96. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor encourage depart-
ment heads to develop more public service announcements (PSAs)
about the social, employment, housing and cultural programs and
services available to local families. These PSAs should be placed around
shows that are watched by the population for whom the services are
directed.

97. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles,
through the Office of Contracts Compliance of the Board of Public
Works, and through other appropriate officials, encourage networks to
hire more diverse staff in positions of authority.

CITY GOVERNMENT
Employee Benefits

98. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor continue to press Congress, the California Legislature and the
Industrial Welfare Commission to increase the minimum wage for all
workers to $5.01 per hour in 1989.

99. The Task Force recommends that the City Council adopt the
child support payment deduction program that has been proposed by
Councilwvoman Ruth Galanter and Controller Rick Tuttle.

100. The Task Force recommends that the City Council give
approval to the Personnel Department to move forward with the imple-
mentation phase of the proposed flexible benefits program. The Task
Force also recommends that the City Council resolve to eliminate
marital status discrimination in the distribution of benefits pursuant to
its benefits programs.

101 The Task Force recommends that any plan extending child care
benefits to employees should be expanded to include elder care, in
essence, making both *“dependent care’ benefits.

102.  The Task Force recommends that the Mayor issue an executive
order directing the Personnel Department to review current city person-
nel practices and authorize it to take whatever steps are necessary,
including meeting and conferring with employee groups, to modify and
enhance the city’ role as a model employer in the area of dependent
care, {lexible work schedules, expanded maternity and paternity leave,
and the use of leaves to care t}())r elderly dependent relatives. Addi-
tionally, the Mayor should direct Project Restore, which is presently
working to restore City Hall, to study the feasibility of including an on-
site dependent care center in its restoration plans.

103. The Task Force recommends that the city contraet with an
outside agency to establish an Employee Assistance Program that would
provide employees with confidential counseling on a variety of matters,
including substance abuse, marital problems, retirement planning,
financial investing, and dependent care.

104. The Task Force recommends that the City Council amend the
City Administrative Code to include the term ““domestic partner” in the
list of “immediate family” relationships for which an employee is
entitled to take family sick leave and bereavement leave. The following
definition of *““domestic partner” should be adopted, and the city’s
Personnel Department should be authorized to establish appropriate
procedures to verify the domestic partnership status of employees who
claim eligibility for sick leave or bereavement leave:

Domestic partners are two persons who declare that:

(1) They currently reside in the same household, and have
been so residing for the previous 12 months.

(2) They share the common necessities of life.

(3) They have a mutual obligation of support, and are each
others sole domestic partner.

(4) They are both over 18 years of age and are competent to
contract.

(5) Neither partner is married.
(6) Neither partner is related by blood to the other.

(7) They agree to notify the appropriate agency within 30
days if any of tE:e above facts change.

Departments and Commissions

105. The Task Force recommends that the following actions be
taken in connection with the city’s Human Relations Commission:

(a) In keeping with the Commissions mandate to propose
legislation and programs promoting intergroup harmony, the
Commission should develop and annually update a *“Policy State-
ment on Human Relations” for inclusion in the city’ legislative
policy statements.

(b)y The Commission should take whatever administrative
action is necessary to insure that its Annual Report is filed with
the Mayor and distributed to interested parties in a timely
manner.

(c) The Commission should adopt a plan of action to
revitalize its operations. A consultant might be hired to assist the
Mayor and the Commission in facilitating such a revitalization
program.

106. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor review the needs
of the Advisory Commission on Disabilities. The Advisory Commission
needs a budget and staff members of its own so that it can effectively
deal with numerous disability issues which do not fall within the
jurisdiction of the newly created Access Appeals Commission. Also, the
mayor’s advisory commussion should be replaced with a city commission
on disabilities created by ordinance as soon as feasible.

107. The Task Force recommends that the City Council amend the
Administrative Code provisions dealing with nondiscrimination by city



contractors, adding *““marital status,” “sexual orientation,” and *“medi-

cal condition” to appropriate subdivisions of Section 10.8, Division 10,

Chapter1 of the coj)e. It is further recommended that the City Attorney

and the Board of Public Works keep the City Council and the Mayor

apprised of any additional categories which should be added as state,

fcheral. and local nondiscrimination laws may be augmented in the
ture.

108. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the Cit
Council conduct a thorough review of the appointment process an
operations of the citys commissions, for the purpose of making the
commissions more representative and effective.

109. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor establish a Commission on Family Diversity to begin operating in
bu!get year 1989-90. This report, and its background E:rl:uments, will
serve as an excellent foundation for the initial operations of a Family
Diversity Commission.

10. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor direct all depart-
ment managers and all commission presidents to review the report of
the Task Force on Family Diversity so that they are aware of current
family demographics and needs and therefore can improve policies,
programs and services affecting local families.

NOTE: Louis Verdugo dissented to recommendations 65(b), 84 and
86. He did not take part in the consideration of recommendations 27 to
31 and 33. Otherwise, the recommendations represent the consensus of
the members of the Task Force.



SUMMARY OF COMMENDATIONS

The Task Force on Family Diversity commends the following indi-
viduals and agencies for adopting policies or implementing programs

that have improved the quality of life for families in Los Angeles:

* Los Angeles City Councilman Michael Woo for
demonstrating a commitment to the well-being of local families

by convening the Task Force on Family Diversity.

* Homeless Youth Project of Children’s Hospital for

its excellent work in helping needy teenagers.

* National Equity Fund for attempting to create 1,000

low-income apartment units each year in Los Angeles.

* Transamerica Life Companies for initiating a pilot pro-

gram providing child care to mildly-ill children of its employees.

* Superintendent of Public Instruction Bill Honig
and members of the State Board of Education for develop-
ing both the Model Curriculum for Human Rights and Genocide

and the new Curriculum Guide on Youth Suicide Prevention.

* American Jewish Committee for creating, promoting,
and assisting the Los Angeles Unified School District in imple-

menting the Hands Across the Campus program.

* Attorney General John Van de Kamp and Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction Bill Honig for instituting the

School/Law Enforcement Partnership Cadre.

* Members of the Board of Education of the Los
Angeles Unified School District for revising the family life
education curriculum to make it more relevant to the real prob-

lems experienced by students and their families.

* Los Angeles City Council and Mayor Tom Bradley
for increasing the pay of the citys minimum-wage workers to

$5.01 per hour.

* Los Angeles City Councilwoman Ruth Galanter
and City Controller Rick Tuttle for developing and promot-

ing the child support payroll deduction program.

* Los Angeles City Commission on the Status of
Women for its efforts to improve the quality of life for women
and families in Los Angeles and for its leadership in promoting

the extension of family benefits to domestic partners.

* Los Angeles City Council and Mayor Tom Bradley

for creating the Handicap Access Appeals Board.

* Foster Grandparent Program volunteers who have

given so much time, love and care to local children.

* Los Angeles County Commission on Disabilites
and Attorney General John Van de Kamp for stimulating
greater compliance with disability access laws m the City of Los

Angeles.

* Mayor Tom Bradley, Attorney General John Van de
Kamp, and other elected officials for supporting insurance
reform initiatives.

* Los Angeles City Councilwoman Joy Picus for pro-
moting a “Family Economic Policy” for the City of Los Angeles.

* CBS Broadcast Group for promoting the positive use of
television by developing the g.rst “Television Worth Watching
Awards” honoring educators who use commerecial television to
enrich the education of their students.

* KCET Television and KFWB Radio for program-
min%nof exceptional quality involving changing family demo-
graphics and 1ssues.

* Los Angeles Times for excellence in its ongoing cover-
age of family issues and concerns.
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THE FACTUAL CONTEXT FOR
THIS STUDY

AMERICAN FAMILIES
Introduction

Los Angeles families are, of course, American families. They face
many of the same problems and share many of the characteristics of
families throughout the nation. An overview of the experiences and
concerns of American families is a useful backdrop to a study focused
more exclusively on Los Angeles.

If one were to attach a topical theme to the 1980s, ““The Decade of the
Changing Family” would certainly fit. Research and dialogue concern-
ing this transformation have occurred in all quarters. The decade was
ushered in with a ““White House Conference on Families.” The family
has been studied by public opinion pollsters such as George Gallup and
Louis Harris. Administrators have conducted national conferences try-
ing to understand demographic trends.! Ethnic organizations have
examined ways to address their communities’ problems by strengthen-
ing families.?

The family, as an American institution, has been caught in a political
tug-of-war — with both major parties pulling strenuously from each
end. In the politics of the family, participants seem to be either advo-
cates or critics. The approach of this report, however, is based on the
proposition that effective problem-solving is enhanced by recognizing
what is happening in the real world. The national studies reviewed by
the Task Force help to establish this factual context of reality.

White House Conference on Families

Official America has lost touch with family America.
... Where government is helpful to families, let it be
strengthened. Where government is harmful to families,
let it he changed.

— President Jimmy Carter
White House Conference on Families
Baltimore, Maryland
June 5,1980

In January1979, President Jimmy Carter announced the formation of
the White House Conference on Families — a two-year process involving
three regional conferences attended by more than 2,000 delegates
representing every state in the nation. The Conference culminated its
work in October, 1980, by publishing its Report to “The President,
Congress and Families of the Nation.”3

The main purpose of the White House Conference was to examine the
strengths of American families, the difficulties they face, and the ways
in which family life is affected by public policies and private institu-
tions.* The delegates to the regional conferences discussed and debated
issues and proposals reflecting six different themes.5

Family Strengths and Supports. Families are the oldest, most
fundamental human institution. Families serve as a source of strength
and support for their members and our society.

Diversity of Families. American families are pluralistic in nature.
Any discussion of issues must reflect an understanding and respeect of

cultural, ethnic and religious differences as well as differences in
structure and lifestyles.

The Changing Realities of Family Life. American society is
dynamic, constantly changing. The roles and structure of families and
individual family members are growing, adapting and evolving in new
and different ways.

The Impact of Public and Private Institutional Policies. The
policies of government and major private institutions have profound
effects on families. Increasing sensitivity to the needs of families is
required, as well as ongoing action and research on the specific nature of
the impact of public and private institutional policies.

The Impact of Discrimination. Mar:f' families are exposed to
discrimination. This affects individual family members as well as the
family unit as a whole.

Families with Special Needs. The needs of families with disabled
members, single-parent families, elderly families, and others with spe-
cial needs must be examined as important parts of the whole.

The delegates came from every state and U.S. territory and from
nearly every walk of life. Almost 1,600 of the delegates were chosen at the
state i’eve], 310 were appointed at large, 55 were state coordinators and
40 were members of a National Advisory Committee. State delegates
were nominated through both peer and gubernatorial selection. Over
100,000 persons participated in the process of selecting state delegates.

The delegates met in Baltimore, Minneapolis, and Los Angeles to
discuss and produce a comprehensive set of recommendations. These
regional conferences sifted through 5,000 state recommendations, testi-
mony from seven national hearings, and the results of a Gallup Poll
conducted specifically for the Con?erence.

Thirty-four recommendations were adopted by a majority of dele-

Eates at all three conferences. Fifteen recommendations were adopted

y a majority of delegates at two conferences. Another 23 recommenda-
tions were adopted by a majority of delegates at one conference.

The final working session of delegates occurred in August 1980, when
about 115 members of the National Task Force met in Washington, D.C.,
to summarize Conference recommendations and to identify strategies
for their implementation. The Task Force consisted of an elected repre-
sentative of each of the 55 state and territorial delegations, 22 appointed
delegates, and the 40 members of the National Advisory Committee.

The multitude of issues represented by the adopted recommenda-
tions are not dissimilar to those addressed in this report. It has become
clear, however, that while the national model may provide leadership and
direction, a local approach to issue identification and problem-solving
is also necessary in order to achieve effective results.

Some Recommendations Adopted by
All Three Conferences
Subject Percent Approved
Employment:
* implement flextime, better leave policies ~ 92.7%
* combat employment discrimination 83.0%




Some Recommendations Adopted by
All Three Conferences, continued

Subject Percent Approved

Alcohol and Drug Abuse:
* more education and media initiatives 92.7%
to prevent substance abuse
- Taxation:
* eliminate marriage tax penalty; 92.1%
revise inheritance taxes
* encourage home care of elderly 92.0%
and disailed persons
Family Impact Analysis:
* a call for systematic analysis of 90.4%
all laws, regulations, and rules
for their impact on families
Disabled:
* efforts to increase public sensitivity 90.1%
toward the disables
* enforce existing laws designed to 89.8%
assist disabled persons
Homemakers:
* more equitable treatment of full-time 87.4%
homemakers (social security changes,
displaced homemakers, etc.)

Family Violence:
* su})port family violence prevention 82.0%
eftorts and services
Child Care:
* promote more child care choices 79.0%
* increased child care funding 76.6%
Education:
* increased family life education 74.8%
Housing:
* more tax incentives for housing 78.3%
* increased housing subsidies 72.8%
* improved fair housing laws 69.7%
Teenage Pregnancy:
* increase efforts to prevent and 11.9%
deal with adolescent pregnancy
Media:
* reduce violence, sex, stereotypes 83.4%

Some of the proposals not adopted by a majority of delegates at all
three conferences are also noteworthy.

Thirteen states made recommendations on how the family should be
defined. West Virginia proposed: ‘A family consists of a person or glrou
of persons who are related by blood, marriage, adoption, or egnli
custody.” Arkansas, Oklahoma, Washington, and Iowa recommended:
“Government should not redefine the legal term of family to include
homosexual marriage.” California, the District of Columbia, and Mary-
land proposed legal recognition of nontraditional family forms.

The regional conference held in Maryland adopted a resolution by a
slim, one-vote margain (292 to 291) calling for instxtution of government
policies to preserve the basic lelgal rights of all family members, without
discrimination on the basis of sex, race, ethnic origin, creed, socio-

economic status, age, disability, diversity of family type and size, sexual
preference or biological ties. This so-called “alternative” family pro.

osal did not secure majority votes at the other two regional con-
erences.

. Regional differences also precluded national agreement on a defini-
tion of ““family” and some other more controversial topics.

Gallup Poll: “American Families — 1980”

Any belief that Americans do not place top prierity on

the family and family life is completely refute«f by results

of this survey. The ﬁndingsthre resent a ringing endorse-
e

ment of the importance o amily in American life.
— Dr. George Gallup, Jr.
Gallup Organization

In1980, the Gallup Organization conducted in-person interviews with
1,500 adults in more than 300 locations across the nation. It was then the
most comprehensive survey ever directed at families.6 The Gallup
survey was commissioned by the White House Conference on Families
and was funded by outside sources.”

The surveg showed that nine out of ten persons questioned were either
very satisfied or mostly satisfied with their family life. A clear majority
— 61 percent — heﬁeved their families were the most important
element in their lives.

A majority of respondents supported:s

better job benefits (flextime, family sick leave, etc.)
direct government funding of day care centers

tax cre%iits to businesses providing child care

sex education in the schools

public school courses on alcokol and drug abuse

tax credits for families with disabled members

in-home health services for the elderly

more consideration for families in tax and housing laws

® # BB H RN

A solid majority — 609 — cited alcohol and drug abuse among the
three things they thought were most harmful to family life. Forty
percent cited a decline in religious and moral values; 29% placed
poverty in this category.

The recommendations ultimately adopted by the three White House
Conferences quite closely matched the results of the Gallup survey?

Data from the Census Bureau

The results of the 1980 census dispelled the stereotype of the Ameri-
can family as a monolithic social institution. Instead, the census figures
revealed substantial changes in family living during the 1970s.1° They
also disclosed national patterns in marriage, birth, and household
composition.

Single-Parent Households.! The number of minors living with
only one parent has increased sharply, from 1.9% of the nation’
households in 1970 to 19.7% in 1980, mainly because of higher rates of
divorce, separation, and adolescent pregnancy. Of children under 18



livinﬁ with only one parent, 92% lived with their mothers, who were
usually divorced or separated. The number of children living with a
single father represented only 1.79% of all children.

One-Person Households.’2 The number of one-person house-
holds increased by 649, from10.9 million in 1970 to 17.8 million in 1980.
About 23% of the nations households in 1980 consisted of just one
person. Reasons for the increase in people living alone included:
delayed marriage age, a rise in Americans’ affluence, and a reduced
tendency for single, older persons to move in with their families. Of
those living alone, most were female — 11 million women compared to
6.8 million men. The women tended to be widowed or elderly, while the
men tended to be young and never married. The number of divorced
persons living alone more than doubled during the 1970s, to 3.4 million.

Unmarried Couples.! The significant increase in the number of
unmarried couples living together — from 523,000 in 1970 to 156
million in 1980 — was attributed to a change of behavior among the
young and a greater societal acceptance of new living arrangements.
More recent census figures show that as of 1986 there are more than 2.2
million unmarried-couple households and that about 4.1% of all
cohabiting couples in the nation are unwed.

Divorce and Marriage. The age at which people marry con-
tinued to rise. The median age at first marriage for women rose from
20.8 years to 22.1 years during the 1970s, while the age for men rose from
23.2 to 24.6. Divorce continued to increase. The ratio of divorced

ersons per 1,000 married persons living with spouses more than dou-
led — l}r’om 47 per 1,000 in 1970 to 100 per 1,000 in 1980.

Out-of-Wedlock Births.!s Out-of-wedlock births increased 50%
between 1970 and 1980. In 1970, 10.7% of all births were to unwed
mothers. In 1980, the figure had jumped to 17% of all births. Statistics
showed marked differences along racial and ethnic lines.

Average Household Size.16 As of July1,1986, the typical American
household included only 2.67 people. The average was 2.76 in1980. The
average American household included 5.04 people in 1880, 4.93 in 1890,
4.76 at the turn of the century, slipping drastically to 3.33 by 1964. The
major reason cited for this decline in household size is the fact that
America is agiig. About 75% of the drop in housekold size is in the
under-18 age group.

Statistics from the Bureau of Justice

Last year,1in 4 American households experienced a rape,
robbery, assault, burglary, or theft. Although this finding
reflects the high levj of crime in the United States, it is
well below the almost 1in 3 households touched by crime a
decade ago.
— Steven R. Schlesinger

Director,

U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics

June, 1987

One of the most important concerns of families and households
throughout the nation is the problem of crime. A National Crime Survey
is conducted annually by the United States Department of Justice,

Bureau of Justice Statistics. Each i'ear since 1980, the Bureau has
published a bulletin entitled “Households Touched by Crime.”

In 1986, households with high incomes, households in urban areas,
and Black households were more vulnerable to crime in general than
others, although low-income households were more vulnerable to crimes
of high concern.’® During 1986, 27% of Black households, 28% of
households with incomes over $25,000, and 29% of urban households
were touched by crime.

Regional differences are apparent. Households in the West were the
most vulnerable (309). Those in the Northeast were the least vulnerable
(19%). About 25% of households in the Midwest and South were touched
by crime in 1986.

A higher percentage of Black households than White or other minor-
ity race households (Asians, Pacific Islanders, and Native Americans)
were touched by crime in1986. Other minority race households were less
vulnerable than Black households to the crime of burglary.

Latino households were also particularly vulnérable to crime in 1986,
especially robbery, burglary, household theft, and motor vehicle theft.

The Bureau attributed the overall decrease in crime in the past
decade to demograEMc shifts: fewer people per household and house-
hold moves from urban to suburban and rural locations.

Philip Morris Family Survey:
American Families in 1987

The major finding of this first Phillip Morris Family
Survey is that the American family is heaﬁhy and resilient.
Eight out of 10 American families feel things are goin
we%l for them. Family bonds run deep; the vast maljorit 0
marriages are thriving, The basic outlook for the family is
bright, although there are some disturbing signs of trou-
ble. One in five American families shows real signs of
despair. Particularly affected are families headed by sin-
gle women, divorced parents, and other minorities, Their
problems are primarily economic, which often is the cause
of family break-ups and other dislocations.
— Hamish Maxwell

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer

Philip Morris Companies Inc.

Aprif 1987

The first Philip Morris Family Survey was conducted for Philip
Morris Companies Inc. by Louis Harris and Associates Inc, during
February and March, 1987. Over 3,000 members of families were inter-
viewed by telephone. This cross-section consisted of individuals 18 years
of age and older and family units of two or more people related by bYood,
marriage, or adoption or living together as a couple.

An overwhelming 91% of those families surveyed.indicated that if
things were different for them and they did not have a family, they would
miss their family *“very much” or “quite a lot.”

However, a significant 20% of the families were not satisfied with
important aspects of their lives. Dissatisfaction was heavily concen-
trated in families of unskilled blue-collar and white-collar workers and



low-income families, a great many of whom are Black and Latino.

“The major impact upon satisfaction in family life, without any
doubt, is economic status,” remarked Louis Harris, who conducted the
research for the survey. *“In other words, money doesn’t necessarily buy
family happiness, but it makes it a great deal more possible to find it.”

A sizeable number of families headed by single women (37%) were
dissatisfied with their housing conditions, as were many of those under
30 years old (33%), many Black families (33%), and a considerable
number of Latino families (28%)

Among those dissatisfied with their ability to pay for essentials were
46 percent of single female, 42 percent of Black, and 32 percent of
Latino households.

Although an overall majority of parents hope their children will lead a
lifestyle much like their own (65% to 33%), there are identifiable
groups who do not. Half or more of Blacks, single women, and families
eflﬂgng less than $15,000 per year want a better lifestyle for their
children.

A 65% majority of all families stated that with proper day care
centers, preschool programs, and housekeepers, both parents can work
outside the home. The same percentage of families feel that a mother
should not have to stay home and raise children.

The survey revealed that a bare majority (50% to 47%) are satisfied
with the po{itical leadership in the United States. A majority are
dissatisfied with the economic outlook for the country (54% to 44%). A
55% to 40% majority expressed dissatisfaction with the kind of world
their children wifl inherit,

The survey also presented the following factual profile of various
“prototype” families.20

Married Couples. More than two-thirds (769%) of family units
consist of people who are married. Of these, 58% have been married
only once, while 18% were previously married.

Dual-Career Couples. Both spouses work in 45% of family units.
These families are concentrated in the 21 to 49 age group. Tﬂey are
likely to be dissatisfied with their jobs and homes. Even making more
money, they do not feel they have the time to develop a satisﬁlctory
lifestyle.

Unmarried Couples. Unmarried couples comprise 6% of family
units. These couples tend to live in cities and suburbs, are generally in
the 21 to 29 age froup {63%), and are found in higher percentages
among Blacks and Latinos than among Whites. In most live-in situa-
tionsﬁ)oth partners tend to work (67%) and they have between two and
three children who are under 6 years old.

Families Headed by Single Females. Families headed by single
females account for 119 of all family units. They tend to be located in
cities. Twenty-one percent are Black and 7% Latino. Of these families,
43% are at or below the poverty level and are dissatisfied with their
economic conditions, housing, and jobs; 43% are divorced or separated;
51% have children 12 to 16 years of age; 43% have children aged 6 to 11.

Pavents’ Concerns for Their Children. Parents with children
under 18 years of age living in their household, when asked to choose

from a list of concerns that most worried them about their children,
ranked the illicit use of drugs as their first concern (58%), use of alcohol
as the second concern (22%) and sexual promiscuity as the third
greatest area of concern. (14%).

Most parents would first turn to other family members for heIF in
managing to raise children (629%). Next in order they would seek help
from their minister, priest or rabbi (26%) or their child’s teacher (24%).

Families and American Politics

I am indebted to Nicholas Eberstat for the observation
that “liberals” emphasize social policy but are criticized
for ignoring values. *“Conservatives” emphasize value in
the outcomes for children but seem threatened by the idea
of social policy. Surely each group is seeing part of the
truth amf can find common ground in accepting one
another’ perceptions.

— Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan
In Family and Nation
(Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1986)

As the only person in United States history to serve in four successive
administrations (Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Ford), Daniel Patrick
Moynihan possesses unique credentials to give an overview of family

olicy in the United States government during that period. Moynihan
Eelieves that governments can’t avoid influencing family relationships.
America’ choice is whether its policies ““will be purposeful, intended
policies, or residual, derivative, in a sense concealed ones,” he explains
m his recent book, Family and Nation. ’

Liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Republicans are now all
laying claim to “family issues™ in American politics. Republicans have
ta{(en the “pro-family* approach for years; a recent policy paper drawn
up by the Democratic Partys Policy Commission, under Jle auspices of
the party’ national committee, puts ‘“‘strengthening the family> at the
top of its list of priorities.2! Calling her bill “pro family and a
challenge to Republicans,22 Democratic Congresswoman Patricia
Schroeder of Colorado co-sponsored a proposal that would require
employers to give workers 18 weeks of unpaid leave to take care of a
newborn baby, a newly adopted baby, or a seriously ill child or parent.
The tug-of-war over the “family” goes on.

Some conservatives are not taking kindly to liberals joining the pro-
family bandwagon. Alan Carlson, the president ofJ the Rockford
Institute, a thini tank oriented to social conservatism, has expressed
concern that liberals, by linking pro-family concerns with feminist
concerns may achieve some goals that are precisely opposed to the
conservative agenda.23

About a year ago, the liberal/conservative fight over “the family”
erupted when a proposed White House family report was released to t{xe
press before receiving President Reagan's imprimatur.24 The report was
the brainchild of then- Undersecretary of Education Gary Bauer. Bauer
is now the President’ chief domestic policy advisor.

The report was the product of the Working Group on the Family, made
up of top-level members of President Reagan’ administrative bureau-
cracy, including five White House aides and representatives from



several federal agencies and departments: Education, Health and
Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, Justice, Interior, Labor, Treasury,
ACTION, and Office of Management and Budget.

The report applauded the recent Supreme Court decision upholding
Georgia’ authority to criminalize certain forms of consenting adult
behavior, even in the privacy of the bedroom. It also charged that the
“fabric of family life has been frayed by the abrasive experiments of two
liberal decades™ and urged cutting off welfare benefits to unwed
mothers under age 21 who do not live with their parents.

The report urged the President to direct all federal agencies to file
statements showing not only how their proposed policies would improve
economic conditions but also to what extent those policies keep families
“intact.” Bauer called this recommendation possibly the most impor-
tant in the report, adding that it “‘would institutionalize family concern
in the public policy-making process and, indeed, that is a very impor-
tant thing to do.”25

Congressman Augustus Hawkins (D-Calif.) criticized the report’ lack
of research, calling it, “simply an endorsement of the conservative
agenda of the Heritage Foundation.”’26

The editorial board of the Los Angeles Times responded swiftly to
the report, comparing Bauers 7-month project and its recommenda-
tions with suggestions made by the nation’s Roman Catholic bishops ina
pastoral letter — six years in tfle making — entitled “Economic Justice
for All.’27 The editorial praised the bishop’ report “with its commit-
ment to the poor” and criticized much of the Bauer report for ““pursu-
ing with ideological zeal a new attack on the fabric of the safety net that
has been constructed for the nation’ disadvantaged.” The editorial did
support Bauer’s proposal calling for the issuance by federal agencies of
family impact statements when new policies are created.

The editor of the Atlanta Constitution criticized both the Bauer
report’s recommendation that states repeal their no-fault divorce laws
and its proposal to scrap tax credits that working women may claim for
child care costs.28

So far, President Reagan specifically has endorsed only that portion
of the Bauer report which recommends that federal agencies file family
impact reports when they adopt new regulations or programs. His
engorsemenl came in the form of an executive order requiring the
federal officials to assess all federal programs, including we are,ious-
ing, and education, for their impact on families.2?

Anthropology of Changing Families

If we define the nuclear family as a working husband,
housekeeping wife, and two children, and ask how many
Americans actually still live in this type of family, the
answer is astonishing: 7 percent of the total United States
population.
— Alvin Toffler
Author, The Third Wave
(1980)

There was a time when extended families, often consisting of three or
four generations of blood relatives living with others in the same

household, were a dominant family form in America. Alvin Toffler refers
to this historical period as “The First Wave.”30

At the turn of the century, most children in America were raised in
nuclear families. Nuclear families consisted of households with two or
more children and two parents — a stay- at-home mother and a go-to-
work father — who remained together throughout their lives. This
domestic arrangement was well adapted to the needs of Americay
industrial manufacturing economy, creating an ample supply of male
factory workers.3! Toffler refers to the period when the nuclear family
was the social norm as ““The Second Wave.”

Today, the industrial manufacturing economy has been transformed
to an industrial information-and-service economy that has employed
nearly two-thirds of the workforce.32 In addition, America’ famii’ies
have shifted away from the two- parent, multi-child, male-wage-earner
family, and toward alternative forms of domestic and sexual arrange-
ments.33 Toffler refers to the diversification of American family rela-
tionships as the beginning of “The Third Wave.”

“Serial monogamy™ now is competing with lifelong same-partner
monogamy as a marital norm for American couples. Whether one-out-
of-three marriages ends in divorce as some experts claim3+ or whether
only one-in-eight marriages dissolve, as other contend,3s “till death do
us part” does not carry the same weight as it once did as a marital
commitment. In any event, it seems that about one-fifth of all marriages
are now remarriages.36

Further, more and more children are being raised in the fastest.
owing family form in America — 80% more common in the 1980s
than in1960s — the one-parent, usually female-headed family.37

A central feature of the traditional nuclear family pattern was the
stay-at-home mother. Today, even when a child lives with both parents,
neither of them is likely to be a fulltime homemaker. Dual-career
families account for 45% of family households in America.38 The
number of working mothers with children under18 rose drastically from
10% in 1940, to 30% in 1960, to 55% in 1980.3° In addition to divorce
and a corresponding number of single-parent households, economic
pressures on 518 “dwindling middle class™ are cited as reasons for more
parents entering the workforce. As one economist put it, many two-
parent households need a second income ““just to preserve their eco-
nomic status, not to improve it.”40

Addressing the ongoing changes in form experienced by American
families over the past few decades, and referring to families of the 21st
Century as “The Third Wave” families, Alvin Toffler has written:

Behind all of this confusion and turmoil, a new third
wave family system is coalescing based on a diversity of
family forms and more varied individual roles. This
demassification of the family opens many new personal
options, Third wave civilization will not try to stuff every-
one willy-nilly into a single family form. For this reason,
the emerging family system could free each of us to find
his or her own niche, to select or create a family style
attuned to individual needs. But before anyone can per-
form a celebratory dance, the agonies of transition must
be dealt with. Caught in the crackup of the old with the
new system not yet in place, millions find the high level of



diversity bewildering rather than helpful. Instead of bein,
liberated, they suffer from overchoice, and are wounded,
embittered, plunged into a sorrow and loneliness inten-
sified by the multiplicity of their choices and options. To
make the new diversity work for us instead of against us,
we will need to make many changes on many levels at once,
from morality and taxes to employment practices.4!

As a whole, Americans have not yet developed the ethic of tolerance
for diversity that a demassified society both requires and engenders.
Having been taught that one kind of family is “normal” and others are
suspect or deviant, vast numbers of Americans remain intolerant of the
new variety of family styles. The more rapidly Americans can adopt an
attitude of tolerance for diversity in ligsty es, the sooner America%
lawmakers and administrators can bridge the gap between policies
based solely on old models and present facts. The future of America’
families depends on these transitions in attitudes and policies.

Again, the first step is education, that is, providing the informational
context in which acEnowledgment of the reality of the diversity of
families is possible. That process of education is the ernest objective of
this report.

AMERICAN FAMILIES:
RECOMMENDATIONS

L The Task Force recommends that a White House Conference on
Families be convened by the next President of the United States. The
procedures employed, both in selecting delegates and in conducting the
conference, should be similar to those used during the 1980 White
House Conference on Families. The conference should be announced in
1990, with three regional conferences conducted in the summer of 1991
Along with findings and recommendations, a final report should incor-
porate pertinent family and household demographics that emerge from
the 1990 Census. The report should be issued to tﬁe President, Congress,
and the American people by December 199), thus providing a sound
factual basis for policies and programs affecting American families
during this century’ remaining decade.

2. The Task Force recommends that a National Conference on
Family Diversity be held in Los Angeles in 1990, hosted by the City of
Los Angeles. The Mayor and the City Council should invite the National
Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities to co-sponsor
the conference. The conference would provide an opportunity for chief
executives, administrators, and lawmakers from cities across the nation
to share ideas and develop strategies — from a municipal perspective —
in a responsible effort to meet the challenges posed by ever-changing
family demographics and concerns.

3. The Task Force recommends that the United States Conference
of Mayors sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum™ at its next annual
meeting. The Conference should encourage mayors across the country
to convene family diversity task forces to study changing family demo-
'frraphics and to make recommendations to local government on ways to
help improve the quality of life for families in their own jurisdictions.

4. The Task Force recommends that the National League of Cities
sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum” at its next annual meeting. The
League should encourage participating cities to develop mechanisms to
review changing family trends and issues.
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CALIFORNIA FAMILIES
Introduction

California families share characteristics with other American fami.
lies, although Californians are a more diverse lot than Americans are
nationally.

Traditionally, family law has been a matter of state, rather than
federal or municipal, regulation.! Therefore, many decisions affecting
Los Angeles families are political and are made in Sacramento.

Los Angeles families are also part of a larger network of California
families whose domestic concerns are primarily governed by state
policies and programs. Therefore, a review of information on family
issues from a statewide perspective is crucial to the study of Los Angeles
families.

Throughout the 1980s, Californians have been examining changing
family demographics, definitions, and issues. The California Task Force
on Families, organized under the auspices of the states Health and
Welfare Agency, issued a report to the Western Regional White House
Conference on Families in April, 1980.2 The Californiz Census Data
Center reviewed 1980 census information from a statewide perspective.3
Friends of Families, a coalition of northern California religious, labor,
political, and service-oriented organizations, founded by Oakland
Councilman Wilson Riles, Jr., issued a *Bill of Rights for Families™ in
1982, The Governor’s Commission on Personal Privacy studied family
relationships in California and issued its report in December, 1982.4 The
states Employment Development Department analyzed socio-economic
trends in California.s

The California Legislature also turned its attention to family issues.
In April, 1987, the state Assembly held hearings on ““The Changin
Family.”¢ The state Senate initiated a number of family-orienteﬁ
research projects and released its findings in a series of reports pub-
lished in 1987.7

The subject of family diversity is the common denominator of these
state studies and reports. They reveal that to tap a most valuable
resource, the state must recognize, embrace, and nurture the rich
diversity of its people and their most basic institution, the family,

California Task Force on Families

It should be the policy of the government and all private
institutions to accept diversity as a source of strength in
family life which must be considered in planning policy
and programs.
— California Task Force on Families
Report, April, 1980

The California Task Force on Families was convened in 1979 as a part
of the White House Conference on Families. After holding 12 public
hearings throughout the state and after reviewing materials submitted
by local committees, the state task force published a report to which
nearly 2,000 Californians contributed.

The report identified as important areas of concern to California
families. Its general goals are consistent with the mandate of the Task

Force on Family Diversity: identifying ways to improve the quality of life
for Los Angeles families. Local lawmakers and administrators should be
aware of tﬁese goals and should keep them in mind when adopting
ordinances, passing resolutions, or determining how to implement
programs affecting families living in the City of Los Angeles.

GOALS OF THE STATE TASK FORCE
ON FAMILIES

Pluralism: Encourage cultural, ethnic, linguistic, and
religious pluralism for the purpose of opposing discrimination
and racism.

Public Policy: Require a “family impact analysis” prior to
implementation of new laws, regulations, or programs.

Housing: Ensure affordable and safe housing; stop discrimi-
nation because of age, location, disability, sexual orientation, or
family size.

Recreation: Tmprove and develop local recreational facili-
ties.

Taxation: Create a pro-family federal tax structure by
providing credits for dependent care, e.g., care of children,
elderly, and disabled.

Employment: Encourage public and private employers to
develop assistance programs for unemployed; adopt flexible
work schedules.

Violence: Develop more prevention, intervention, and treat-
ment programs, and services such as child care, respite care, etc.

Schools: Improve family life education programs; revise
social science curricula to accurately reflect Siversity and his-
toric contributions of ethnic minorities, women, gays, and other
Eroups who have been negatively portrayed or e?iminated from

istoric documentation.

Health: Ensure mental health services are available to all
families in stress; ensure adequate health care for all, regardless
of location, language, ethnic backgound or income; have more
sensitive alcohol and drug prevention and treatment programs.

Foster Care: Discourage separation of families; encourage
reunification of families; arrange permanent placement in other
situations,

Immigration: Ensure that immi%ration policies stress efforts
toward family reunification, making family unity the number one
priorty.

Media: Encourage media to more effectively assist families
in making consumer decisions; encourage more responsible pro-
gramming, ie., programming that accurately portrays etlgnic
and social groups, and contributes toward integration, and
respect for social diversity.




State Census Trend Analysis

There was a spectacular decline in the importance of the
traditional family unit (couples with children) since 1950,
dropping from 54% of all households to 28% in 1980.
— Socio-Economic Trends in California
Employment Development Department
Report, 1986

Census data can provide policy shapers with valuable information
about family life in California. Sometimes, of course, census figures tell
the obvious. Other times, however, they reveal subtle and distinct
changes which have profound implications on public policy decisions.

Information compiled by the Census Data Center of the Southern
California Association of Governments conveys the following facts
about California families as they were constituted in 1980.9

One-Person Households. People living alone made u[) 24.6% of
all California households. This was in contrast to the national average of
22.7% of all households.

Single-Parent Families. In California, 22.3% of families with
children were maintained by a single parent, second only to New York as
highest state in the nation on this score. The national average was 19.1%.

Education Level. Almost 75% of Californians over the age of 25
were high school graduates, ranking California 10th highest in the
nation. About 20% of California adults had four years of college or
more.

Language at Home. A language other than English was spoken in
nearly one-fourth of California households. This contrasts with the
national average of 10%.

Housing. In California, more than 55% of housing units were
owner-occupied. The national figure was 64.4% owner-occupied. Hous-
ing units are slightly newer and slightly smaller than in the rest of the
nation.

Families of Color.1% The number of California’ racial and ethnic
minorities has been steadily growing. From 1940 to 1980, Latino, Asian,
Black and other ethnic groups have grown from 10% to 32% of the
states population. Over 15% of California’ population in 1980 was
foreign born. Among the different groups, Latinos had the smallest
decline in the “traditional” family unit (couples with children), while
Blacks had the hliﬂxest decline. In1980, 47% of all Latino housekolds in
the state were still “traditional” families. Only 22% of Black house-
holds consisted of “traditional” families. In 1980, the total income for
ethnic families was $24,400 for Asian families, §18,220 for Black fami-
lies, ll8118,670 for Latino families — compared with $26,720 for Anglo
families.

Seniors.! In the past three decades, the relative size of California%
elderly population (65 years and older) nearly doubled from 5.6% in
1950 to 10.1% in 1980, while the percentage of children (0 to 15 years)
declined from 32.2% in 1950 to 23.8% in 1980. Whites (non-Spanish
surname) had the highest percentage of elderly and Latinos had the
lowest percentage of elderly and theiighest percentage of youths.

Employment Trends.!? The rate of participation in the California
labor force for persons 16-years-and-older increased from 55% in 1940
to 64% in 1980. The major reason for this growth was the movement of
women into the labor force. The labor force participation rate (LFPR)
swelled from 28% in 1940 to 52% in 1980. This shift was most pro-
nounced for Latino females whose LFPR surged from 22% in 1940 to
52% in 1980. The increase for Black females was much smaller since
they have traditionally had a high LFPR in previous decades (40% in
1940 and 1950). The LFPR for prime-age (25 to 64 year-old) males
declined about 5% overall, but the decline for prime-age Black males
dropped about 15%, from 93% to 78%, indicating a significant with-
drawal from the labor market.

Throughout the past four decades, prime-age Black males suffered
nearly three times the unemployment rate encountered by their White
counterparts.

Self-employment declined over the past four decades, dropping in
general from 16.8% t0 9.5%.

From 1940 to 1980, about seven out of every ten employed persons
were in the private sector, although government employment peaked at
17% in 1970. Sectoral employment patterns varied considerably among
ethnic groups. Latinos were disproportionately concentrated in the
private sector, while Blacks were (Esproporlionately located in the
government sector.

Construction and agricultural jobs sharply declined in the past four
decades in California, although the largest shift in the distribution of
jobs was from manufacturing to services other than personal services.

Poverty. In 1980, over 11% of California families lived in poverty13s
The groups with the hi?hest poverty rates were the Black and Latino
female-headed households. ¢ The largest growth during the 1970s in
a?solute numbers of Californians in poverty came from Latino cou-
ples.1s

Marital Status.! More California men and women tended to
remain unmarried than men and women in the rest of the nation.
Nationally, more than 60% of men over 15 years old are married and
30% single. In California, 56% are married, 32.5% are single, 9%
divorced or separated, and 2% widowers. Among women over the age of
15, 54.8% in !.Ee nation are married, and 23% single. Among California
women, 52.9% are married and 23.5% are single, 9% divorced or
separated, and 2% are widowed.

Household Relationships.1? The state had 8,629,866 households
in 1980. The majority of them (55%) contained a married couple.
Unmarried couples made up about 7% of California households. Over
22% of households with chaldren were maintained by a single parent.
Nationally, there were only 19.19% single-parent households.

State Legislative Hearings

Healthy individuals, healthy families, and healthy rela-
tionships are inherently beneficial and crucial to a healthy
society, and are our most precious and valuable natural
resources. The well-being of the State of California
depends greatly upon the healthiness and success of its



families, and the State of California values the family,
marriage, and healthl}y human relationships.
— California Legislature
Statutes of 1986, Chapter 1365
Approved by Governor,
Sept. 29,1986

Acknowledging the diversity of California families, the state Legisla-
ture has declare(f that each family is unique and complex and that the
state should not attempt to make families uniform.18

Building on this premise, the California State Assembly held hear-
ings recently, looking into changing family structures, changing family
populations, and changing family economics.)® Topics addressed at
these hearings includeﬁ?l lﬁe two-paycheck family, families headed by
unmarried teens, extended families, the “graying of California,” the
emergence of a multicultural population, labor market trends, and
dependent care.

The testimony at the hearings reflects a growing awareness that
California families are experiencing tremendous social and economic
changes.

Dual-Wage Earner Families.2® The biggest change in family
structure over the past 30 years is the increase in two-paycheck families.
This has been caused by more mothers entering the workforce. In1987,
62% of mothers with children under 18 held jobs outside the home,
compared with 45%, 10 years ago and 28% in 1950. Mothers with
chi](s)ren under three years-old now are the fastest growing segment of
the workforce. Today’ families are relying on two paychecks to main-
tain, rather than to improve, their standard of living. Many two-
paycheck families complain of stress because of the double strain of
working and parenting with inadequate social supports.

In 1986, 50% of all married-couple households in the state had two
wage earners.2! It is predicted that by 1995, that figure will rise to
66%.22

Single-Parent Families.23 The number of families headed by a
single parent — 90% of them are headed by women — has doubled in
the past decade. In these households, the struggle is one of survival.

of all female-headed households live below the poverty line today.

Teenage Mothers.24 California has the second highest teen preg-
nancy rate in the nation, and most teens who give birth are unmarried.
Forty percent of all female high school dropouts leave school because
they are pregnant. This, of course, reduces their income potential.

Seniors.25 By the year 2000, increased life expectancy will mean
that about 15% of Cal.i}:)rnians will be seniors. It is anticipated that the
number of seniors over 85 years-old will increase by 81% Ey the turn of
the century.

Ethnic Diversity. By the centurys close, Asians, Blacks and Lati-
nos will form the majority of California’s population.26 More than 75%
of the states population growth in the next seven years will come from
racial and ethnic minorities, primarily Latinos and Asians.2?

Legislative Task Forces

Both major political parties have proposed legislation aimed at a
myriad of family related issues. Assemblyman Tom Bates, taking the
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lead for Assembly Democrats, introduced a 10-bill package to ease
family problems. One of the bills would create an Office of Family and
Work to assist the private sector in developing employment policies —
like child care, flex-time options, parentaf leave — to help employees
balance work and family oEligations. Other Bates’ bills would: provide
child care to low-income parents participatinflin job training; give a 4%
cost of living increase to state subsidized child care programs; provide
economic development funding to counties with high unemployment
rates to increase the job prospects for GAIN participants who have
children; require new or renovated public buildings with 700 or more
employees to include child care facilities; establish pilot projects to
train parentshow to teach their children to read and how to teach their
children to learn computer skills; give student assistance to persons
training to become child care workers; step up enforcement against
delinquent child support obligations; and help homeless families by
allowing counties to increase deed recording fees to fund housing and
job-related services to the homeless.28

On child care issues, Assembly Republicans have proposed legisla-
tion to reduce the cost of insurance at day care centers, lower the
student-teacher ratio requirements for state-subsidized child care, help
fund training for day care providers, and give tax credits to employers
who build on-site day care centers.29

Task Force on Family Equity. In the past two years, the Califor-
nia State Senate has also concentrated on family issues. A Senate Task
Force on Family Ettitywas formed in 1986.30 The Task Force found *“an
alarming relationship between the economic consequences of divorce
and the feminization of poverty — the growing number of women and
children living below the poverty line in single-parent female-headed
households.*s! This phenomenon is particularly significant in Califor-
nia which has the Eighest number of single-parent female-headed
households of any state in the nation.32

The Senate Task Force found that divorced women and their children
suffer a drastic decline in their standard of living in the first year after a
divorce — an average decline of 73% — wEile divorced men are
economically better off then they were during the marriage. The stan-
dard of ]ivinilof divorced men rises an average of 42% in the first year
following a divorce.33 This disparity continues over time. One study

showed that even seven years after divorce, the financial positions of ex-
husbands is strikingly better than that of ex-wives.3¢

This post-divorce household income disparity between ex-husbands
and ex-wives was explained by the Senate Task Force.35 In two-paycheck
families, the wife outside income typically amounts to only 44% of the
hushands earnings. Thus, the hushand’s departure leaves a precipitous
drop in income available to the wife. Additional reasons were cited for
the post-divorce income gap: () courts rarely award spousal support —
only 17% of women in California are awarded spousal support; (2) child
support usually falls largely on the mother, while the father is allowed to
retain the major portion of his income for himself; and (3) only 50% of
custodial mo!iers due support actually receive full payments. The Task
Force also found that the system of dividing community property in
California often produces unequal results.

After nine months of discussing the results of empirical research, the
Senate Task Force on Family Equity produced 23 legislative proposals to
help post-divorce families cope with the plethora of problems they face.
The package includes proposals that would: (1) defer the sale of family



homes so children and the custodial parent would not be immediately
uprooted in order to divide community property; (2) force self-employed
parents who are delinquent in child support payments to establish
security deposits equal to 12 months of child support; (3) take into
consideration the value of career enhancements through education and
training when setting child support and alimony payments; and (4)
require judges to consider a history of child or spousal abuse when
determining custody. Some of the proposed reforms are opposed by
fathers’ rights advocates.36

Also in 1987, the state Senate received a report recommending more
than 15 ways to improve California’ divorce mediation program.
According to the report, more than 33% of the current generation of
children will experience a parental divorce before they reach the age of
18.37

Senate Office of Research. During 1987, the Senate Office of
Research released findings regarding family income.38 The economic
facts are revealing. In the past 10 years, California% families have
become poorer overall. While the poorer families have lost ground, the
richest families have prospered. The real income of the poorest of
California’ families feﬁ 9% in the past ten years, while the real income
of the richest fanfilies rose 14% between 1977 and 1986. Although the top
40% of California families have continued to increase their prosperity
since 1977, the other 60% have either suffered a loss of prosperity or
barely stayed even. Female employment and the increasing amount of
work {:y women was cited as the main reason why family income did not
fall more than it did between 1977 and 1986.

Senate researchers compared economic prosperity along racial and
ethnic lines.39 Black families have not fared well. Black families in the
bottom 60% of the economy have seen their real purchasing power fall
by about 5% between 1977 and 1985. Latino families virtually have
remained economically the same. Latino families in the lower 60% of
the economy have gained a slim 1% in purchasing power since 1977.
Anglo families fared much better. Although the number of Anglo
families has remained constant since 1977, in 1985 there were 7,000
fewer Anglo families in the bottom 209 of the economy and 6,000 more
Anglo families in the top economic quintile than in 1977. Asian and
Native American families in California had a percentage loss in middle-
class status, and had larger increases in tEe percent of their poor

families than of their wealthy families.

Proposed Commission on the Family. Citing the dramatic
changes that have taken place in family structures, demographics, and
income and poverty levels in California, Senator Diane Watson has
proposed that the State of California establish a 15-member California
Commission on the Family.40 The two-year commission would study the
dynamics of family structure in California and provide the Legislature
with recommendations for incorporating findings into policy develop-
ment. The recommendations would address the proper role of govern-
ment in providing services to families and suggest ways to better
coordinate programs that serve families.

Assemblyman Bates has summed up the California family situation:#
“We’ve got to face the reality — families and their needs have changed.
The family policies of our state are stuck in the 50s. Now it% time to
move into the 80s and 90s.”

Joint Select Task Force on the Changing Family. The commit

ment of Assemblyman Bates and Senator Watson to improve family life
in California has been recognized by the state Legislature. These two
leaders were selected to co-cﬁz-;rza newly created Joint Select Task Force
on the Changing Family The new tasf:' force in comprised of 6 state
legislators and 20 public members.42 It will study family trends and
issues and file a report with the Legislature by the end of 1988 recom-
mending steps that can be taken to bring public policy into line with the
reality of contemporary family life in California as it is now and as it will
be in the 1990s and beyond.

CALIFORNIA FAMILIES:
RECOMMENDATIONS

5. The Task Force recommends that the Legislature Joint Select
Task Force on the Changing Family review this report and its recommen-
dations prior to issuing its own report to the Legislature in November,
1988.

6. The Task Force recommends that the Legislative Policy State-
ments of the City of Los Angeles be amended. Since 90% of single-
parent families are headed by women, it would be appropriate for the
citys “Policy Statement on Women’ Issues™ to include a section
addressing the needs of single-parent families. The Commission on the
gtatus of Women could assist the city in implementing this recommen-

ation.

7. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Commis-
sion on the Status of Women review the Final Report of the California
State Senate Task Force on Family Equity, and the legislative proposals
arising out of that report. Based on this !ata. the Women's Commission
may wish to propose additional legislative policy statements involving
judicial education, community property, cll.i.rd support, spousal support,
and mediation.

8. The Task Force recommends that the California League of Cities
sponsor a *“‘Family Diversity Forum™ at its next annual meeting and
encourage its members and participants to create appro(rriate mecha-
nis(;ns in their own jurisdictions to study changing family demographics
and issues.
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FAMILIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Like other areas of the country, Los Angeles County resi-
dents have experienced changes in household and famil
composition which have lead to greater diversity in sociaE
economic, and personal needs. But diversity also brings
social and economic challenges as the different groups
strive to live and work together.
— State of the County:
Los Angeles 1987
United Way, Inc.

On a population basis, Los Angeles County is larger than many states
in this nation. Nearly one-third of all California residents live in Los
Angeles County As 0f 1986, the county total population was estimated
to be 8.3 million persons.2

Although the City of Los Angeles is only one of 84 cities in the count
Los Angeles city residents account for about 37% of the county’s over:
population.3

County government has a significant impact on Los Angeles city
families. When it comes to administering family-related programs —
especially those dealing with family law, health, and welfare — county
Fovqi'inment has almost exclusive jurisdiction over the lives of city
amilies.

The Superior Court is operated with state and county funds and
personnel. Therefore, county agencies and officials, not city, are
involved in juvenile dependency cases, marital dissolutions, conciliation
of family disputes, child custody, visitation, foster care, and adoption.

Although the ci:’y is authorized by law to establish a city health
department and adopt local health ordinances, it has not done so.
Instead, the city defers to the County Board of Supervisors to pass local
health laws and to the County Department of Health to enforce those
laws within the City of Los Angeles.

When it comes to welfare benefits and programs, it is again the
county and the state — not the city — that govern and administer.

A study of families in the City of Los Angeles, therefore, must include
some examination of county demographics, problems, and governmen-
tal agencies.

County Populations and Trends

The county has added 5.7 million residents since 1930. By the year
2000, the countys population is expected to grow by another one
million. These population increases primarily have resulted from a high
number of births, rather than a surge of inmigration. Between 1985 and
1986, for example, the population rose even though 14,000 more people
moved out of Los Angeles County than moved into the county. Even with
births, however, had it not been for substantial inmigration by ethnic
minorities, the net effect of out-migration by Anglos would have been a
decrease in the county’ populatien.

Ethnic Diversity. Los Angeles County is increasing in its ethnic
diversity. In 1980, just over half of the county population was Anglo
(White, non-Latino) In 1986, Anglos comprised about 46% of the
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county’s population, with Latinos at 32%, Blacks at 13%, and Asians at
9%.

The Latino and Asian segments have more than doubled in the past
30 years, primarily due to 'ﬁher birth rates and inmigration trends.
Latino births are outpacing those of all other ethnic segments of the
population. In 1984, for example, 44.8% of all births were to Latinos,
30.7% to Anglos, and 14.4% to Blacks.

Thirty-one percent of county families speak only a non-English
languaﬁf at home. This compares with 23% in California and 10%
nationally.

Household Composition. By 1989, the county will have approx-
imately 3.2 million households. In 1980, 27.3% of the county’ house-
holds consisted of persons living alone.5 This figure will increase to
29% by 1989. Among married couples, two-earner households increased
from 26% in 1960 to 47% in 1986.

Marital Status. Thirty-five percent of county residents over 15 years-
old are single (never married).¢ This compares with a national figure of
30%. Nearly 53% of county residents over 15 years-old are married.
About 12% are divorced or widowed.

Housing Trends in the County

Home ownership in the county is declining. In 1980, 49% of housing
units were owner occupied. In 1989, owner-occupied units will decrease
to 45% of the housing stock. The median sale price of existing single-
family detached homes jumped from $113,421in1982 to $128,799 in1986.
Median rents more than doubled in the county between 1970 and 1980.

It is predicted that the number of homeless families will grow as the
cost of shelter moves beyond the means of a greater number of lower-
income families.

Presently, some of the existing housing is inadequate. For example,
more than 53,000 housing units have either no bathroom or only 2
bath. Thus, families in those units lack adequate bathing facilities.?

Transportation Issues in the County

Streets and highways in the county are getting more congested.
Traffic congestion is affected by housing and employment factors.
Eighty-six percent of employees get to work by car8 The growing
number of two-paycheck married households no doubt comril%::es to
growing traffic problems. Also, more workers are driving more miles to
and from work. This trend is related to out-migration triggered by those
seeking more affordable housing, which is more readily available in
suburban and rural areas of the county. The resulting increase in traffic
congestion will generate continued need for new transportation modes
and stronger incentives for business-sponsored car pool systems.

Thankfully, alcohol-related traffic accidents have been decreasing in
the county. Legal and public relations campaigns against drinking and
driving appear to be working. Unfortunately, motor vehicle accidents
areds ill the leading cause of death for county youths between ages 10
and19.



Trends in County Schools

The county has 82 school districts within its boundaries. School
enrollment in public kindergarten increased by 12% between 1981 and
1986. Increases in county ﬁ?rth rates and immigration patterns are
expected to preduce population growth at all grade levels. Naturally,
changes in county demographics, as well as increased diversity in family
structures and family problems, affect the county’s schools in many
ways.

Adult Education. The major population increases in the count
between 1980 and 2000 will occur in the 35 to 50 age groups. The growiﬂ
of the mid-life population requires that a broader array of adult, voca-
tional, and continuing education options be offered.

Multicultural Needs. The student population in the county’s
schools is becoming increasingly diverse. Anglo representation declined
five percent between the 19811982 school year and the 1985-1986 school
year. Black representation also declined during that same period. These
trends were offset by increases in Latino and Asian enrollment.

Such changes have created a demand for more ethnically responsive
education materials and teaching modes. So-called “world view* mate-
rials can enhance students’ appreciation of social and economic oppor-
tunities generated by the growing interdependency of nations. A
broader range of intercultural materials can stress the richness of a
multicultural environment.

A growing and ethnically diverse school-age population also requires
more variety in the composition of staff. Students need positive “role
models” witix whom they can identify. Especially at the higﬂ school level,
there is a need for more diversity among high school counselors who
serve as role models for racial, ethnic, and sexual minority students.

One in five public school students needs bilingual education. This is
evidenced by the number of limited or non- English-proficient students
in the county$ schools.

The large number of immigrants requires more teachers and more
classes in “English as a Second Language,” especially in the primary
grades and in adult education.

School Dropouts. Dropout rates in the county’s schools are high.
Possibly 409 of the area youth do not complete high school. Drug abuse
and teenage pregnancy contribute to the dropout rate.

A greater emphasis on programs designed to prevent pregnancy and
drug abuse could help alleviate the dropout problem.

Employment Trends in the County

Los Angeles County is the largest employment area in California.
The number of persons employed in the county will rise from 3.9 million
in1980 to a staggering 4.8 mi{lion in 2000. Most workers in the county
are employed in service occupations, such as insurance, accounting and
education. Manufacturing has the second highest number of jobs.

The county has experienced a growth in businesses owned by women
and minorities in recent years. Female entrepreneur businesses jumped
200% between 1977 and 1982. During the same period, Latino-owned
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businesses grew by 75%, Black-owned businesses by 509, and busi-
nesses owned by Asians and other minorities grew over 100%.

Unemployment and job benefits are two of the major employment
issues affecting county families.

Minority Unemployment. Unemployment rates for Blacks and
Latinos are higher than for Anglos living in the county. Blacks histor-
ically have the highest unemployment rate and Black youth presently
have the highest rate of any group.

Emplolyee Benefits. The increases in single-parent families, two-
paycheck families, and older and middle-age workers require changes
m employee benefit programs, especially since an increasing portion of
emu;l)loyee compensation now is paid indirectly in the form of benefits
rather than in direct wages.

The demographic changes in the workforce call for the adoption of
more flexible work schedules, increased child care services, and
expanded employee assistance programs (e.g., drug rehabilitation
assistance, family conflict resolution, mid-life erisis counseling, etc.)

County Commissions and Family Issues

On an on?ing basis, several county commissions conduct research,
hold public hearings, issue reports, and make recommendations con-
cerning issues affecting county families.

Human Relations Commission

The countys Human Relations Commission consists of 15 members
appointed by the Board of Supervisors. It has an annual budget of
approximately $900,000. The commission conducts community pro-
grams which assist civic, religious, business, governmental and profes-
sional groups in resolving human relations problems. It provides
conflict resolution services when specific inter-group tension surfaces.
It sponsors conferences and leadership training programs. The com-
mission also engages in research and conducts puiliic hearings on
human relations topics, disseminating reports to interested groups and
individuals.

The following are excerpts from reports issued by the commission in
recent years.

Immigrants.® Los Angeles County is the home of 1.6 million for-
eign-born persons, according to 1980 census figures. No other county in
the nation has such a large immigrant population.

The ethnic diversity v:reatedul;_z'l immigration has been accompanied
by intergroup tension and conflict, sometimes manifesting itself in
discrimination, vandalism and violence.

The commission found that: () hostile attitudes toward immigrants
and refugees were widespread among the general public; (2) employ-
ment discrimination is a major problem for immigrants and refugees;
(3) workplace raids by the INS have resulted in discriminatory treatment
of many Latinos and Asians who are American citizens; and (4) many
immigrants are denied equal access to health care.

Gays and Lesbians.10 It has been estimated that about 10% of the
general population has a sexual orientation which is predominantly



homosexual. This means that about 800,000 gays and lesbians live in
Los Angeles County.

Regarding the county’ gay and lesbian population, the commission
has found that: Q) scientists believe that sexual orientation is established
early in life; (2) there is no significant difference in the incidence of anti-
social behavior between homosexuals and heterosexuals; (3) many
religious and secular institutions have been reluctant to acknowledge
the common humanity of lesbians and gay men; (4) anti-gay bigotry 1s
often reinforced by insensitive and stereotypical depiction of gays in the
media; (5) living in an atmosphere of prejudice puts considerable stress
on gays and lesbians; (6) employment discrimination against gays is
perceived to be widespread; (7) an historically tense reFalionship has
existed between the gay community and law enforcement; and (8) the
an and leshian community is alarmed by the increase in anti-gay

arassment and violence.

Housing Discrimination.! The denial of housing rights to indi.
viduals and families in Los Angeles County is an unfortunate reality in
the 1980s. The commission reported that four of the Los Angeles City
Rair Housing Councils received 1,662 complaints of discrimination
during 1984. The councils estimate that these complaints were merely
the “tip of the iceberg,” representing less than 25% of the actual
incidents of discrimination on the areas they served.

On the subject of housing discrimination, the commission found that:
(1) Los Angeles is the first major metropolitan area to be a true multi-
ethnic, multiracial society; (2) by 1999, most individuals living in the
county will not be able to afford a home; (3) affordable rental housing is
declining at a significant rate; (4) the problem of deteriorating and
inadequate housing is prevalent in many racially and economically
segregated communities; (5) competition for the limited resources of
housing can exacerbate intergroup stress and conflict; (6) housing dis-
crimination has a pronounced and disparate effect on Blacks, female-
headed households, immigrants and refugees, the disabled, the eco-
nomically disadvantaged, and families with children; and (7) a limited
political and financial priority is often put on fair housing efforts
despite the fact that racial segregation is one of the countys most
persistent racial problems.

Hate Crimes.!? In 1980, the commission began gathering data,
investigating, responding to, and reporting on incidents of racially and
religiously motivated vandalism and violence.

The commission found a decrease in such violence during 1983 and
1984, with a leveling off in 1985. However, hate crimes started increasin
in 1986 and this trend has continued as residences, businesses, an
houses of worship became targets.

In mid1987, the commission announced that it now will monitor
incidents of anti-gay violence in the county.

Discomfort with demogralgfllic changes, ongoing intergroup or neigh-
borhood tensions, and youthful mischief-making all contribute to the
problem of violence against minorities.

The commission has found that: () residences were the target of
75.8% of racial violence and the most frequent target (44.2%) of
religious incidents; (2) racial attacks during 1986 showed a pattern of
repeat attacks and a propensity for interracial families as targets; (3)

15

about 36% of racially motivated incidents occurred within the City of
Los Angeles; and (4) about 57% of the religiously motivated violence
happened in the City of Los Angeles.

Women’s Commission

The Los Angeles County Commission on the Status of Women pro-
vided the Task Force on Family Diversity with specific suggestions
regarding the problems of older women, particularly their needs for pay
equity, divorce law reform, respite care, affordable housing, and access
to health care.)s These and other issues affecting women are discussed
in more detail in other sections of this report.

Many of the equity concerns brought to the attention of the Task
Force by the county Women’s Commission have been echoed in a report
recently issued by the Congressional Caucus for Women Issues on the
status of women 1n 1987-88.14

Commission on Disabilities

The countys Commission on Disabilities was established by county
ordinance and is comprised of 16 members who represent various areas
of disability The Commission advises the Board of Supervisors on
issues dealing with disability.

A representative of the Commission on Disabilities testified at public
hearings conducted by the Task Force on Family Diversity!s A major
concern raised during this testimony involved needed improvements in
public transportation — and what the City of Los Angeles should do to
improve the situation for persons with disabilities. These issues are
addressed in detail in the sections of this report which focus on families
with disabled members.

Commission on AIDS

Soon after it became apparent that acquired immune deficiency
syndrome (AIDS) was a health crisis that would affect the Los Angeles
area for many years, a joint City-County Task Force on AIDS was
convened by Mayor Tom Bradley and Supervisor Ed Edelman. The Task
Force on AIDS served for several years, until the Board of Supervisors
established a formal County Commission on AIDS. The 18-member
Commission on AIDS held its first meeting in August, 1987.

Facts About AIDS:

The following factual backdrop underscores the challenge
facing the Commission.

Cause of AIDS. AIDS is caused by a viral infection that
breaks down the body’s natural immune protections, leaving it
vulnerable to virulent diseases normally resisted or repulsed by a
healthy immune system.’6 The agent of transmission is HIV or
Human Immunodeficiency Virus.1?

Transmission of the Virus. The medical evidence regard-
ing transmission of the virus is conclusive that the infection is
spread by sexual conduct with infected persons, exposure to
contaminated blood or blood products through transfusion (shar-
ing of hypodermic needles or by contaminated bloed transfu-




Facts About AIDS: continued

sions) and by perinatal transmission, and that there is no known
risk by other means. In other words, the AIDS virus is not
transmitted by casual contact.’s

Clinical Reactions to Infection. Persons whose bodies
carry the virus fall into a spectrum of clinical reactions, from
totally asymptomatic (the largest percentage), to mild or severe
illnesses consisting of non-specific symptoms (AIDS-related com-
plex or ARC), to major and deadly opportunistic diseases
(AIDS)19

In discussing AIDS, therefore, it is important to distinguish
between those who are merely infected (HIV antibody positive),
those who have moderately serious associated illnesses (ARC),
and those who have developed fatal opportunistic diseases
(AIDS)

Early estimates had predicted that about twenty-five percent
of persons who are HIV antibody positive may ultimately develop
the full-blown disease of AIDS. More recent projections estimate
much higher rates. The incubation perios from infection to
development of AIDS is believed to vary from three to seven
years.20

Incidence and Mortality Rate. The Commission on AIDS
has been confronted with statistics gathered by the County
Health Department and alarming projections by medical scien-
tists.2!

HIV Antibody-Positive Persons. It has been estimated
that between 135,000 and 150,000 persons in Los Angeles County
have been infected by the AIDS virus.22 Approximately 30% of
these antibody positive persons will ultimately develop full-blown
AIDS, probably within the next seven years.

Persons With AIDS. More than 4,700 cases of full-blown
AIDS have been reported and confirmed in Los Angeles County
since 1981 The overwhelming majority of these are adult cases.
The mortality percentage of these full-blown AIDS cases has
been over 60%.

Projections. It has been estimated that about 130 cases of
full-blown AIDS will be confirmed in Los Angeles County each
month, By 1991, experts anticipate there will have been 31,000
confirmed cases of Full-blown AIDS in the county.

The Effects of AIDS on Families:

ATDS is having its effect on thousands of Los Angeles families. Each
person who tests HIV antibody pesitive but has no observable symp-
toms, who has developed ARC, and who has full-blown AIDS, has family
relationships. Since the average age of infected persons is in the 30s,
most of their parents are probably still living. Statistically, somewhere
between 30% and 50% of infected persons live with a spouse or
lifemate. Most have at least one sibling. Thus, even if 90% of those
infected with the HIV virus in Los Angeles County are homosexual or
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bisexual?3, close family relationships provide a m}?hty multiplier of
those affected by the disease, and most of those affected thereby are
heterosexual.

Little research has been done on the effect of AIDS on family
relationships. Those articles that have been published on the subject
indicate that AIDS takes a psychological toll on spouses, lifemates, and
other immediate family members.2¢ One local person with AIDS sum-
marized the plight of family members who serve as primary care-
givers:25

AIDS is perceived as altering the life of one person. This is

not the whole truth. As the patient becomes slowly depen-

dent upon someone else, finally needilﬁl help a]I day, all

week, tfne disease slowly destroys the quality of life for two

Eeople. The caregiver of the AIDS patient 1s also held
ostage by the disease.

According to Jaak Hamilton, a Los Angeles therapist specializing in
AIDS and family relationships, most AIDS patients feel the need to seek
acceptance and love from their families. Hamilton says there is a
continuum of responses from parents, from those who absolutely cut off
their child, to those whose lives go through an entire metamorphasis in
order to provide continuous support.2s Afthough some families respond
with anger and rejection, Hamilton says, this is not the typical
reponse:27

I have found that about 90% of these families put aside
whatever biases or fears or prejudices they have because
the love they have for the af?ected adult child transcends
all other feelings. And almost always they are there to hold
a hand, massage a foot, cry and say: “I love you.”

Ethnic minority families bear a major brunt of the trauma caused by
the AIDS crisis since a disproportionate number of minorities have
AIDS.28 Although Blacks and Latinos constitute 19 percent of the
United States population, they comprise 38% of all reported AIDS cases
in the country, and 80% of all children with AIDS are Black or Hispanic.

Hospice and In-Home Care. At least a partial solution to some
significant problems experienced by persons with AIDS and their
families seems to lie in dramatically increased funding for in-home
services, respite care for primary caregivers, and hospices.2? Last year
the Board of Supervisors acted favorab?; ona recommendation from the
county’s new AIDS Commission, by directing the county health depart-
ment to expedite the implementation of a hospice and home-care
program for persons with AIDS and ARC.3¢ The Task Force on Family
Diversity commends the Los Angeles AIDS Hospice Committee, the
County ATDS Commission, and the Board of Supervisors for working
together to expedite the development of hospice and home-care ser-
vices.

The LaRouche Initiative. Persons with AIDS, medical
researchers, service providers, educators and policy makers are already
working overtime in the fight against AIDS. They do not need the
distraction and resource drain caused by factually unjustifiable ini-
tiatives, such as that supported by Lyndon LaRouche. Such initiatives
offer public identification and/or isolation of infected personms, thus
depriving personal privacy and dignity, and providing tuel — if not
legal sanction — to employment, housing, and other forms of discrimi-



nation. The discrimination, in turn, is not helpful but is actually
harmful to the campaign to control the spread of the disease and to find
a cure for those already infected.

FAMILIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY:
RECOMMENDATIONS

9. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County Board
of Supervisors establish a County Task Force on Family Diversity to
study the problems experienced by contemporary families in the county
and to recommend ways in which family-related county programs can
better serve the needs of Los Angeles families. A two-year task force of
this nature could synthesize information available from county agencies
and commissions, hold public hearings, solicit advice from profes-
sionals in public and private sector agencies serving local families, and

issue a comprehensive report to assist the Board of Supervisors and .

county derartmems meet the challenges posed by changing family
demographics and family structures.

10. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County
Commission on AIDS continually study the impact of AIDS on family
relationships for the purpose of recommending ways in which public
and private sector agencies could better assist spouses, lifemates, par-
ents, siblings, and other immediate family members of people with
AIDS in coping with the myriad of problems caused by the disease.

Families of Los Angeles County: Notes
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PUBLIC POLICY AND THE DEFINITION
OF FAMILY

“Family” may mean different things under different cir-
cumstances. The family, for instance, may be a group of
people related by blood or marriage, or not related at all,
who are living together in the intimate and mutual inter-
dependence of a single home or household.
— California Supreme Court

Moore Shipbuilding Corporation

v. Industrial Accident Commission

(1921)185 Cal. 200, 196 P 257

In the recent past, Americans had no reason to debate over the
definition of “family.” Everyone knew that families were created either
by marriage or hil’l{l. Since the families of nearly all adults were cut
from the same social pattern, everyones experience of family neatly
coincided with their intellectual understanding of this venerable
institution. Family, of course, was then an unambiguous term which
referred to so-called “nuclear” relationships (hushand-wife-child) and
extended kinship networks. Not only were most families cut from the
same social pattern, they were also {lomogeneous in other significant
ways, including race, religion, and ethnic background.

Although the average person held a rather narrow experiential and
intellectual view of the traditional family, American jurisprudence was a
bit more flexible. For example, adoption was developed by the legal
system to accommodate childless couples seeking entry into the nuclear
family mainstream. Occasionally, and for some rather limited purposes,
the law even stretched the definition of family beyond tlrx)e lElood-
marriage-adoption model to encompass servants or other household
members. Thus, in this bygone era, the nuclear family was the social
norm, albeit a norm which permitted a few minor exceptions.

Today, the picture is changed dramatically. What formerly was consid-
ered the exception now has become the rule. Since contemporary
families exist in many shapes and sizes, family terminology has become
complex. People refer to nuclear families, mixed marriages, childless
couples, step families, blended families, binuclear families, interracial
families, dual- career families, foster families, extended families, single-
parent families, and unmarried couples or so-called domestic partners.
Moreover, a significant portion of the population now comprises each of
these variations.

Society is experiencing an uneasy tension between present experi-
ence and leftover social dogma. The nuclear family — once a normative
reality — today is simply another variation, and a minority one at that;
as a perceived 1deal, the nuclear family is now a myth. Thus, since most
people want to be ‘“normal,” many feel somewhat guilty because their
nonnuclear living arrangements have missed the mark, deviating from
the lingering perception of the social norm.

This report does not seek to supplant old ideals with new ones.
Neither does it intend to substitute one definitional straightjacket with
another. Rather, the mandate and goal of the Task Force is to examine
the realities of contemporary family living. Definitions will help
describe what actually exists; for the Task Force, definitions are tools for
understanding, passive reflections rather than a shoehorn designed to
make one size fit all.
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As this report demonstrates, people live in a wide range of committed
family relationships. Fortunately, the law and society’ nstitutions are
flexible enough to accommodate this reality.

Family Definitions from a Legal Perspective

The definition of family, like the definition of any term, is a function
of the persyective of the definer, the context in which the term is used,
and the user’ purpose in employing the term.

A layperson understands family in one way! When he or she refers to
family i a social conversation, a dictionary definition may suffice.
However, a member of the clergy may understand family in quite
another way2 If a pastor is delivering a sermon intended to rein?(‘:rlce
mstitutional religious teachings, the term may be used in a restrictive
manner which is designed to promote adherence to a designated model.
On the other hand, a sociologist doing field research may be less
concerned with a preconceived model than with actual and observable
social functions involved in family relationships.3 In contrast to both the
model and pragmatic definers, a philosopher may resist defining family
at all, probing instead at the concept and its possible expansions and
contractions,*

Although the Task Force on Family Diversity has considered these
various perspectives in examining the definition of family, this report
adopts a perspective that is inclusive rather than exclusive and, there-
fore, ?IOSt useful for development of public policy and the administra-
tion of Jaw.

Laws are intended to further public policies. Public policy is gener-
ally based upon the public interest or the public good, admittedly vague
concepts not subject to precise definition.s

Questions of public policy are primarily determined by the legislative
branch. However, when neither the Constitution nor the Legislature has
spoken on a subject, the courts may declare public policy$ A judicial

eclaration of public policy is not necessarily dependent on tech-
nicalities but is often based on the *“spirit™ of the law.?

The federal government plays a very limited role in the area of family
law since domestic relations is an area which our constitutional
federalism regards as the province of state law.8 Therefore, California’
public policy regarding the definition of family must be gleaned from
the state Constitution, acts of the state Legislature, decisions of the state
courts, and, to some extent, the actions o(g;:ate and local administrative
agencies. Since California’ public policy has been developed within the
larger system of American jurisprudence, however, it is generally consis-
tent with the flexibility inherent in American family law.

The word ““family” is derived from the Latin term “familia,” which
means household, i.e., the body of persons living in one housing unit
under a common head.? In American jurisprudence, family conveys the
notion of some relationship, by blood or otherwise, which is of a
permanent and domestic character. When the word is used without
reference to an established household, family may refer to all blood
relatives or, in a more restricted sense, to spouses and their children.to

Generally, the central characteristic. underlying family is mutual
interdependency. Thus, family may refer to a group of unmarried
persons not related by blood, but who are living together and who have



some obligation, either legal or moral, for the care and welfare of one
another.!

The definition of family has been litigated in American courts in
many factual contexts: single-family zoning, restrictive covenants,
insurance policy exclusions, property tax exemptions, anti-nepotism
regulations, and victim’s compensation, to name a few. Whether Ameri-
can courts have granted or denied family status has depended on the
particular circumstances of each case. For example, in some cases,
disabled persons, delinquent teenagers, or religious novices living in
group homes have been considered families. Courts also have ruled that
communal living arrangements involving student roommates in dorms
or fraternity houses were not family relationships.

With this legal background in mind, the Task Force has examined
California’ public policies involving family definitions. Those policies
are grounded in constitutional considerations, legislative enactments,
administrative decisions, and judicial interpretations.

Constitutional Considerations

The California Constitution declares that all people are by nature
free and independent and have inalienable rights. Among these enu-
merated fundamental rights are enjoying and defending life and liberty,
acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, as well as pursuing and
obtaining safety, happiness, and privacy.2

Although the California Constitution and the United States Constitu-
tion have many similar provisions, the state Constitution is a document
of independent force. State court judges have the personal obligation to
exercise independent legal judgment in ascertaining the meaning and
application of state constitutional provisions — even if their interpreta-
tions vary from the views expressed by the United States Supreme Court
as to the meaning and scope of similar federal constitutional provi-
sions.13 Consistent with federalist principles, the State of California,
through its own state Constitution, 1s free to confer greater rights upon
its citizens than the federal Constitution generally confers upon Ameri-
cans.!4

Since family law traditionally has been a matter of state, rather than
federal, regulation, public policies governing family definitions are also

ounded in the state Constitution. The CaEfornia Supreme Court has
the ultimate responsibility to define the meaning and scope of state
constitutional provisions, and it does so when asked to decide specific
cases and controversies. Some of these cases and controversies have
involved the definition of family.

One such case was decided by the Supreme Court in1980.15 The City
of Santa Barbara adopted a zoning ordinance that restricted who could
live in areas zoned for single families. The city defined a single family
unit to include any size group related by bloog, marriage, or adoption,
as well as a group of unrelated occupants not exceeding five persons.
The Adamson household violated the rule of five. It consisted of a group
of 12 adults living in a 10-bedroom, 6-bathroom mansion. The Adamson
householders were a close group with social, economic, and psychologi-
cal commitments to each other. They lived much as a family wouFld
sharing expenses, rotating chores, eating evening meals together, lend-
ing each other emotional support, and often taking vacations together.
They regarded their group to be a family.
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The Supreme Court termed the Adamson household an “alternate
family” because the groups living arrangements achieved many of the
personal and practical needs served by traditional family living. The
court noted that the group met half of Santa Barbaras definition of
family because it was a “single housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit.”
However, it failed to meet that part of the definition that required
residents, if they were greater than five in number, to be related by
blood, marriage, or adoption.

In declaring the ci:z\; restrictive definition of family violative of
Article I, Section 1 of the California Constitution, the Supreme Court
cited precedents in New Jersey and New York:16

Some courts, confronting restrictions similar to the rule-
of-five here, have redefined “family” to specify a concept
more rationally and substantially related to the legitimate
aim of maintaining a family style of living. For example, in
New Jersey a valid regulation of single-family dwellings
would be ““a reasonable number of persons who constitute
a bona fide single housekeeping unit.” Berger v. State
(1976) TL N.J. 206. *“The fatal flaw in attempting to main-
tain a stable residential neighborhood through the use of
criteria based upon biological or legal relationships is that
such classifications operate to prolubit a plethora of uses
which pose no threat to the accomplishment of the end
sought to be achieved. Moreover, such a classification
system legitimatizes many uses which defeat that goal.
...Aslongasa ?’oup bears the generic character of a
family unit as a relatively permanent household, it should
be equally as entitled to occupy a single family dwelling as
its biologically related neighbors.” City of White Plains v.
Ferraiolo 1974) 34 N.Y.2d 300, 306.

Thus, the state Constitution protects the right of all Californians to
form “alternate” family relationships, i.e., relationships not based on
blood, marital, or adoptive ties, and to live with these chosen family
members in a single dwelling without undue government interference.

On the other hand, in 1982, the California Supreme Court upheld a
state prison regulation limiting overnight visitation with eligible
inmates to persons with whom inmates were related by blood, marriage,
or adoption. A prisoner claimed he had a long term nonmarital rela-
tionship with a woman. The woman and her daughter wanted to partici-
pate in the prison’s family visitation program. The Department of
Corrections, citing its restrictive definition of family, refused. In a three-
way split, the majority of the court concluded that public policies
favoring administrative efficiency and prison security overrode the
inmate$ interest in maintaining overnight visitation with his “alter-
nate” family. A majority of the court, however, indicated that the scales
of justice may have tipped in the inmate’ favor had society provided
“alternate families with a simple method of authenticating their
relationships. The court found unacceptable the idea of “mini trials in
which bureaucrats would have to decide which family relationships
between prisoners and their potential visitors were authentic and which
were not. The two justices whose votes were pivotal to the outcome of the
case explained:17?

The definition of *“family™ in our society has undergone
some change in recent years. It has come to mean some-
thing far broader than only those individuals who are
united by formal marriage. Many individuals are united



by ties as strong as those that unite traditional blood,
marriage and adoptive families.

However, the very diversity of the groups of people now
commonly referred to as “‘families” highlights the diffi-
culty that would be created if the prison authorities were
required to grant family visits to prisoners who were not
married. The prison aulﬁorities do have a security interest
in prohihitin%visits by transients, whose ties to the pris-
oners may be fleeting or tenuous at best. In the absence of
a marriage certificate or a valid out-of-state common law
marriage [common law marriage has been abolished in
California], it would be extremely difficult for prison
officials to distinguish between the valid long-term com-
mitments that constitute a *“family” and transient rela-
tionships. Further, the evidentiary hearings that such
determinations would require would pose a significant
administrative burden on prison officials. . . .

In the absence of any reasonable alternative to distinguish
between families and nonfamilies, the limitation of family
visits to those who are married under the laws of this or
another state is a valid restriction.

These and other cases support the individual’ constitutionally-based
freedom to choose whether to form and maintain a traditional family
unit or to live in an alternate family form. Legislative or administrative
decisions resticting this freedom of family choice may be invalidated or
upheld, depending on the balancing of competing interests. Often the
courts defer to legislative and administrative juﬁgments in deciding

how to strike the balance.
Legislative Enactments

The California Ifﬁislature has found and declared that the family
unit is of fundamental importance to society in nurturing its members,
passing on values, averting potential social problems, and providing the
secure structure in which citizens live out their lives.18 Through actions
on a wide variety of subjects, the Legislature has expressed its judgment
that family units can be diverse in iseir structures. As a result, there is
not one uniform definition of family in California law. Instead, there are
family definitions.

In some contexts, the Legislature has defined family in a restrictive
manner. For example, in describing those persons entitled to family
allowances pending the administration of estates, the Probate Code uses
the traditional blood-marriage-adoption definition.1 Similarly, the leg-
Islatively created veterans-home-purchase program defines “immediate
family as including only a spouse or adopted or natural dependent
children.20

Other contexts have merited and received the benefit of broader
legislative definitions. In authorizing programs to rehabilitate child
molesters who have abused youthful %amily members, the Penal Code
defines family member in terms of being a ‘““member of the household™
of the victim.2! In providing remedies to persons who suffer violence
caused by other family members, the Legislature has defined family in
terms of residents of the same household.22 In domestic violence legisla-
tion in which the goal is specifically to prevent partner abuse, “family
members” include a variety of adult household members, including
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spouses, former spouses, and other adults having sexual relations with
each other.23 In the workers compensation context, the Legislature
extends survivor benefits to dependent relatives (blood-marriage-adop-
tion), or to surviving dependent household members of deceased
employees.2¢ Here, the Legislature has reaffirmed the expansive defini-
tion of family by rejecting attempts to limit workers compensation
benefits to survivors related to J;ceased employees only by blood,
marriage, or adoption.25

In other situations, the Legislature uses the term family without
defining it. For example, in establishing the Victims Restitution Fund,
which provides assistance to crime victims and their families, the
phrase “member of family is used without definition.26 In addressin
the functions of Conciliation Courts, the Legislature sets a goal o
keeping families intact. Here also, family is nowhere defined.2” In these
situations, the Legislature may have delegated definitional authority to
the administrative and judicial agencies operating these programs.

Although the Legislature is aware that the definition of family varies
from context to context, its definitional choices are not beyond critical
analysis. For example, in 1986 the Legislature passed a Lw allowing
members of a victim’ family to be present during a criminal prelimi-
nary hearing that is normally closed to the public. The Legislature
evidently determined that the families of victims have a greater interest
than the general public in attending preliminary hearings and that the
victim has an interest in having his or her family ];l)::lsent for emotional
support.28 However, the definition of family was limited to the alleged
victim's *“‘spouse, parents, legal guardian, children, or siblings.”2° This
restrictive definition fails to acknowledge the needs of victims whose
closest family members do not fall within the definition. For an elderly
victim, the only available relative might be a grandchild or nephew or
niece who resides with the victim. Under this definition, the lifemate of
a gay or leshian assault victim would have to remain in the hallway while
the victim faced the courtroom trauma alone. The expanded *house-
hold member” definition of family certainly would have been appropri-
ate in this law. The Legislatures failure to use the expanded degl)nition
may very well have been merely an oversight.

This definitional survey shows that the Legislature recognizes diver-
sity in family structures and does not entertain the goal of creating a
singular definition. Rather, the term family is defined by the Legjs%a-
ture only as a method of furthering other public policies. While one
policy may sometimes call for the use of a narrow definition, another
policy may call for an expansive definition. The overriding principle is
clear: public policy requires flexibility in the definitional process; the
ultimate definition is guided by a keen understanding of the state’
ultimate objectives when dealing with a particular prohﬁzm.

Administrative Discretion

The State of California has a tripartite system of government. Like
the federal government, its coequal branches are executive, legislative
and judicial. The legislative branch passes laws and declares public
policies. The judicial branch, the ultimate authority on constitutional
1ssues, interprets laws in the context of specific cases and controversies.
The executive branch, including administrative agencies, administers
and enforces laws as passed by the legislative body and interpreted by
the courts.

In operating their programs, administrative agencies have broad
discretion in adopting rules, regulations, and definitions. Of course,



their discretion is not unlimited; administrators must act within the

Constitution,30 and their actions must conform to the will of the Legisla-

ture.3! However, within these confines, executive agencies are given

wide latitude in setting definitional parameters for their operations.32

Very often, the Legislature, after declaring a general policy and fixing a

Frimary standard, will confer upon administrative officers the power to
ill in the details necessary to carry out the legislative objectives.33

In1982, the California Commission on Personal Privacy examined 96
federal, state, and municipal agencies which utilized the terms “fam.
ily” or “household” in operating their programs.3+ Respondents were
asked to indicate whether they used the standard Census Bureau
definition of family (blood-marriage-adoption) or broader definitions.
Program managers were also asked if their program definition and
eligibility criteria included or excluded members of “variable” fami.
lies, i.e., ““two or more persons domiciled in the same household and
operating as a single housekeeping unit, who are not related by blood,
marriage,or adoption.” The Privacy Commission survey revealed the
following facts:35

* 15% of resFondents were not bound by a definition
based solely on blood, marriage, or adoption.

*  The greatest autonomy to adopt broader definitions
existed at the municipal level of government.

*  63.5% of respondents actually served variable fami-
lies during program year 198L

The survey showed that administrative discretion was often used to
define family in an expanded way.36 For example, in connection with its
Child Care Program, the United States Department of Agriculture
defined family as a “group of related or non-related individuals who are
not residents of an institution or boarding house, but who are living as
one economic unit.” In its School HealtE Program, the State Depart-
ment of Education defined family as *‘a unit of intimate transacting and
interdependent persons who share the same values and goals, responsi-
bility for decisions and resources, and a commitment to one another
over time.” In its Genetically Handicapped Program, the Monterey
County Social Services Department defined family as a ““group of
individuals who live together on a continuing basis and share their
income and expenses and are dependent upon the group’ resources.”
In connection with its Child Protective Services Program, the San Diego
County Social Services Department defined family as “primary care-
takers, siblings, or significant others living together.” The Probation
Department of the Tulare County Family Court defined family as
incfuding *“cohabiting individuals and natural parents (married or
unmarried), their offspring, and other significant individuals con-
cerned about children (e.g., grandparents).”’

The Privacy Commission survey reported that a substantial majority
of administrative agencies had no legal restrictions which prevented
them from serving members of ““variable” families. Nearly one-fourth
of the respondents, however, did conclude that federal or state statutes
or regulations prevented them from venturing beyond the traditional
blood-marriage-adoption definition of familys7

Flexibility, therefore, is the prevalent pattern which emerges from a
study of governmental responses about the definition of family, whether
those definitions are formulated by Californiak judges, legislators, or
administrators.
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Public Hearing Testimony

The Task Force on Family Diversity received testimony on the subject
of defining family.38 Wallace Albertson, President of the Los Angeles
Community College Board of Trustees, appeared before the Task Force
in her capacity as Commissioner of the California Commission on
Personal Privacy, for which she had served as the Chairperson of a sub-
committee on Family Relationships.

Her testimony focused on the diversity of family forms and the
problems that arise from a misplaced presumption that the traditional
nuclear family is the social norm. The study op the Privacy Commission
indicated:s?

* A dilemma surrounding the meaning of the word
“family” exists both in a sociological/theoretical context
and in social work practices.

* The presumption that “family” means a married,
heterosexual co:]ge with children no longer applies to
most of the population.

*  Persons whose family forms do not fit this presumed
model suffer exclusion from legal, tax, and services pro-
tections.

* The nature and variety of family forms in current
society warrants definitions that are inclusive rather than
exclusive of nontraditional family forms.

* The right of personal privacy involves the right of
an individual to choose intimate and familial associations
without undue restriction.

* Any definition of family should consider the follow-
ing elements: continuity of commitment, mutuality of
obiigntion, economic and/or domestic interdependence,
as well as love and caring.

The Task Force on Family Diversity has found these points consistent
with its overall research into family definitions and has taken them into
consideration in determining its recommendations.

Research Team on Legal Definitions

The Task Force on Family Diversity received a topical report from its
research team on “Legal Definitions of Family.*40 That report
addresses the impact of legal definitions of family, how these definitions
can serve government goals, the compatibility of flexible and tradi-
tional definitions, and governments responsibiﬁty to families.

Addressing the issue of definitional compatibility, the report stated:#

[Tlhe notion of expanding the definition of family, or
making the definition flexible to achieve government
goals, is not a process suggesting revolution, discarding of
traditional values, or offending in morally sensitive areas.
There is an important difference between the way family-
type groups exist and function every day and what we
believe, or feel, a family should be. And it is to the former



set of questions — what are the facts concerning the make-
up of families in a given area, such as the City of Los
Angeles — upon which we must base our decisions about
how government should relate to family units. Legal defi-
nitions of family are not attacks on morality or religion;
rather, both legal and layman’ definitions of family can
and do co-exist without fconflict]. The judicial decisions
summarized earlier in this report illustrate the non-
conflicting nature of the relationship between lay defini-
tions and those created for the legal process. These
holdings define family not as an end in itself, but only as a
means of advancing specific legal policies.

The report stresses that the concern that government should use
family degnitions which are tailored to the way people actually live is
based on the assumption that government has a positive and affirmative
responsibility to encourage and support families. It emphasizes the
important public policy goals which are served by the utilization of
definitions that reflect the diversity of contemporary family stuctures:42

Families of all definitions have traditionally cared for
society’s dependent members, like children, the elderly,
the disabled, the sick, and the poor. Families discipline
their members, and to the extent they are successful,
contribute to the general peacefulness of society. Families
live in groups, or neighborhoods, providing stability for
surrounding commercial and cultural activities. And on
the most personal level, families provide a haven and a
source of renewal for those who are their members. Fami-
lies are a great source of meaning and satisfaction to
individuals, and the loss of a family arrangement or
relationship can leave individuals disoriented and alien-
ated. If government benefits are unavailable or closely
restricted, families can become destabilized and will even-
tually pose further problems for which governments will
have to expend funds. There is a general intuition among
scholars, service providers, and ordinary citizens that
family destabilization is a major cause of the majority of
our society’ ills.

The Task Force on Family Diversity urges those who make laws, those
who administer them, as well as those who challenge them, to become
and remain sensitive to the reality of contemporary family living
arrangements. No legitimate secular policy is furthered by rigid
adherence to a definition of family which promotes a stereotypical, if
not mythical, norm. Rather, the appropriate function of lawmakers and
administrators is to adopt policies and operate programs that dispel
myths and acknowledge reality.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that current public policy
favors the adoption of laws and the implementation of programs that
support and strengthen families. Demographic trends indicate that
family structures are diverse and that this pattern may last indefinitely.
Public policy, therefore, is best served by the continuing use of flexible
family definitions.
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PUBLIC POLICY AND THE
DEFINITION OF FAMILY:
RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Task Force recommends that the City Council develop a
comprehensive family policy for the City of Los Angeles. A family policy
would set standards to assist the Chief Legislative Analyst, Council
members, and other city officials in assessing proposed legislation.

12. The Task Force recommends that lawmakers, such as the City
Council and the state Legislature, and those with responsibility for
drafting and analyzing proposed legislation, such as the Chief Legisla-
tive Analyst and City Attorney at the local level and the Legislative
Counsel at the state level, shou{d be sensitive to the fact that “family”
now is a term of art, capable of many variable definitions. When the
term family is used in proposed legislation, the Task Force encourages
such officials to consider relevant definitional options and to favor
inclusive rather than exclusive terminology.
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FAMILIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES

The mandate of the the Task Force on Family Diversity calls for
research into the the nature and extent of family diversity in the City of
Los Angeles and for an investigation of problems experienced by local
families. The mandate also directs the Task Force to document its
findings, to note demograé)hic and legal trends, and to make appropri-
ate dl;ecommendations to address the special problems of families living
in the city.

With previous sections of the report serving as a factual and le
backdrop, the following chapters respond directly to the mandate by
focusing on demographics and concerns of Los Angeles city families.
The efforts and contributions of Task Force members, student
researchers, and public hearing witnesses produced 1,260 pages of
research papers, topical reports, and other background papers, which
are published as supplements to this report.

FAMILY DEMOGRAPHICS

The total population of the City of Los Angeles, as recorded by the
1980 census, was 2,966,850.1 Los Angeles is a dynamic metropolitan
center that is in the process of undergoing pronounced demographic
changes.2 Many of these changes, suci as the growth of single-parent
families and the aging of the ‘‘baby boomers,” are being experienced
by other communities in California and throughout the nation. Other
changes, however, such as the influx of immigrants and refugees, job
seekers, and others who aspire to a more comfortable lifestyle, are more
peculiar to the particular geographic location, climate, cultural mix and
economic conditions of the City of Los Angeles.

Undocumented and Homeless Undercounts. The taking of a
census in Los Angeles invariably results in an undercount of certain
populations. Inadvertance on the part of census takers and evasion by
residents account for some of the error, and there is little chance of
pec()lple being counted twice. The U.S. Census Bureau estimates the
undercount for the 1980 census to be 0.5%, although it recognizes that
more sizeable undercounts can occur in relation to specific groups in
the population.3

Two primary and obvious undercounted populations are the undocu-
mentetr andaKe homeless. City agencies have estimated the undocu-
mented resident population to be 400,000 persons.# Although some
skeptics have questioned this estimate, the most current official city
estimate approximates this figure.

The homeless population in the city has been estimated to range
between 25,000 to 50,000 persons.6

Current Population Estimate and Projection. The Task Force
on Family Diversity estimates that as of April 1, 1988, the City of Los
Angeles has 3,595,379 residents.? The Census Bureau estimates that 20
years from now the population of the City of Los Angeles will reach
8,870,000, making it the most populated city in the nation, with about
437,000 more residents than New York City proper.8

Household Patterns and Living Arrangements. The U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau defines two basic categories of households: family and
nonfamily households. According to the Bureau, a *“family” household
is one in which a homeowner or renter lives with one or more persons
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related by blood, marriage or adoption. A so-called “nonfamily” house-
hold is one in which a renter or homeowner either lives alone or with a
person or persons not related by blood, marriage, or adoption.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds this familymonfamily
dichotomy unhelpful and not accurate. As discussed earlier in this
report, California law recognizes that families legally may include more
than bleod, marital and adoptive relationships. The Task Force believes
that terminology should be adopted which does not unduly conflict with
the more expansive and flexible definitions used in many states.

Blood-marriage-adoption families accounted for 61% of the citys
households in 1980, one-person households made up 3L5% of city
households, and unmarried couples comprised 7.4%.°

The Married Minority. Even though blood-marriage-adoption
households were a dominant family form 1n the city in 1980, there was
considerable diversity within this category. The husband- wife-
child(ren) household accounted for enly 22%. Married couples without
children at home constituted another 22%. Nearly 1% were sinﬁle-
parent households,’® while adult blood relatives living together
accounted for another 6%.

In terms of the city’ adult population in 1980, 45.2% were currently
married, 219 were separated, divorced or widowed, and about 33% had
never been married.

Unmarried Couples. A significant proportion of the population of
the City of Los Angeles consists of unmarried adults sharing the same
household. Some are related by blood; most are not. Not all unmarried
adults sharing a household also share an intimate relationship, but
many do. Couples, whether opposite or same gender, share housing and
common necessities, and in many cases, establish loving and committed
relationships for a variety of social, economic, emotional, philosophical
and personal reasons.

The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that about 21.4% of all
adults in the City of Los Angeles live with other adults to whom they are
not married.

Esﬁmatinﬁlthe Gay and Lesbian Population. Very little hard
data exists on the number of gays and lesbians in the population. Census
takers do not account for sexual orientation. Neilﬁer do recognized
ollsters such as Gallup or Harris. Until recently, due to fear of preju-
s.ice and discrimination, this group has been an invisible minority. The
fear persists, and is reinforceﬂoy governmental and private discrimina-
tion in many rs. Given these conditions, it is difficult to arrive at
solid figures regarding the size of the gay and leshian community in the
City of Los Angeles.

Definitional distinctions between homosexuals and heterosexuals are
often blurred. Is one considered gay because of a single homosexual act?
Does one opposite-gender sexual encounter determine one’ heterosex-
ual identity? In 1948, Alfred Kinsey, a distinguished sex researcher,
answered many of these questions. Kinsey devszls ed a sliding scale to
characterize sexual orientation. Sexually active persons who never had
engaged in a homosexual act were at the zero end of the scale and those
who had never engaged in a heterosexual act were labeled six. Most
people studied fell somewhere along the continuum between the two
extremes. Kinsey original research concluded that 13% of American



men and 7% of American women could be considered homosexual 12
“Homosexual” was defined as someone having engaged predominantly
or exclusively in same-gender sexual activity for at least a three-year
period in his or her life. Applying Kinsey’ definition and percentages
to 1980 census figures for persons over 15 years-old in Los Angeles, one
would estimate that, in 1980, the city was home to about 233,792
homosexual adults (sexually mature persons). This figure, after being
adjusted to reflect population growth since 1980, suggests that about
264,000 gay and lesbian adults lived in Los Angeles in1987.

Over the years, the Kinsey Institute, formally known as the Institute
for Sex Research, has continued studying the sexual orientation and
activity of thousands of individuals. A more recent study by the Institute
concluded that 29 of married men, 25% of unmarried men, 1% of
married women, and 6% of unmarried women are homosexual.1s Apply-
ing these more recent estimates to appropriate Los Angeles city popula-
tion demographics would suggest t.Eat 152,220 adults (sexually mature
persons) lived in the City of Los Angeles in 1980. Revising this figure to
account for population growth since 1980, the latter Kinsey studies
suggest that approximately 172,000 adult gays and lesbians lived in Los
Angeles in1987.

Based on Kinseys original and subseqent sex research and city
demographics, the Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that on the
average a‘i)out 200,000 gay and lesbian adults (persons over 15 years-old)
live in the City of Los Angeles at this time.

The Task Force on Family Diversity has noted that the gay and lesbian
population in Los Anﬁeles is quite diverse. Some gays and lesbians live
alone, some live as cohabiting same-sex couples, some live with parents,
some live with children, some live with housemates, and a number live in
heterosexual marriages. Gays and lesbians are represented in all racial,
ethnic, and religious segments of the city’s population. They are also
old, young, able-bodied and disabled. In sum, gays and lesbians, as a
whole, do not fit traditional stereotypes.14

Ethnic Patterns. Los Angeles has a diverse ethnic mix which has
been shifting dramatically in recent years.’s Therefore, the 1980 census
does not provide an accurate or easily usable measure of the current
racial and ethnic composition of the city

Changes that occurred between 1970 and 1980, however, show the
following ethnic trends. Latinos led other ethnic groups in the increase
in population, both in numbers and in the sercentage of increase in
proportion to the total population. Asians had a higher rate of increase
than any other ethnic group, nearly doubling during the 1970s. The
American Indian population also showed a significant rate of growth.
The city Black population showed only small numerical increases (less
than 4%) during this period.?'l‘he Anglo population shrunk by more
than 15% between 1970 and 1980.

Estimates for the city’s Latino population may be the most inaccurate
because of the large number oF undocumented Latino residents not
addressed by the census. Worsening economic conditions in Mexico, as
well as warfare and unrest in Central America, have contributed to a
constant flow of undocumented Latinos into Los Angeles.

Although much of the city consists of highly mixed ethnic neigh-
borhoods, there are clear patterns of ethnic concentrations in segments
of the city. Cultural pride, family cohesion, common language, housing
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affordability, and prejudice are factors which may contribute to ethnic
concentrations.

In general terms, the majority of the population in the San Fernando
Valley area and the Westside area is Anglo. A majority of the population
in East Los Angeles is Latino. A majority of the population in South-
Central Los Angeles is Black. Asians are not a majority in any large
area, but Chinese, Indochinese and Koreans are heavily concentrated in
some of the Central areas.

Some trends have been noted in terms of ethnic mobility. Many
Latinos are moving into the South-Central area. Blacks have been
moving in noticeable numbers toward the northern and western areas.
Southeast Asians are moving into the Central city area known as
Chinatown, and Chinese Asians have been relocating eastward. The
density of several of these areas is affected by this mobility and,
especially, by the influx of new Latino and Asian families into the city1?

Age Group Patterns. Los Angeles populations follow the general
agfngroup patterns of the nation.!® Predictably, women slightly out-
number men'® demographic patterns reflect a greater longevity of
women. Althouf?h more males than females are born every year, this fact
is more than offset by the larger numbers of deaths among males.

Children under age 5 made up 7.1%, and minors under age 18, 25.1%
ﬁf lt(ile population in 1980. Minors resided in 33% of the citys house-
olds.

Elderly people (65 and over)made up10.5% of the population. Elders
lived in 219 of the citys households. One-third of the elderly lived
alone. The mean age of the population has been gradually rising, and
the proportion of persons over age 65 has also been increasing. This
trend is expected to continue,

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that an estimated 377,515
seniors (65 and over) currently live in the City of Los Angeles.20

Economic/Qccupational Profiles. An examination of economic
and occupational profiles of city residents reveal significant locational
contrasts in terms of income, employment, poverty and affluence.22

Considerable differences exist with respect to household income. In
1980, the mean level of income for Westside households was double that
of Central area households. The large percentage of professional, mana-
gerial, and administrative workers and the extremely low number of
g%fare recipients living on the Westside may partially account for the

erence.

The Valley profile is similar to that of the Westside, Although it has a
somewhat lower mean income, the Valltg' also has a larger number of
professional and managerial workers and a low poverty rate.

The lowest levels of income were recorded in the Metro/Central area
which, like the South Bay/Harbor area, has a high proportion of clerical-
service-labor workers. The highest levels of public assistance were also
recorded in the Central area and the poverty rate in that area (23.8%)
was exceptionally high.

These geographic differences in demographic characteristics create
divergent demands and priorities among the City Council districts.



The Disabled Population. Although precise figures are unavail-
able, the City of Los Angeles is home to a large population of disabled
persons. Los Angeles is an attractive location because of its favorable
climate, the relative progressiveness of social welfare policies, and the
implementation of accessibility laws.22

The term “disability” includes visible as well as invisible charac-
teristics. Represented in this population are mobility disabilities, due to
such factors as paralysis, weakness, pain, and amputation; senso
disabilities, such as blindness and deafness; emotional or psychologi
disabilities; and intellectual or cognitive disabilities, such as learning
disabilities or mental retardation. Some people with disabilities have no
identifiable functional deficit at all but are different from the norm in
appearance or manner to the extent that society labels them disabled.
This includes people with facial or skin deviations and those of unusual
size or stature.23

Estimates of the number of persons with disabilities range from10%
1015% of the population.2+

Based on the information available to it, the Task Force on Family
Diversity estimates that ahout 500,000 disabled people currently live in
the City of Los Angeles.2s

The City of Los Angeles in 1990. If trends over the past two
decades are accurate indicators, it is likely that the 1990 census will
reflect pronounced demographic changes from the 1980 statistics. Such
shifts in “societal structure and demographic composition, . . . migra-
tion patterns, age stratification, . . . employment status and household
structure are predictable.26 Diversity in the makeup of contemporary
Los Angeles families accentuates the multicultural and international
nature of the city.
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Tablel

City of Los Angeles
Population and Demographic Profile

1980 U.S. Census - Total Population 2,966,850 *

Male 1,451,660 48.9%
Female 1,515,182 51.1%
Adults 2,221,112 74.9% (Age 18 and over)
Minors 745,738 25.1% (Under age 18)
Median Age 30.3 (Male - 29.3: Female 31.4)
Race: White 41.8%

Hispanic 27.5

Black 16.7

Asian 6.8

Other 1.2

Estimated Population October 1,1984
(Average annual growth rate 1980-1983)

3,070,710 **
0.77%

Estimated Population January, 1985 3,144,795 ***

*SOURCE: 1980 U.S. Census Summary Report (File 1)

**SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Plan-
ning, Population Estimate and Housing Inventory of the City of
Los Angeles as of October 1, 1984. May, 1985, p. i.

***SOURCE: Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors,
Countfy of Los Angeles Data Guide: 1985-86, ““Estimated popula-
tion of the Cities of Los Angeles County.” 1986, p. 4.




Table 2

Household Patterns - Living Arrangements in the City of Los Angeles

Housing Units Population
FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS:
Married Couples 503.014 1,006,028 *
Single Parent w/Child(ren) 119,059 119,059 *
Adult w/Adult Relative(s) 71,621 71,621 *
+ Over 18 - Related 362,235
+ Under 18 - Related 724,565
+ Non-related Adult Residents 63,862
TOTAL “FAMILY” (61%) 693,694 2,347,370
NON-FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS:
Adult Male Living Alone 165,747 165,747
Adult Female Living Alone 191,843 191,843
Adult Male w/Others 53,412
Adult Female w/Others 30,534
Non-related Adults (2 or more) 178.617
Non-related Child(ren) w/Adult(s) 15,214
TOTAL “NON-FAMILY” (39%) 442,536 551,421
INMATES OF INSTITUTIONS 32,634
OTHER GROUP LIVING SETTING 35,425
TOTAL UNITS & POPULATION 1,135,230 2,966,850
MEAN POPULATION 2.55 per unit/ AVE. POPULATION 2.61 per unit
* Householders of Family Households counted first. Relatives and non-relatives counted separately.
SOURCE: U.S. Census Summary Report (File 1), pp. 1-3.
Table 3
Ethnic Composition of Los Angeles 1970-1980
As % of Total Population 1980 Population Change
1970 1980 Population Count % Change
American Indian 0.3 0.6 16,594 + 1,244 +171.5
Asian 3.7 6.6 195,997 + 91,060 +86.8
Black 17.3 17.0 504,670 + 18,000 + 3.7
Latino 18.5 2.5 815,970 +296,128 +57.0
White 60.1 48.3 1,432,459 —258,837 —-15.3
TOTAL 100.0 160.0 2,965,690

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles Ethnic Concentrations and Distribution by Planning

Area, September, 1982, p. 2.
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Table 4

Age Group Patterns in Los Angeles - 1980

[—— —
Age Range Percentage of Population
Males Females

Under age 5 3.6% 3.7%

Stol4 6.8% 6.5%
15t0 24 9.6% 9.3%
25t0 34 9.5% 9.3%
35t0 44 5.9% 5.9%
4510 54 4.9% 5.9%
55to 64 4.4% 5.0%
65 and over 4.2% 6.4%

48.9% 51.1%

Population
Under age 5 210,218 7.1% of population
Under age 18 745,738 25.1% of population
65 and over 314,216 10.5% of population
Households:
Minors present 375,308 33% of households
Person over 65 present 233,628 21% of households
SOURCE: U.S. Census Summary Report (File 1), pp. 1-2

Table 5
City of Los Angeles
Income/Occupations/Poverty Rates
By Major Geographic Areas - 1980

Westside S.V. Valley South Bay Metro/Central

Mean HH Income $31,647 $26,392 $20,235 $15,761
Occupations (7% workers)

Professional 23.1% 14.9% 8.5% 10.4%

Mgmt/Administrative 16.6% 14.8% 8.1% 8.5%

Technical 3.9% 3.4% 2.5% 2.6%

Sales/Service/Clerical

Mfg/Labor/Other 56.4% 67.0% 81.0% 18.5%

Persons in Poverty 9.6% 8.7% 13.9% 23.8%

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Maps and Reports on “Social, Economic and Demographic Statistics,”
Supplementary pages on *Citywide Housing/Population Factors, Undated (distributed after May, 1985), unnumbered pages.
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FAMILY DEMOGRAPHICS:
RECOMMENDATIONS

13.  The Task Force recommends that the Department of City Plan-
ning examine the origin of the estimate of undocumented/uncounted
residents and reexamine the assumptions behind it, for the purpose of
arriving at a more reliable estimate.

14. The Task Force recommends that the City Council retain the
services of an authoritative research organization to assist the city in
arriving at a reliable estimate of the number of leshian and gay adults
residing in Los Angeles. Confidential research methodologies should
respect the privacy, and guarantee the anonymity of any residents who
participate in the study.

Family Demographics: Notes

1'Table 1 shows some basic demographic characteristics of the city as of
1980. It also includes more recent estimates of the overall population.

2 This section of the report is based, in large measure, on a report
produced by the Task Force research team on Family Demographics.
See: Blackstone and Ricchiazzi, “Family Demographics,” Report of the
Task Force on Family Diversity: Sup, Lmenr - Part One,” p. 8-24. In
addition to the data provided in this section of the report, other
demographic information on specific topics is found throughout the
report.

3 giiy of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Population Esti-
mate and Housing Inventory for the City of Los Angeles as of October 1,
1984, May, 1985, pp. i-ii.
4 City of Los Ange]::s. Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles
Ethnic Concentrations and Distribution by Planning Area, September,
1982, pp. 2-3.

5 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Present and Future
Demographic Features of the City, January, 1985, p. 8.

6 County of Los Anfcles, Community and Senior Citizens Services
Department, “‘Homeless in Los Angeles County,” Report of the County
Task Force on the Homeless (August 16,1985), p. 38. A national study by
the federal department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
estimated that there were 50,000 homeless persons in the Los Angeles
area, A more detailed study by United Way set the homeless population
at about 25,000.

7 This figure is based on the 1980 Census Bureau figure of 2,966,850,
plus 0.5% 1980 undercount (14,834), a 0.77% annual growth rate,
400,000 uncounted undocumented residents, and 25,000 uncounted
homeless.

@ Inta, Edity, “County Number One in U.S. after a 6-Year Boom,” Los
Angeles Herald Examiner; August 31,1987.

9 Table 2 shows household patterns and living arrangements for the city.
10 Looking at the single-parent household from another perspective,
nearly 35% of all children in the city live in a one-parent household.

1 As of 1980, there were about 2,000,000 adults living in the city. The
21.4% estimate for unmarried adults living together (both same-sex and
opposite-sex relationships) was derived Ey subtracting adults living
alone (357,000), married adults living with their spouses (1,000,000),
adults living in group quarters (67,000), and single parents living with
their own children (148,000), from the total adult population. This
estimate includes blood relatives, roommates, and domestic partners.
12 Kinsey, Alfred, Homosexual Behavior in the Human Male (1948);
Kinsey, Alfred, Homosexual Behavior in the Human Female (1953).

13 Schreiner, Joseph, “Measuring the Gay and Lesbian Population,”
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National Organization of Gay and Lesbian Scientists and Technical
Professionals (1986), citing Institute studies done in1977 and 1978.
14 The diversity of the g::}r and leshian population in Los Angeles is
discussed in further detail in a subsequent chapter of this report on
domestic partnership families. Also, see team report entitled ““Gay and
Lesbian Couples,” Report of the Task Force on Family Diversity: Sup-
plement - Part One, p. 5192.

15 Table 3 shows changes in the racial and ethnic composition of the City
of Los Angeles between 1970 and 1980.

16 C];it 5 of Los Angeles Ethnic Concentrations, supra, pp. 8-12.

17 Thid.

18 Table 4 shows age group patterns in the city of Los Angeles in 1980.
19 “United States Population: 1980 Census Records,” The World Alma-
nac and Book of Facts(1981), p. 195.

20 This is based on 10.5% of the current estimated population of
3,595,379.

21 Table 5 shows income, occupational, and poverty statistics for four
major geographic areas of the city.

22 “Disability Team Report,” Report of the Task Force on Family
Diversity: Supplement - Part One, p. S-382.

23 Thid.

24 Thid; Abraham, Willard, Ph.D., “Every Third Family Has Handi-
capped Child,” Mount Washington Star-Review; May 17, 1986; Testi-
mony of Ann Finger, “Problems Impeding the Disabled in Family
Living,” Public Hearing Transcript, p. 7L

25 Tlus figure is derivef by averaging the high national average of 15%
with the low national average of 10% and adjusting it upwards by 1.5%
to account for migration to Los Angeles due to favorable factors.
According to this estimate, 14% of the city’s current population is
disabled.

26 Present and Future Demographic Features, supra, pp. 1-3.



HOUSING AND HOMELESSNESS

Because the home is the center of family life, a significant amount of
Task Force research focused on housing problems experienced by fami-
lies in Los Angeles. The housing issues which most often came to the
attention of the Task Force involved the homelessness of adults, fami-
lies, and teens, inadequate and substandard housing, unaffordable
housing, and housing discrimination — all of which are discussed in this
chapter of the report.

Homelessness

The issue of homelessness seems to be a persistent problem with
which California lawmakers have grappled for years. During the New
Deal era, for example, the California Legislature confronted the prob-
lem by enacting the Housing Authorities Law, an effort to provide safe
housing for low-income individuals and families.!

In1970, the Legislature expressed its concern that the housing needs
of low-income people were not being met. It declared that a decent home
and a suitable living environment for every family was a “priority of the

highest order.”2

As recently as 1984, the Legislature again recognized that ““because
of economic, physical, and mental conditions that are beyond their
lcontrol, thousands of individuals and families in California are home-
ess.”3

In the City of Los Angeles, the demand for emergency shelter for the
homeless increased by 50% during 1986, by far the biggest rise among
the 25 major cities surveyed by the United States Conference of May-
ors.* According to Mayor Tom Bradley, an estimated 33,000 people in
the city are homeless.s

The characteristics of the homeless do not fit neatly into one pack-
age. If the homeless in Los Angeles match the national profile, then
56% of them are single men, 15% are single women, and 28% are
families with children.¢ According to one city agency, the stereotypical
substance abusers and chronically mentally ill persons have been joined
by so-called “throw away” street youth, “new poor” and battered
women — all of whom are living on the city} streets, camping on
sidewalks and under ramps, and living in automobiles.?

For purposes of analysis, this report separates the homeless into three
groups: single adults, families, and teenagers. Although there are some-
times overlapping themes to the problems experienced by these groups,
the causes ang solutions are not necessarily the same for each category.

Homeless Adults

One very visible manifestation of homelessness involves adults sleep-
ing on city streets and other public places. Because some city officials
and many businesses and residents find the so-called ‘“‘Skid Row”
encampments intolerable, last year the Chief of Police and the Mayor
announced a plan to clean up Skid Rows Under the plan, sidewalk
sleepers were warned that their conduct violated the citys pedestrian
traffic ordinances. If they persisted in camping out on the sidewalks,
they were threatened with arrest. Police officers offered housing vouch-
ers as an alternative to arrest.
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The plan was not without its critics. The Los Angeles City Council
asked Police Chief Darryl Gates not to arrest people for sleeping on the
streets if no alternative housing was available. The council also asked
the City Attorney to initiate a lawsuit against the county for providing
inadequate assistance to the homeless.®

Councilwoman Ruth Galanter was able to delay police sweeps of the
estimated 2,500 persons living on the streets and beaches of the Venice
area. In an attempt to find solutions and examine alternatives, she
conducted community hearings at which local residents, business
owners, social service agencies, and homeless people all presented their
views.10

Los Angeles City Attorney James Hahn refused to file charges
against persons arrested merely because of their homelessness, on the
ground that not enough alternative housing is available.n

As a short term solution, Mayor Bradley proposed a temporary
“urban campground” on vacant land owned by the Rapid Transit
District.22 The number of persons living at the camp grew from about
two dozen to more than 500 within three weeks.)3 In addition to
alcoholics and drug addicts, estimated to comprise 30% of the city’s
homeless,4 the camp included unemployed persons looking for work.1s
During the four months of the camp’ existence, more than 2,600
persons used its facilities and services.1s

Last year, before the scheduled closure of the only two shelters for the
homeless, other than the campground, the City Attorney sponsored a
study of shelter residents. The study has provided city officials with data
necessary to coordinate an intergovernmental strategy to address the
crisis of homelessness in the Los Angeles area. The study was completed
in June, 1987.17

The study found that the typical shelter resident was a poverty
stricken, unmarried black male in his mid-thirties, who had been a
resident of Los Angeles for nine years and had been homeless for about
six months.® While he was homeless, he had lived in shelters, missions,
or outdoors.

The causes of the homelessness of these men included unemploy-
ment, Yhysical or Lrilsychian'ic disabilities, and substance abuse, wit
unemployment as the primary cause. Most had held a permanent job
for more than three years but had not worked in the previous 18 months.
About one-third of the residents had a permanent disability which
prevented them from working. About 30% had a history of substance
abuse. Ten percent showed evidence of severe psychiatric disabilities.??

Often, the trauma of homelessness has had other serious side effects,
including hunger and vulnerability to crime and violence. Forty per-
cent have suffered from severe depression requiring clinical interven-
tion, Seven percent were actively suicidal at the time of the survey.20

In addition to findings and recommendations pertaining to county
responsibilities and services, the City Attorney study made the follow-
ing observations and recommendations with respect to city policies and

programs.2!

Low Cost Housing. The ultimate cause of homelessness is a short.
age of low-income housing units. As long as there are more poor people
or poor households than there are low-cost housing units, there will be a



housing shortage, and the homelessness resulting from the housing
shortage will continue. The study recommended that the city require
full replacement of any low-income housing units scheduled to be
removed from the total housing stock before demolition of the units,
rather than partial replacement after the demolition of the units, as is
now often the case.

Employment Development. There exists a strong connection
between unemployment, poverty, and homelessness. The majority of
homeless adults in the survey did not have housing because they could
not afford it. They could not afford housing because they did not have
steady, full-time jobs. The study recommended more programs encour-
aging economic development, with an emphasis on creating jobs for
minorities in job poor areas, as a way of directly decreasing poverty and
indirectly decreasing the number of homeless in the central city.

Crime Victimization. The incidence of crime victimization of
homeless adults is high. The study recommended a greater police
presence in the Skid Row area, especially more officers waﬁng the beat
1n pairs to safeguard the lives of the homeless.

Emergency Assistance. While officials seek long-term solutions
to the homeless problem, current pressing needs must not be ignored.
The study recommended that immediate basic necessities, such as
shelter, beds, and food, be provided.

After many months of ad-hoc crisis management, the City Council
recently adopted a Comprehensive Homeless Policy,22 and the Mayor
proposed a one-year moratorium on demolition of o{d Skid Row hotels
which house thousands of poor people.z3 Last September the Mayor
unveiled a $6.3 million plan to buy prefabricated apartments to house
up to 2,000 people.2* The Mayor also has named a new city housin
coordinator whose job it is to coordinate the efforts of private devel-
opers and various city departments, including the Community Redevel-
opment Agency, the Community Development Department, the
Planning Department, and the City Housing Authority.25 The courts
have been asked to clarify the differing responsibilities of the city and
the county in dealing with homelessness.26

According to the City Administrative Officer, the city spent about
$2.3 million on homeless services during the first eight months of
1987.27 Some members of the City Council questioned that estimate,
indicating that the actual figure could be as high as $8 million before
the year ended.28 That revised estimate includes $1.5 million for 102
mobile homes bought by the city to shelter homeless families through-
out the 15 council districts as a part of the long-range solution to 51(:
homeless problem.2?

Homelessness is a multi-faceted problem; real solutions will require
the cooperative effort of all levels of government as well as the private
sector. The federal government3® and the state Legislature3! must
allocate sufficient funds for programs designed to aid the homeless.
The Mayor, City Attorney, City Council, anﬁ’ County Board of Super-
visors all need to take an active role. The citys new Comprehensive
Homeless Policy and the Mayor’s new housing coordinator are steps in
the right direction. To find long-term praclicanolutions may require the
creation of intergovernmental task forces that involve advocates for the
homeless,32 land developers,33 private sector businesses and trade
associations.3+
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It is clear that reliance on the judiciary to resolve the homeless crisis
is inappropriate. Protracted litigation — with city and county fighting
each other and the state — results in a waste of valuable resources and in
long delays in the delivery of services, a situation in which both the
homeless and taxpayers lose. The courts, therefore, should be used only
as a last resort.

Homeless Families

The Task Force received considerable testimony regarding the plight
of homeless families in Los Angeles.

David Wood, a pediatrician at Venice Family Clinic, sees homeless
families on a daily basis.3s According to Dr. Wood, homeless families
are now the largest and fastest growing segment of the homeless
population. He estimated that about 20,000 families in the Los Angeles
area have no place of their own to stay each night. The demand for
family shelters is greater than the total number of shelter beds available
in Los Angeles.

Stressing the difference between the homeless adult population and
the homeless family population, Dr. Wood testified:36

Homeless singles are different from homeless families.
Homeless singles . . . tend to be predominantly (96%)
male. The majority have never been married. They have a
high rate of mental illness (45%) and alcohol or drug
abuse (34%). The average age is dropping, but it is over
30, and 40% are over 40 years-old. They live in missions
(28%) or hotel/motels (25%) or on the streets (2295). Many
of these men, the so-called chronically homeless, have
been homeless for long periods of time.

Homeless families are very different on almost every
count. They are often a single-parent household, headed
by a young female less than 25 years-old. She has two-to-
three chilﬁren, half of whom are under 5 years-old. The
majority of the mothers had children before the age of 18.
There are many (two-parent) families, especially those who
have migrated from out of state to find emplo?'ment in Los
Angeles. In a study by Travelers® Aid, 45% of the families
had two parents. Mental illness in this group is charac-
terized more by situational depression rather than schizo-
phrenia or chronic affective disorders as in the single
adults. . . . Drugs and aleohol are not common but they do
often play a role in precipitating the crisis that made the
famiily homeless. The families tend to stay with friends or
relatives or live in crowded communal situations until
these resources are depleted, and as a last resort they use
the shelters or hotels/motels. Only a few of the families live
on the streets or in cars, since it is tough to survive on the
streets with children. The most outstanding difference
[between single adults and families] is the length of home-
lessness. The majority of the families are transiently
homeless, due to a recent economic or personal crisis. But
the situation often becomes chronic due to the difficulty
in finding affordable housing.

Dr. Wood addressed the more pressing question of why these families
are homeless. Citing congressional hearings, academic research, and
surveys of shelter residents, Dr. Wood listed three major reasons for the



homelessness of families: (i) scarcity of low-income housing, (2) inade-
quate income or public assistance benefits, and (3) an increased preva-
lence of personal crises. He elaborated:37

The scarcity of low-income housing appears to be the
main cause of homelessness. Poor people simply cannot
afford the majority of available housing in the United
States. The low-income housing supply is dwindling . . .
due to such factors as urban redevelopment, comfomin-
ium conversions, decreased construction, increased
demand from hi?her income renters, and the virtual elim-
ination of federal funds for the construction of low-income
housing. . . .

In addition to the housing shortage and spiraling rents,
families simply do not have enough income to both eat
and pay rent. In 1970, 1 in 10 American families were
headed by females. In the various shelter populations
which have been studied, from 55% to 85% of the fami-
lies are headed by women, with 2 to 3 children each. Half
of the female-headed families live below the poverty level.
All of the homeless families are living below the poverty
level. . . . The increase in welfare benefits has simply not
kept up with the rise in housing costs. In Los Angeles, the
AFDC [Aid to Families with Dependent Children] pay-
ment for a family with 2 or 3 children is from $617 to $734
per month. Rent will consume a minimum of $500 to $§600
per month in Los Angeles. This leaves very little for food,
clothing, utilities, transportation, and medical expenses
such as medicines. A young family can spend as much as
$40 to $80 per month on diapers and formula alone. The
numbers are very tight, but when one adds a $1,000
deposit for security and last-month’-rent, the chances of
getting into an apartment and staying there are very slim.

The third contributing factor to homelessness is related to
the strength of the family’s support network. Most families
cited economic reasons for their homelessness, but one-
third of the homeless families surveyed by Ellen Bassuk
indicated that a personal erisis, such as a dissolved rela-
tionship with a man, battering, death, or illness had
caused their state of homelessness. The mothers in Kay
McChesneys study in Los Angeles commonly had no
family members locally, and many had no living rela-
tives. . . . Homeless mothers are often from [strife rid-
den] homes, have histories of being abused or neglected,
were in foster homes, and have become full-time mothers
in their teens. They have generally received little support
in their own lives, t¥1us itisn’t surprising that they haven't
developed supportive relationships in their own families.

Dr. Wood's testimony also underscores the effects of homelessness on
children, He said that one of the major findings in the current literature
on homelessness is that almost 50% of homeless children are develop-
mentally delayed in significant ways. The lack of a sense of security
experienced by the uprooted child often leads to serious anxiety disor-
ders. Social scientists who have studied homeless children describe a
myriad of other problems, including nutritional deficiencies, school
absence for prolonged periods, poor hygiene and health problems, and
the disintegration of the parent-child bond.38
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Nancy Berlin, coordinator of the House of Ruth, a temporary emer-
gency shelter for homeless women and children located in Boyle
Heights, also presented testimony to the Task Force.3% She basically
agreed with Dr. Wood's profile of the typical homeless family, except
that she estimated that only one-third of homeless families contain two
parents, with the other two-thirds headed by single women.40 Her
testimony also emphasized three causes of homelessness among fami-
lies: () lack of affordable housing, (2) lack of sufficient family income,
and (3) personal crises without viable extended family support networks.

Ms. Berlin testified that about 25% of the homeless families once
included an adult male. Often, these men were either abusive to the
women or children, effectively forcing the women to flee with the
children, or the men abandoned the family. The women generally have
been out of the job market for some time. Many of them can find only
minimum wage jobs insufficient to pay for adequate housing and the
other necessities of life. Additionally, if they do find jobs, they can’t
afford to pay for child care services.

Ms. Berlin further explained about the shelter crisis:4

They [homeless women with children) are very hard to
identify. They are terrified that their children are going to
be taken away from them. So we are never going to get a
very accurate count. However, we do believe that there are
only several hundred shelter beds available to homeless
families in Los Angeles county, although there are thou-
sands of homeless women and children in the county — so
there is a huge gap between these numbers.

As Legal Aid Foundation attorney Byron Gross testified, these women
had good reason to fear losing their children if they came forward
seeking public assistance.42 Until very recently, as a matter of general
policy and practice, county and state welfare programs refused to
provide housing to entire families. These agencies insisted that the
could only house needy children. Therefore, in order to help the chil-
dren, the agencies split up the families — providing shelter for the
children and leaving the parent to fend for himself or herself. It is not
surprising that poverty stricken parents living in cars or make-shift
abodes would do everything possiEle to avoid official detection.

The Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles and other public interest
law firms filed a lawsuit challenging the position of the public agencies
in the case of Hansen v. McMahon. The Superior Court granted the
plaintiffs a preliminary injunction, requiring the agencies to provide
emergency shelter without requiring the families to split up. The
agencies appealed. On July 1,1987, the Court of Appeal agreed with the
trial court and condemned the practices of the agencies which caused
the break-up of families,#3 The court ruled that the agency interpreta-
tions of relevant statutes was erroneous and ‘“‘runs counter to the
objective of federal and state welfare services legislation that social

services be Frovided in such manner as to prevent the unnecessary
separation of children from their families.”++

The recent passage and signing into law of Assembly Bill 1733
(effective February 1,1988), estagl.;u'hlsl s by statute many of l{\e changes
required by the holding in Hansen. For example, it enables a homeless
family receiving aid under AFDC to receive special nonrecurring needs
funds, which could be used for such items as security deposits or
payment of rent. The bill further imposes a state-mandated local pro-



aram, on the county level, to serve homeless families receiving aid
under AFDC. To clarify the issue raised in Hansen, the statute provides
that “emergency shelter care” under the Child Welfare Act is only
available to children who have been removed from the custody of their
parents or guardians. Thus, essentially, the statute imposes a duty to
provide assistance to homeless families with children, but specifies that
this should be done through the AFDC program, and not through Child
Welfare Act services.

These witnesses suggested several ways in which the city can address
the homeless family situation in Los Angeles.

Increase Affordable Housing. The increasing gap between hous-
ing costs and family income must be narrowed. & the city does not
become more active in creating affordable family housing units, it will
be burdened with the increasing cost of less effective and often degrad-
ing emergency shelter services.+5

Develop an Advocacy Program. The city could institute a Hous-
ing Clearinghouse, to scour the city, looking for affordable housing, and
passing this information on to shelters located in the city. This would
assist the shelter staff in matching homeless families with housing they
can afford. 16

Support Private Shelters. The city should support the funding of
privaleg' run shelters that house homeless families. The City Attorney
should enforce existing fair housing laws against shelters that won't
accept pregnant women, or revise laws that do not prohibit such dis-
crimination.*?

Monitor the Implementation of A.B. 1733. The City Attorney
should monitor the county’s implementation of A.B. 1733.4¢ If the
county fails to put a halt to its current policies which break up homeless
families, then the Mayor and the City Council should take a strong
public position opposing such anti-family government tactics.+?

Homeless Teenagers

Homeless youth make up a distinct class of the homeless population.
Concerned al-oul the plight of these troubled teens and young adults,
the Task Force took testimony on this subject,>® had help from student
researchers,® and received a report prepared by a team of Task Force
members.52

Thousands of homeless youth live in the Los Angeles area. Gary Yates,
Director of the Hiﬁh Risk Youth Program at Childrens Hospital,
explained to the Task Force:53

In 1983, there was a study done by the Department of
Health and Human Services. Their estimate 1s: anywhere
between 750,000 and 1,500,000 young people run away
from home every year in the United States. They also
estimate that approximately 609 of those go home within
72 hours, but that 25% of those young people are called
chronie street youth and make their living on the streets of
the major urban centers of the country.

In1981, United Way did a study here in L.A. that estimated
that in the county there were approximately 10,000 young
people on the streets any given day. And in I-Io]lywnoﬁ3

33

alone they thought it was around 4,000. No one knows for
sure about those numbers, but one thing that is certain is
the number of shelter beds that are available for young
people in Los Angeles County — and that is 24. They are
short-term shelter beds. Eighteen of them are for two
weeks, six are for 30 days in the Aviva Center Shelter
which houses only young women who are homeless. That’s
the system of care that existed up until recently.

1t has been estimated that 300 new runaways arrive in Los Angeles
each week.5t Most of these young people never ask for shelter unless the
weather is very cold. The two weeE limitation on use of the very limited
number of shelter beds deters many youth from seeking shelter
assistance, except for a temporary rest and a shower.55

A great number of homeless children are runaways. Researchers have
estimated that about 709 of runaway youth are fleeing from abusive
families.>6 Some of them, and among them gay and lesbian youth, have
been pushed out by parents who fail or refuse to accept their children
lifestyle or personal characteristics.

The well-documented needs of these homeless youth include: ()
emergency shelter and erisis intervention, (2) counseling, and (3)longer-
term placement for those who are unlikely to return home, especially
youth who are difficult to place in foster care.57

Programs that help reconcile youth with their parents are essential.
However, research shows that often the families ave so destructive and
abusive that returning the children is unwise. Almost 50% of the
runaways need other options, including alternative residential care,
transitional services for those ready for emancipation, and basic sur-
vival services for those committed to street life.58

The team report on Runaways and Homeless Youth identified several
areas of concern to homeless youth living either on their own or with a
homeless family.59

Emergency Shelter and Services. There are not enough shelter
beds for homeless youth in Los Angeles. The county Juvenile Court has
22 SODA beds (Status Offender Detention Alternatives Program) and
local non-profit agencies have another 24 short-term (2 weeks) beds.
These beds are generally used while the agencies try to reunite the
minors with their families. Expanding the SODA bed program is not the
answer, since most homeless youth tend to avoid programs which bring
them into contact with the Juvenile Court.

Solution: Shelter and services should be developed which are aimed
at the homeless youth for whom reunification with their family is not
feasible. The Homeless Youth Project (a cooperative project of Chil-
dren’s Hospital, the Los Angeles Youth Network and the Coordinating
Council for Homeless Youth Services) has recently been funded as a
pilot project. This 20-bed overnight emergency shelter also has a
comprehensive daytime case management center which is connected
with a network of service providers. However, this one project is not an
adequate solution to major, system-wide problems. The City of Los
Angeles should develop and fund other programs modeled in whole or
in part after the Homeless Youth Project.

Eligibility for Relief and Social Services. Many homeless youth
cannot prove they are county residents and thus are not able to gain



access to services provided by local government agencies. Ineligibility
for general relief assistance is a continuing problem for homeless youth.
General relief is available for homeless adgurts, but not to minors unless
they have been declared *‘emancipated” by a court. However, emancipa-
tion statutes require that the minors must be living away from home with
parental consent and that the minors are living on income derived from
a lawful source. These requirements make most homeless teens ineligi-
ble for emancipation. Many older homeless teens (16 or 17 year-olds) are
not generally suitable for foster care placement; independent living is
often the best option for them. However, without some general
assistance, independent living is difficult, if not impossible, to achieve.

Solution: Enable homeless teens — especially those who can not be
returned home or placed in foster care — to qualify for general relief.
This could be done by changing local agency procedures and guide-
lines. In addition, the emancipation statutes should be changed to allow
a court to declare 16 and 17 year-olds emancipated if they are enrolled in
an independent living program operated by county or non-profit agen-
cies.

Access to Public School Programs. Homeless youth, whether
they are runaways, “push-outs,” or living within a homeless family, find
it difficult to attend public school. Those children who live in homeless
families often are not enrolled in such because every few weeks they are
moved from a shelter in one school district to a shelter in another
district. As a result, the school lives of these youngsters are severely
disrupted. Additionally, when homeless families seek to enroll children,
or when runaways seek to enroll, two bureaucratic problems emerge.
First, the law requires evidence of inoculation. Second, schools fre-

ently ask for a birth certificate. Homeless children often do not have

ese documents. Amazingly, participation in some school programs,
such as school lunch programs, requires evidence of a permanent
address. Homeless youtfl) receive further discouragement when they are
required to provide items such as school supplies or bag lunches. One
conclusion is inescapable: public school regulations do not recognize
the special problems of homeless families and homeless youth.

Solution: Public schools should not require evidence of a permanent
address in order to enroll children or offer a benefit such as a school
lunch. The only requirement should be some evidence that the child is
presently resid’n:.n in the school district. In light of analogous court
cases dealing with public assistance and voter registration, the perma-
nent address requirement of the Los Angeles Unified School District
may be unlawful and should be discontinued.c0

Transportation to and from Services. Los Angeles is a large
metropolitan area with an inefficient public transportation system. For
homeless youth and homeless families, travelling from one service to
another, w{;ich means travelling from one part of the city to the other, is
burdensome and sometimes impossible. Many homeless youth or their
families get discouraged and simply stop seeking services, including
needed health care.

Solution: The city should develop a publicly-funded van service
between social and medical support services utilized by homeless youth
and homeless families. This wﬂY allow the needy to have greater access
to essential medical and social services.

Coordinated Services. Local agencies dealing with homeless
youth do not adequately coordinate their services; the system of care is
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very fragmented, with inadequate communication among the agencies
serving the same population. The lack of coordination is especially
serious considering the scarce resources available.

Solution: The city should increase access to services by providing
instruction to homeless families and homeless youth about all available
services. The city should establish a centralized Homeless Information
and Referral Service which could assist the homeless and educate the
general community about both the severity of the problems and the
existence of projects designed to alleviate them.

Adequate and Affordable Housing

Overcrowded housing, substandard housing, and the lack of afford-
able housing are issues of major concern to the Task Force. High birth
rates and an increase in extended-family living arrangements are con-
tributing to a greater number of large families in the city, especially in
many ethnic neighborhoods. As the middle-class shrinks and low-
income households increase in numbers, the concept of affordability
must be reexamined. As a practical reality, there are not enough housing
units to meet the demand of large families, and of the existing housing
stock, units are either inadequate in size, substandard, or simply not

affordable.

Overcrowding. During the past two years, the Los Angeles City
Council has grappled with the overcrowding issue. First, by an 8 to 5
vote, the CouncS tentatively voted to adopt an ordinance limiting the
number of persons who could sleep in one room.¢ Dissenters claimed
that the proposal discriminated against Latino families, Black families,
and other large families in the city. Later, the Council voted 10 to 4 to
rescind the measure.62 Councilman Richard Alatorre temporarily con-
vinced his colleagues that the restriction would break up families and
give slumlords an extra weapon with which to threaten complaining
tenants with eviction. However, after further study, the Council unan-
imously approved an ordinance limiting the number of people who can
occupy an apartment or a rented house.53 Under the new law, 70 square
feet of sleeping space is required for two persons and another 50 square
feet for each adgitional person. City ochials calculated that this for-
mula would allow up to 10 people to live in a moderate-sized two-
bedroom apartment.s¢ The Council sought to prevent abuses by land.
lords when it passed a companion measure requiring landlords to give
written notices to tenants advising them of the maximum number of
occupants legally allowable per unit, banning landlords from retaliating
against tenants who complain of housing conditions, and requiring
landlords evicting tenants for overcrowding to offer alternative housing
of adequate size if it is available.55 Despite the liberality of the new
ordinances, many tenants — especially undocumented residents — feel
they cannot comply.66

Dr. Allan Heskin, a professor at the UCLA School of Architecture and
Planning, has attributed the overcrowding problem, in part, to the city%
lack of a family housing policy. He has stressed that the city’ preoccupa-
tion with building a large number of one-bedroom units has exacer-
bated the problem, causing a tremendous mismatch between the
housing needs of families and the housing supply for families. In his
testimony to the Task Force, Professor Heskin exp{ained:“

{T)he bureaueracy in the city is very much into a numbers
game. Like anybody who is in a social service agency, they
want to report large numbers, as large a number as they
can produce.



It . . . relatesto dealing with smaller units which cost less
to rehabilitate or cost less to build, so they are goindg to
Froduce small units — they’re not going to produce
amily units, large units. . . .

Also, the Redevelopment Agency, until very recently, had
no interest in families — again, because you coulg‘ pro-
duce more numbers with smaller units. Recently, there has
been some awakening in the Redevelopment Agency,
partly in the Hollywood Redevelopment program and

arlll{ due to Councilman Woo' efforts in asking, ““How is
amily housing?” But its something that ought to be
askecr in every part of the housing program. If only con-
cerned Councilpeople, when they saw these reports and
saw these numbers, would ask: *“Well, how about family
housing?** Instead of counting units, maybe they should
ask: “How many three-bedrooms have you produced?”
Maybe if you changed the accounting system you would
get a better result.

In Holl{:vood, for example, theres a classic example of
this problem. Hollywood . . . [is] massively overcrowded.
Its almost entirely one-bedroom apartments, and its
almost entirely families. So we have this incredible mis-
match of the housing stock and the family composition,
and the city has historically been very much a part of this

roblem. You’ll find one-bedroom after one-begroom pro-
guced by the city. . . .

So you’ll find throughout this area of the city, and through-
out the whole city, huge complexes of one-bedroom unts.
We have basically exhausted that market. We're basically
at the same situation we were in the condo boom.
Remember how they built condos? Now we’re into the one-
bedroom rental situation the way we were into condos.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that there is a need for the
city to adopt a family housing policy that goes beyond the mere
imposition of occupancy limits. Further subsidy of zero-bedroom or one-
bedroom unit construction should be halted until sufficient two, three,
and four-bedroom units have been built to meet the housing needs of the
city’ families.

Related to the overcrowding issue is that of ‘‘undercrowding.”
According to Kelly Brydon, Coordinator of the Fair Housing Council of
the San Fernando Valley, the imposition of overly-restrictive occupancy
limits by landlords is also a major problem throughout the city.68 In the
absence of laws preventing the practice, many landlords have adopted a
rule of ““one person per bedroom.” Speaking about this type of limita-
tion, Ms. Brydon testified:69

They [landlords] are currently governed by whatever the
owner$ preference is. Whatever an apartment owner or
houseowner chooses to set as a limit is acceptable. There is
no guideline under state law or city law for LA. ... By
undercrowding, I mean that some of these owners, rather
then go ahead and live with the new child laws and the lack
of being able to discriminate, they’re setting occupancy
limitation standards that not only aren’t reasonable, m our
opinion they would be clearly discriminatory. For example,
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they set a one-person-per-bedroom occupancy standard.
So lets take the classic example of a married couple with
no children. That would mean that they would have to have
two bedrooms. So as we can see, that is not very reason-
-able. A second example to clarify that is there a landlord
right now that’ involved in a lawsuit. His occupancy limit
is one person per bedroom. He had a three-bedroom
apartment available and we had a family with two children
and they did not qualify. Having an adequate income, and
meeting all other criteria, they would have qualified for
the apartment but because they had two kids instead of
one he disqualified them from the unit. So that' definitely
an area we need to look at.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds the one-person-per-bed-
room rule, which has been adopted by many local landlords, to be
arbitrary and unreasonable. The City Attorney should advise the City
Council as to whether this practice is illegal under existing law. If it is,
landlords should be advised to stop using this rule. If they persist,
violators should be prosecuted. If the rule 1s not illegal under existing
law, then the law should be amended to make it illegzﬁ.a

Affordability. Most families in Los Angeles cannot afford to buy a
home. According to the California Association of Realtors, the afforia-
bility index in Los Angeles is\about 269%; last year it was 29%.7 The
median price for homes in the Los Angeles area in 1987 was
$137,000;today it is $156,000. In order to aﬁfy for a purchase loan to
buy an average dwelling, households in this region need a minimum
annual income of $45,000. With homes being priced out of their range,
only 26% of Los An%eles households have sufficient income to qualify
for an average home loan.

There are 313,943 households — 28% of all households in the City of
Los Angeles — in need of housing assistance.™ The city has only 22,000
federally assisted and public housing units available.2 About 15,000
people are on the waiting list.?3

The city Housing Authority has an annual budget of $175 million. Yet,
last year, the agency declared a ““cash flow” problgém and withheld more
than $1 million in rent subsidy payments to participating landlords.
This caused a serious hardship on some landlords of smaller buildings
who then threatened to remove their units from the low-income housing
program.?s The federal Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment has declared the Housing Authority to be *“operationally trou-
bled.”7s With two-thirds of the citys low-income households in need of
assistance, and with lon(ﬁ waiting lists for public housing, the city
cannot afford to have landlords pull out of the program. The severity of
tl::tprohlem and its practical impact on the lives of residents merit the
swift and comprehensive attention of government so that needed sub-
sidies are not interrupted now or in the future.

Two local housing experts predict that the city’s housing crisis has
only begun. They cite several conditions to support their opinions.?6

Earthquake-Safety Upgrades. More than 30,000 low-cost units may
be lost a:lﬂrivate apartment owners upgrade their buildings to meet the
city’ earthquake-safety ordinance. As a result, low-income tenants will
face either increased rents to cover the cost of improvements or demoli-
tion of their homes.



Lifting of Subsidy Restrictions. Another 30,000 units may become
unaffordable to low-income families and seniors as federal rent
restrictions on privately-owned, government subsidized housing expire.

Conversion to Condos or High-Rent Units. Spurred by low interest
rates, demolition or conversion of local apartment units has more than
doubled over the last three years. These affordable units are being
replaced by high-cost rentals or condominiums.

More Minimum-Wage Jobs. In Los Angeles, high-paying industrial
jobs are being replaced by low-paying work in the service sector.
Consequently, an increasing number of families are now trying to
survive on earnings at or near minimum wage. With the least expensive
one-bedroom units in the city renting for $400 per month, this means
that a single parent, earning minimum wage, has to spend almost 70%
of income on rent, leaving less than §180 per month to feed, clothe, and
provide essential family health care.

In addition to calling a halt to the overproduction of one-bedroom
units, Professor Heskin suggested two other ways the city could address
local housing problems. Tie first has to do with the definition of
“affordability.” The city uses the federal government’s definition,
which is based on the median of everyone} income in Los Angeles
County, including people who live in such affluent areas as Beverly Hills,
and including homeowners as well as renters.”” This results in an
unrealistically and artificially high number.

The Task Force on Family Diversity agrees with Professor Heskin’
criticisms of present methods of computing *affordability.” Afford-
ability for renters should not be based on an equation that includes the
incomes of homeowners — people who are not in the rental housing
market. Rent of $650 per month for a two-bedroom apartment is simply
not affordable to low-income families.

Second, Professor Heskin suggests the development of non-profit
organizations in the housing business. With few exceptions, like the
S.R.0. Development Corporation, the City of Los Angeles has not
s;xgpﬁ)ogted non-profits in the housing field, and this failure may be short
sightea.

The director of the Community Redevelopment ;;gency recently
acknowledged this problem. From a profit-making standpoint, she said
most developers are interested in building larger complexes with 75
units or more. However, “housing a lot of [families with] children works
out better in smaller doses.”78

The director of the National Housing and Rehabilitation Association
— primarily representing private developers — agrees that nonprofit
groups can play an important role in spurring the production of low-
mcome housing.?

One national non-profit orianization is taking aim at the Los Angeles
housing market with the objective of generating more low-income
housing by merging corporate dollars and government housing funds.80
The Task Force on Family Diversity commends the Chicago-based
National Equity Fund for its interest in helping Los Angeles and
encourages similar interest by local corporate leaders.

The Task Force on Family Diversity notes that as yet the corporate
sector in Los Angeles has not produced a housing advocate. Two local
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researchers have pointed out that New York has David Rockefeller,
Chicago has Lawrence Fuller, Baltimore has James Rousse, and the San
Francisco business community has formed the Bay Area Council which
has raised several million dollars for nonprofit housing.8! Perhaps such a
corporate advocate is a missing ingredient in the solution of the Los
Angeles’ housing crisis.

Much of this section of the Task Force report is consistent with
findings made by the Los Angeles County Commission on Human
Relations.82

The Task Force on Family Diversity is also concerned about the
displacement which accompanies gentrification — a process whereby
urban professionals move into lower-income areas, renovating and
imdprovmg the housing stock. The displaced tend to be the poor, the
elderly, female-heade(% households, those with limited education, the
unemployed, and the disabled, with a high percentage of ethnic minor-
ities m each of these categories.83 City departments with housin
responsibilities should develop concrete plans to deal effectively wi
gentrification, including the £splacement caused thereby.

Discrimination in Housing

Housing discrimination exists, persists, and in some areas has
increased in the City of Los Angeles. For example, in the San Fernando
Valley, between 1985 and 1986, fair housing officials reported an increase
in housing discrimination on the basis of race (up 34%), national origi
(up 60%), and marital status (up 25%). Discrimination against families
with children was also'up 40%.8¢ The number of clients served by four
fair housing councils in the city rose from 4,192 in 1983 to 5,808 in
1985.85 .

In her testimony before the Task Force, the coordinator of the Fair
Housing Council of San Fernando Valley confirmed that housing dis-
crimination against racial and ethnic minorities, unmarried couples,
people with disabilities, and families with children is not unusual.ss
The County Human Relations Commission has found such discrimina-
tion persistent in some locations:87

Equal access to housing continues to be denied to many
in?l‘ilviduals for a variety of reasons, with discrimination
having a pronounced and disparate effect on certain
groups: Bl‘;cks, female-headed households, immigrants
and refugees, the disabled, the economically disadvan.
taged, and families with children.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that housing discrimination
against families exists in the City of Los Angeles. Unfair housing
practices are common throughout the city. The City Attorney and the
the citys new housing coordinator should work with the Fair Housing
Councils in the city to develop a plan to deter landlords from engaging
in unfair housing practices and to educate families of their housing
rights. Educational outreach should specifically extend to single-parent
families, large families, immigrant families, unmarried couples, and
families of color.

According to Richard Smith, past-President of the Mayors Adviso
Council on Disability, some builders aveid compliance wit
accessibility laws when they build condominiums.88 Since condomin-
ium complexes are treated the same as single family dwellings —



builders do not have to make them accessible to physically-challenged
mdividuals.

Mr. Smith also noted that an apartment (not condominiums) complex
that recently opened in San Fernando Valley with 1,296 apartment units,
financed 80% by the Community Redevelopment Agency, is not accessi-
ble to people with disabilities; the builder avoided the accessibility laws
by securing a “high density” variance from the city. Such variances are
usually used for condominiums and do not have accessibility require-
ments attached to them. When building large apartment complexes,
builders now often seek and receive these permits, thereby rendering
accessibility laws ineffective.

The Task Force suggests that the City Department of Building and
Safety stop issuing high density variances to builders of apartment
buildings without attaching accessibility requirements. If necessary, the
City Attorney should examme the problem and take appropriate steps to
stop the misuse of high density variances to avoid accessibility require-
ments.

HOUSING AND HOMELESSNESS:
RECOMMENDATIONS

Homeless Adults and Families

15. To prevent displacement of individuals and families, the Task
Force recommends that the city require full replacement of low-income
housing units scheduled to be removed from the total housing stock
before demolition of the units, rather than mere partial replacement
after demolition, as is now often the case.

16. To protect the homeless from crime, and to protect businesses
and residents from criminals posing as homeless persons, the Task Force
recommends that the Los Angeles Police Department develop a greater
and highly visible police presence in areas that attract large homeless
populations, especially downtown Los Angeles and the Venice area.

17. To decrease discord and waste of resources caused by inter-
governmental lawsuits, and to increase cooperation on the homelessness
issue, the Task Force recommends that a City-County Task Force on the
Homeless be created. A 25-member Task Foree could include 15 mem-
bers appointed by the County Board of Supervisors (3 members per
Supervisor), 5 appointed by the Mayor and 5 by the President of the City
Council. Members of the Task Force should include corporate and
religious leaders, developers, builders, and city planners, social service
providers, and advocates for the homeless. The City-County Task Force
should monitor the implementation of A.B. 1733, develop plans for a
Housing Clearinghouse that would assist in matching homeless families
with aftordable housing, and recommend ways in which the city and the
county can effectively deal with the problems of the homeless, including
support of private shelters for homeless individuals and families.

Homeless Youth
18. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council support the development of other programs based on the model
of the Homeless Youth Project of Children’s Hospital.

19. Because various agencies have overlapping responsibilities in
dealing with runaways and other homeless youth in the City of Los
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Angeles, the Task Force recommends that an Inter-Agency Task Force
on Homeless Youth be created. Membership on the Task Force should
include representatives from public agencies, such as the Los Angeles
Police Department, Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department, Los
Angeles Juvenile Court, Department of Public Social Services, Los
Angeles Unified School District, City Attorney, District Attorney, and
private agencies, such as the Los Angeles Yout{l Network, the Gay and
Lesbian Community Services Center, and the Coordinating Council for
Homeless Youth. The Inter-Agency Task Force should develop ways to
implement recommendations adopted by the Family Diversity Task
Force Team on Runaways and Homeless Youth, especially those dealin
with emergency shelter and services, eligibility for relief and socia
services, access to school programs, and coordinated services.

20. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council develop a publicly-funded van service between social and
medical support services utilized by homeless youth and families.

Adequate and Affordable Housing

2L The Task Force recommends that the citys Housing Coordi-
nator create a Task Force on Adequate and Affordable Housing, The
first job of the Task Force should be to begin development of a policy for
the city on affordable family housing. In addition, the Task Force
should: (a) recommend ways to stimulate the production of more three
and four-bedroom units mn the city, (b) review the city’ ability to
discourage rental policies that charge additional fees for additional
persons once a basic rent has been established for a unit, and (c)identify
areas of gentrification and develop plans to maintain housing for low-
income and large families presen ygiving in those areas.

22. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor support the establishment of local non-profit housing organiza-
tions.

Housing Discrimination

23.  The Task Force recommends that Councilman Michael Woo ask
the City Attorney for an opinion regarding the legality of the one-
person-per-bedroom rule imposed by many landlords. If the rule is
illegal, the City Attorney should advise local apartment-owner associa-
tions of this. If the practice is not illegal under existing law, the Council

should amend the law.

24, The Task Force recommends that the City Attorne{ enforce
existing fair housing laws against shelters for the homeless that won’t
accept pregnant women. If rejection of pregnant women is not presently

illegal, the law should be amended.

25. Since housing discrimination persists, the Task Force recom-
mends that the City Attorney and the citys Housing Coordinator
cooperate with the Fair Housing Councils to develop a plan to deter
landlords from engaging in ul:ﬁur housing practices and to educate

families of their housing rights.

26. The Task Force recommends that the Department of Building
and Safety stop issuinj lglgnh density variances to builders of apartment
u

buildings without includi tai accessibility requirements. If necessary,
the City Attorney should take appropriate steps to stop the misuse of

high density variances to avoid accessibility laws.
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INSURANCE

Insurance is a subject of major concern to Los Angeles families.
During a medical emergency, for example, health insurance may be all
that stands between survival and ruination for one family. Under the
law, the family car must have liability coverage. If the car is financed,
lenders insist that there is also replacement coverage. Mortgage com-
panies demand that the family home be insure(f against hazards.
Although life insurance is not “essential,” many heads of household
buy it in order to S)rotect their dependents. Disability insurance can

arantee income that might otherwise be threatened by the extended
llness of a family’s primary wage earner. Most families in the city are
renters; renter’s insurance guards against the ever-increasing risk of
burglary. Obtaining and maintaining insurance — health, life, auto-
mobile, homeowners, renter’, and more — has become a very serious
and important matter; it is essential to protect family assets, to protect
family members, and in some instances, is required by law.

According to Steve Miller, Executive Director of Insurance Consum-
ers Action Network (ICAN), about 13% of the disposable income of a
family is spent on insurance.! That makes insurance the third leading
family expenditure — after shelter and food, but before taxes.2

Although insurance is a necessity for everyone, its cost is often
rohibitive for middle and lower-income families; it is not a luxury, but
1t is often priced as if it were.

The impact of the so-called insurance erisis is being experienced by
parents who cannot afford automobile insurance for their teenagers,
seniors who are dropping their homeowner policies, lower-income work-
ers who drive to ans from work uninsured, and middle-income workers
denied health and life insurance, not because they cannot afford it, but
because of lifestyle discrimination.

As a reaction to this crisis, more than 25, 000 Los Angeles area
consumers recently expressed their frustration in letters sent to Tom
Vacar, Consumer Reporter to KCBS-TV ‘in Los Angeles.3 Of the first
16,000 letters analyzed, 90% complained about automobile insurance.
Many others criticized homeowner and health insurance, and the high
premiums that are causing day care centers to close. People complained
most about “insurance company greed,” than the lack of affordability.
Most of the consumers suggested a need for more active state regulation
of the insurance industry. A considerable number wanted the state to
actually take over the industry.

The California Department of Insurance also receives a large
number of complaints from consumers, nearly 14,000 in 1984-85, for
example.+ However, according to the state Auditor General, these com-
plaints reflect only a portion of disgruntled insurance consumers.s
Many find it difficult to reach the %?artment; during a one-week
period in March 1986, consumers received busy signals more than 7,000
times when attempting to tel:a’phone the Department of Insurance.6
Citing such problems as the department} overwhelming backh:ﬁ)in
rrocessing complaints, the Auditor General concluded that *the public
acks protection against improper conduct” by insurance companies.?

The Task Force on Family Diversity examined the insurance issue
with the assistance of law student researchers,® with input from the
Association of California Life Insurance Companies,® with information
from the legal counsel to the state Department of Insurance, with advice
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from consumer advocates,)° with testimony from insurance profes-
sionals,! and with recommendations supplied from Task Force mem-
bers.12

The major areas of complaint that surfaced during the Task Force
study focused on the price of automobile coverage and on lifestyle
discrimination in automobile, health, and life insurance.

Automobile Insurance

Under present California law, automobile insurance rates are mini-
mally regulated. In other states, rates are reiulated by various methods.
Some states establish rates insurers may charge; others require prior
approval of rates by the Insurance Commissioner. Most states provide
some form of review either as rates are introduced or changed.s

The current law in California — virtually unchanged since enacted in
1947 — provides for an ‘“‘open rating™ or competitive ratemaking
system; although the law requires that insurance rates not be excessive,
inadequate, or unfairly discriminatory, the law includes no concrete
standards and is generally not enforced by the state Insurance Commis-
sioner. Under existing law, companies are not even required to report to
the insurance department the rates they charge consumers.

Two years ago, the Little Hoover Commission reported that: “The
Insurance Commissioner has held only one public hearing on excessive
rates and has never fined an insurance company for excessive rates
since 1948.1 The Commission identified as one of the major underly-
ing causes of the insurance crisis:15

The Insurance Commissioner’s lack of authority and lead-
ership in the rate-setting process — the Insurance Com-
missioner does not have authority to control rate increases
in California [prior to the increase] and has not exercised
his [sic] discretionary powers to control rate increases
[after an increase] and make insurance available.

The Little Hoover Commission recommended that consideration be
given to requiring the Insurance Commissioner’s prior approval of rate
increases in excess of 159516

Two recent studies have demonstrated the relationship between state
regulation and the cost of insurance. The General Accounting Office —
the investigative arm of Congress — found that the cost of automobile
insurance was always higher I “competitive” rating states like Califor-
nia where there is no rate regulation. Rates in so-cﬁled “competitive”
states were about 149 higher than in regulated states.)” A study commis-
sioned by the California State Assembly found that the profits of
automobile insurance companies in California were about 30% higher
than in states with a stronger regulatory environment.18

It is a misnomer to call California an ‘“‘open rating” or “‘com-
petitive” state for automobile coverage. Price fixing by insurance
companies is not illegal under federal law nor is it illegal under state
law:20 Current law authorizes insurers to act “in concert” in setting
rates, thus conferring upon insurance companies a unique exemption
from antitrust laws. Last year, Attorney General John Van de Kamp
addressed this problem:21

Nothing prohibits insurance companies from fixing rates,
from agreeing not to compete, from allocating territories



to one another, from obtaining and exploiting a monopoly in any line of
insurance. And no other industry enjoys this kind of sweeping exemp-
tion from the antitrust laws. . . .

This immunity is unhealthy for consumers and it is unhealthy for the
industry itself. It breeds a culture of collusion. Hearings before the
Department of Insurance last year revealed that the two largest auto
insurers in the state had a practice of routinely exchanging their rating
books — in effect their price lists. Such exchanges suggest a fundamen-
tally unhealthy pattern of collusive conduct.

The Task Force on Family Diversity agrees that the current exemption
of insurance companies from the state’ antitrust laws is inappropriate
and harmful to the people of the state. The exemption sEou d be
repealed so that price fixing by insurers would be unlawful and so the
exchanging of price information among insurers with the purpose of
suppressing competition would also be illegal. 2

Many insurers claim that price fixing does not exist and that consum-
ers can find the lowest rate and best coverage by shopping around.
However, one recent consumer study found that price shopping for
insurance coverage is virtually impossible.23

“Redlining,” a practice in which insurers set prices throth a
complex formula of residential location, occupation, age and sex classi-
fications, is also a subject of extensive criticism. State Senator Art

Torres has called for leflslation prohibiting the setting of rates on any
factor other than an individual’s driving record:2+

More and more people in this state cannot afford auto
insurance even though they have good driving records.
Insurance rates should be based on a person’ driving
record, not on his or her zip code, marita? status, occupa-
tion, or sex. That is unfair.

Redlining of certain areas and groups makes minimum auto liability
insurance so expensive that an estimated 50% to 60% of drivers in
some sections of Los Angeles, and 15% to 20% statewide, are unin-
sured.2s

Insurance Reform. In addition, noting that California is one of
only five states that allow automobile insurance companies to raise
prices without justifying the size of rate increases, Attorney General
John Van de Kamp has joined consumer advocates and many legislators
in calling for rate regulation.2¢ Last year, the Attorney General sup-
ﬁorted proposed legislation which would have: () enacted a system of

ex-rating for property/casualty insurance; (2) created an insurance
consumer advocate’s office within the Department of Justice; (3)
required prior approval by the Insurance Commissioner of any rate
increases exceeding 10% in personal lines or 25% in commercial lines
and (4) established an Office of Consumer Advocate to present a public
point of view of proposed rate changes.2? Although the bill, and several
proposed compromises, passed the Assembly Finance and Insurance
Committee, it Failed to pass the Assembly Ways and Means Committee,
thus ending consumers’ hopes for legislative relief.2

According to the Attorney General, “It% a stalemate. The powers
have basically produced gridlock.2 As a result, he suggested that the
only path to reform might be a statewide ballot initiative.
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The Task Force on Family Diversity believes that the followin
reforms should be enacted into law either by the Legislature or through
the initiative process: (1) rate regulation — rate increases or decreases
that exceed specified ranges should require prior approval by the state
Insurance Commissioner; (2) antitrust exemption — the insurance
industry should be stripped of its exemption from the state’ antitrust
laws; (3) Insurance consumer advocate — an Office of Insurance Con-
sumer Advocate should be established, with authority to intervene on
behalf of consumers in any rate-related matter; (4) good driver discounts
— insurers should be required to offer “good driver” policies to
customers who have had no accidents or moving violations within the
East three years; (5) plain language policies — insurance policies should

e required to be written so that they are concise and easy to read; (6)
mid-term cancelations — policies should not be cancelable in midterm,
except for nonpayment of premiums, fraud, gross negligence or crimi-
nal convictions; (7) conflict of interest — the Insurance Commissioner
and the Consumer Advocate should be barred from employment with
any insurance company or trade association for three years after leaving
office.

Seven initiative proposals for insurance reform have emerged.so
Three have been of&red by consumer advocacy organizations; two are
sponsored by individuals; one is backed by insurance companies; and
one has been drafted by trial lawyers.3t The Task Force believes that
either of the proposals offered by two of the consumer advocacy groups
— Access to Justice or Insurance Consumer Action Network — most
closely promote these seven areas of reform.32

The need for insurance reform in California became even more
critical when the California Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality
of the state’s mandatory auto liability insurance laws.33 Under state law,
a motorist stopped for a moving violation must produce proof of
insurance, Failure to do so may result in a fine and a suspension of the
motorists driver’ license. In the wake of the Supreme Court ruling,
Mayor Tom Bradley endorsed a proposed ballot initiative prohibiting
automobile insurance redlining and requiring Insurance Commissioner
approval for all rate increases.34

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that insurance reform in
California is long overdue. The Task Force commends Mayor Bradley
and Attorney General Van de Kamp for supporting meaningful insur.
ance reform, even if it must come in the form of a voters’ initiative. The
Task Force recommends that the City Council support either the ini-
tiative proposal sponsored by access to justice or Slat proposed by the
Insurance Consumer Action Network (ICAN).

Lifestyle Discrimination

During the course of this study, the Task Force has become aware of
widespread lifestyle discrimination by insurance companies in Califor-
nia and throughout the nation. By “lfestyle discrimination,” the Task
Force is referring to situations in which insurers deny coverage, set
higher rates, or cancel policies because of the sexual orientation or
cohabitation status of lﬁe applicant or the insured. Complaints of
lifestyle discrimination have been raised by both unmarried heterosex-
ual couples and same-sex couples.

Widespread complaints regarding discriminatory underwriting prac-
tices by California insurance companies were confirmed by consumers,
consumer advocates, civil rights advocates, the Insurance Commis-
sioner’ office, as well as insurance brokers and agents.



According to a representative of Common Cause, insur-
ance coverage is often denied in Southern California
because of the consumer3 choice of neighborhood, choice
of automobile, or choice of life partner. For example, a
local insurance company refused to grant automobile
insurance to a woman merely because she was a *“military
wife,” i.e., her spouse was enlisted in the Navy3s

In his public hearing testimony, Tony Melia, President of National
Business Insurance Agency (NBIA), described lifestyle discrimination
by insurance companies in property and casualty insurance.36 He
related that some companies refuse to issue a joint homeowner’ policy
in the names of two same-sex householders, as their interests may
appear on a deed, although joint policies are issued routinely to married
couples. Most companies will not offer a family discount on automobile
insurance to an unmarried couple who live together and share cars, even
though such discounts are offered to blood relatives and married cou-
ples. One company actually wrote to NBIA and complained that the
agency was writing too many policies for unmarried persons.

Brendt Nance, President of Concerned Insurance Professionals for
Human Rights, documented lifestyle discrimination in health, life, and
disability insurance.3” He reportez that some companies refuse to issue
a life insurance policy if the consumer names a beneficiary who is not
related by blood, marriage, or adoption. One major carrier charges two
unmarried 35-year-olds a total of $213.60 per month for basic health
coverage, while a married couple could purchase the same coverage for
$197 per month.

Leonard Graff, Legal Director for National Gay Rights Advocates
(NGRA), testified concerning lifestyle discrimination against gays and
lesbians.38 Complaints received by NGRA about automobile insurance,
homeowner and renter policies, umbrella or excess liability policies,
and health insurance relate to outright denial of coverage, the namin
of heileﬁciaries, and, most often, rate discrimination against unmarrie
couples.

One company, the Automobile Club of Southern California, recently
extended family discounts for automobile insurance coverage to unmar-
ried couples. Previously, the discount was available only to married
couples.3? Some companies have followed AAAY example, but others
continue to extend family discounts only to married couples. The AAA
reform, however, only applies to insurance but not to membership in the
Auto Club. The Automobile Club of Southern California continues to
maintain membership discount practices which discriminate against
unmarried couples. For example, a married couple may purchase one
master membership and a discounted associate membership, while an
unmarried couple must pay for two master memberships. In view of
changing demographics and family structures in Southern California
in 1987, the Auto Club created an internal AAA Task Force to review
membership rating practices and to recommend possible revisions to
the Board of Directors. The AAA Task Force will recommend ways in
which the clubs membership rules can be amended to accommodate
the needs of contemporary families.

Unmarried couples also experience lifestyle discrimination when
attempting to purchase renter’ insurance. Renter’ insurance protects
occupants of an apartment or house against property damage or lia-
bility. Most insurance companies will not issue a policy jointly to an
unmarried couple renting an apartment; two policies, with two pre-
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miums, are required. A married couple, however, can save money by
obtaining a joint policy.

According to Leonard Graff, lifestyle discrimination in home and
automobile insurance is primarily rate discrimination on the basis of
marital status or sexual orientation.

California Administrative Code Section 2560.3 prohibits insurers
from discriminating against consumers on the basis of marital status or
sexual orientation. However, the Insurance Commissioner has inter-
preted the law narrowly so as not to apply to the type of lifestyle
discrimination just described. According to Graff:0

Well, they [Insurance Commissioner’ Office] don’t feel
that those regulations cover the situation involving cou-
ples. In other words, in the examples that I have been
describing — like automobile insurance — people,
regardless of their sexual orientation, are not having too
much trouble getting a policy because they are gay or
lesbian. The problem is getting a discount because they
are a couple. And in my conversations with Peter Groom
[Legal Counsel to the Insurance Commissioner], he’ tak-
ing the position that this is “rate discrimination™ and is
beyond the jurisdiction of the Commissioner.

Unmarried couples, who write to the Insurance Commissioners
Office complaining of such lifestyle discrimination, are simply
informed that there is nothing that the Insurance Commissioner can
do.#2

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends several actions that
the Insurance Commissioner and other agencies can take to protect
unmarried couples from the continuing and widespread lifestyle dis-
crimination.

First, the Insurance Commissioner can declare various practices
against unmarried couples to be “unfair practices,” such as refusal to
issue a joint renter’s or homeowner policies to an unmarried couple
living together in their jointly ownetf or rented residence. Grantin
discounts to cohabiting couples who are married while denying such
discounts to similarly situated unmarried couples shoul({u;f;o be
declared an ““unfair practice,” as should the refusal of an insurance
company to allow a Yife insurance applicant to name a lifemate as
beneficiary.

The California Insurance Code provides for remedies through the
Insurance Commissioner against unfair practices engaged in by those
in the business of insurance.43 The Commissioner should use the power
provided in the code to conduct investigations of such unfair practices,
and, where appropriate, commence administrative actions against vio-
lators.#+4 If a company continues such practices after an admnistrative
hearing, adverse determination, and warning,s the Commissioner
should, through the state Attorney General, seek a restraining order
against the company# Any company who defies a court order, in
addition to a contempt proceeding, faces fines and possible suspension
of license or certificate to engage in the insurance business.+?

Although it appears that the Insurance Commissioner has the author-
ity to adﬁress mstances of lifestyle discrimination through the com-
plaint procedure authorized by the Insurance Code,8 such action has
not been taken to date.



The Task Force on Family Diversity calls on the Insurance Commis-
sioner to officially rule that lifestyle discrimination by insurance com-
panies, including rate discrimination against unmarried couples, is an
unfair business practice. The Mayor and the City Council should
communicate witﬂ the Commissioner, expressing their concern for the
protection of unmarried couples living in the city, urging the Commis-
sioner to use the authority to regulate and restrain such practices.

Furthermore, the Unruh Civil Rights Act may provide an additional
mechanism for protection.#% The Unruh Act bars all forms of arbitrary
discrimination by business establishments of every kind. Sexual orien-
tation discrimination is prohibited by the Unruh Act.5° It would seem
that marital status discrimination is arbitrary in many contexts. Califor-
nia statutes forbidding such discrimination have been interpreted to
prohibit discrimination against unmarried couples.5 By analogy, it
would appear that discrimination by insurance companies against
unman-ieg couples would violate the Unruh Civil Rights Act.

The Attorney General, the state Department of Fair EmEloyment and
Housing (DFEH), district attorneys and city attorneys all have jurisdic-
tion to enforce the Unruh Civil Rights Act.52 Individual complaints may
be investigated and processed by DFEH. The Attorney General or local
district or city attorneys may bring court actions to enjoin a ““pattern or
practice” violating the Unruh Act; they may also bring civil actions
under “unfair competition™ statutes to enjoin unfair or unlawful busi-
ness practices.53 Thus, remedies exist beyond those found in the Insur.
ance Code.5¢ However, since consumers (ll’le their complaints primarily
with the Insurance Commissioner Office, these agencies seldom, if
ever, learn of, or process, cases involving unfair practices by insurance
companies. And in the case of lifestyle discrimmation, the Insurance
Commissioner closes case files without referring the consumer to other
agencies which may have jurisdiction under the Unruh Act or Business
and Professions Code.

The Task Force on Family Diversity has several recommendations
about improving the way cases involving lifestyle discrimination by
insurance companies are handled by government agencies.

First, as mentioned above, the Insurance Commissioner should deem
such discrimination to be an unfair practice and take action under the
Insurance Code.

Second, the Insurance Commissioner should routinely refer cases to
other agencies with possible jurisdiction.5s If the Commissioner
receives a complaint about lifestyle discrimination and declines to take
action, the letter of complaint should be forwarded to the Attorney
General for possible relief under the Unruh Act. Such referrals will
enable the Attorney General to determine if a discriminatory pattern or
practice exists. The Attorney General can then either take direct action,
or refer the matter to the appropriate district attorney or city attorney.

Third, the Los Angeles City Attorney should specifically request that
the Insurance Commissioner forward to the City Attorney copies of
lifestyle discrimination complaints involving transactions occurring in
the City of Los Angeles. This will enable the City Attorney to determine
if unfair business practices are occurring in the city so that such
patterns and practices can be enjoined.

Fourth, the City Attorney should convene an Insurance Task Force on
Lifestyle Discrimination. Representatives of the Attorney Generals
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Office, the Insurance Commissioner Office, the state Department of
Fair Emplogment and Housing, civil rights groups, consumer protection
s;oups, and the insurance industry should be invited to participate on

e Task Force. The purpose of the Insurance Task Force would be to
make recommendations for improving the ways in which lifestyle dis-
crimination is handled by state and local agencies with apparent juris-
diction in this area.

INSURANCE: RECOMMENDATIONS

27. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles adopt
a legislative policy statement on insurance to guide its legislative
program in Sacramento and Washington, D.C. The policy should:
support the repeal of current state and federal exemptions of the
insurance industry from antitrust laws; oppose “‘redlining” practices;
support the adoption of a “flex-rating” system of prior approval for
property and casualty insurance; and support the creation of an insur-
ance consumer advocate$ office within the California Department of
Justice.

28. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council support a 1988 insurance reform ballot initiative containing
strong provisions on rate regulation, antitrust protections, consumer
advocacy, and conflict of interest. The measures which most closely
would meet these goals are those proposed either by the Insurance
Consumer Action Network (ICAN) or access to justice (voters revolt).

29, The Task Force recommends that the state Insurance Commis-
sioner declare various practices against unmarried couples to be
“unfair practices,” including the refusal to issue a joint renters or
homeownerss policy to an unmarried couple living together in a jointly
owned or jointly rented residence, the denial of discounts to unmarried
couples while granting such discounts to married couples, and the
refusal to allow a life insurance applicant to name a non-spousal
lifemate as a beneficiary.

30. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council communicate to the state Insurance Commissioner their con-
cern about lifestyle discrimination by insurance companies, asking the
Commissioner to outlaw lifestyle discrimination as an unfair business
practice.

3l. The Task Force recommends that the Insurance Commissioner
routinely refer complaints of lifestyle discrimination to other agencies
with possible jurisdgction. If the Commissioner receives a complaint of
lifestyle discrimination from an insurance consumer and declines to
take action, the letter of complaint should be forwarded to the Attorne
General for possible relief under the Unruh Act. Such referrals wﬂi'
enable the Attorney General to determine if a discriminatory pattern or
practice exists, The Attorney General can then either take direct action
or refer the matter to the appropriate district attorney or city attorney.

32.  The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Attorney
specifically request that the state Insurance Commissioner z)rward to
the City Attorney copies of lifestyle discrimination complaints involv-
ing transactions occurring in the City of Los Angeles. This will enable
the City Attorney to determine if unfair business practices are occur-
ring in the city so that such patterns and practices can be enjoined.

33. The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney convene an
Insurance Task Force on Lifestyle Discrimination. Representatives of



the Attorney General’ Office, the Insurance Commissioner’ Office, the
state Department of Fair Employment and Housing, civil rights groups,
consumer protection groups, and the insurance industry should be
invited to participate on the Task Force. The purpose of the Insurance
Task Force would be to make recommendations to improve the manner
in which lifestyle discrimination is handled by state and local agencies
with apparent jurisdiction over arbitrary or unfair business practices.
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CHILD CARE

Child care has become one of the greatest family concerns in the
1980s. The focus on child care has intensified as the “nuclear” family
has been replaced by the single-parent family and the dual-career
family as the dominant family forms. While parents are working, or
looking for work, or going to school, someone must care for the
children. Child care has become a major economic and social issue that
has grabbed the attention of elected officials, public and private
employers, unions and employee associations, and social service agen-
cies.

Family situations giving rise to child care needs are varied.

Newborns. Parents with a newborn baby must give special care and
attention to their child during the baby’s first few months of life, thus,
perhaps, rettliring one of the parents to seek parental leave from school
or work. California law partially responds to this need by giving new
mothers the right to a four-month leave, with a guarantee of getting
their jobs back. That law was recently upheld by the United States
Supreme Court against a challenge by some employers.

The law has been eriticized, however, because it does not provide for
paternity leave.! In an attempt to eliminate the law’ gender bias, the
state Legislature passed a bill last year, sponsored by Assemblywoman
Gwen Moore, that would have extended this benefit to parents of either
sex. The bill was vetoed by Governor George Deukmejian.

This inequity still might be eliminated by a bill pending in Congress.
The Family and Medical Leave Act would require firms with 15 or more
employees to allow up to 18-weeks of unpaid, job-protected leave, for
fathers as well as mothers, to care for newborns, newly adopted children,
or seriously ill children.2 However, the bill' failure to provide for paid
leaves makes family leave an unrealistic option for low-income parents.3

Preschoolers. Combined 1985 statistics from the Census Bureau
and the Department of Labor point to a record number of mothers of
preschoolers — more than 50% — working outside of the home.* In
1979, in the City of Los Angeles, there were about 80,000 women in the
labor force with preschool children. These parents need safe and
dependable child care services to look after their toddlers while they are
at work. There is also a growing number of teenage mothers who depend
on child care so they can complete high school.

Latchkey Kids. As 0of1979, there were about 116,000 women in the
labor force in Los Angeles with school-age children. Although these
children are normally cared for during regular school hours, thousands
of them lack supervision before school or after school while their
parents are working. With the passage of Senator David Roberti' 1985
Latchkey Bill (SB 303), many before and after-school day care programs
are available for children between the ages of 5 and 13.

Mildly-1l1 Children. According to the general manager of a local
city-employee union:5 “Most child care facilities will not take children
who are 1].{ and for good reason. They do not want to risk spreading
childhood illnesses, colds, etc. But what is a parent to do when their
child care arrangements break down because of a sick child?”” One
private employer has provided an answer. Opening the first corporate
pilot program of its kind in the country, the day care facility of Trans-
america Life Companies was established to combat no-shows among
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workers who would otherwise have to stay home with ill children.s

Seriously-Ill Children. When a child becomes seriously ill, the
only option for a parent or relative may be to quit work to care for the
child. The Family and Medical Leave Act pending in Congress would
help alleviate this problem by mandating that employers give an unpaid
leave of up to 18 weeks to parents in this predicament.

Although the need is great, there is a critical shortage of affordable
and quality child care in the City of Los Angeles. According to a report
submitted to the City Council last year, there are 1.5 million children in
the city, of whom about 400,000 need child care.? The study estimated a
shortage of over 200,000 spaces. The need is so great that parents have
demonstrated in the streets of Los Angeles demanding that public
officials taken action to solve the problem.8

In response, Mayor Tom Bradley created an Advisory Committee on
Child Care. Two years ago, the Mayor transmitted the Committee’
report and recommendations to the City Council for its consideration.
In doing so, the Mayor observed:? “Affordable quality child care, which
will nurture our children and ease the burdens of two-income and
single-parent families, is a critical investment for our City’s future.
Economic planners in the City must take into account the need for child
care.”

Councilwoman Joy Picus also developed a comprehensive Child Care
Policy for the city which was adopted by the City Council.1®

Cognizant of the gap between the need and the availability of quality
and affordable child care in the city, the Task Force on Family Diversity
explored child care issues through its student research,” public hearing
testimony,2 and the independent research of its members.3

Policy Issues

Los Angeles is one of several cities that has developed an official
position on child care. On February 24,1987, the City Council adopted a
policy statement for the city Councilwoman Joy Picus spearheaded
the movement behind the policy. According to Steve Lipman, Council
Aide to Picus:15

The policy recognizes that there is a major problem in Los
Angeles City, in Los Angeles County, and throughout the
nation with respect to affordable, accessible, and quality
child care. It calls upon the city to: act as a model for other
jurisdictions and private concerns; act as an employer to
provide child care for its employees; act as an educator, not
only to provide data to other interested individuals but by
the force of its status act as an educator to other indi-
viduals throughout the country; and, last, but not least,
the city will act as a facilitator to actually provide
assistance, either technical or gentle suasion to increase

child care slots within the city.

Related to the adoption of the policy, the City Council
agreed to create a new position olp Child Care Coordinator
to be placed in the citys Personnel Department. An 1I-
member Child Care Advisory Board will be created to
assist the coordinator in his or her efforts. Six advisory
board members will be appointed by the City Council and
five by the Mayor.



The citys new policy statement focuses on 12 areas.16

Need. The city now recognizes and acknowledges the importance of
affordable and accessible quality child care, and the creirimenlal
impacts on the individual, the family, the workplace, and the commu-
nity in the absence of such care.

Partnerships. The city will promote partnerships among itself,
parents, developers, employers, businesses, community leaders to work
toward the common goal of expanding accessible and affordable quality
child care to working families in the City of Los Angeles.

Model. The eity will work to become a model in the delivery of child
care services to its employees.

Planning. The city will integrate, wherever possible, the child care
needs of working families into the city’s planning process.

Facilitator. The city will develop or improve procedures which seek
to expedite the necessary approvals and permits for construction of
child care facilities.

Review. The city will periodically review programs it has imple-
mented to promote expansion of child care services and to determine
their effectiveness.

Expertise. The city will create expanded child care expertise and
coordmation capabilities within the Department of Community Devel-
opment.

Resource. The city will utilize its information and referral
capabilities to further child care services throughout the city.

Property. The city will, where appropriate, make available vacant or
underutilized city-owned land or facilities to qualified non-profit child
care providers.

Legislation. The city’s State and Federal Legislation Program will
include support of legislation that would provide assistance to the city in
pursuing its child care policy.

Policies. The city will work toward a requirement that businesses
have a stated child care policy.

Vendors. The city will consider encouraging child care among
vendors contracting with the city by including child care policies as a
consideration in awarding contracts.

Dr. Sandra Burud expressed concern with portions of the city’s new
child care policy)” Under the policy adopted by the City Council,
employers are merely encouraged to adopt a stated policy of child care;
Dr. Burud proposed that empﬁ)yers be required to have a stated policy
on this subject. She testified:1s

This change would not mean that employers would have to
rovide child care assistance; it does mean that they would
rlavc to think about it enough to say, *“No, we do not offer
any child care assistance.” Once they take a look at child
care, however, many will decide to do it on their own.
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The Task Force agrees with Dr. Burud's suggestion that employers be
required to have a stated policy on child care, even if the policy
ultimately adopted by an employer is not to provide child care. Benefit
is derived from employers merely considering the issue.

Dr. Burud also suggested a change in the policy requiring vendors
bidding on contracts with the city. Instead of giving l'e?:rence to those
vendors with stated child care policies, even lhougE the stated policy
might be not to provide child care services, preference should be
reserved for contractors who actually provide child care assistance. The
Task Force agrees. City regulations should be amended accordingly.

In her testimony to the Task Force, Dr. Burud called for the passage
of an ordinance requiring developers of new commercial buillfings to
set aside space for child care. Under a proposal submitted to the City
Council by former Councilman David Cunningham, developers in the
city woul(f be required to contribute space for child care facilities or
contribute an amount based upon the size of their projects. The Cun-
ningham proposal represents a synthesis of two similar ordinances in
Concord and San Francisco.”® The proposal was sent to the Council’s
Planning and Environment Committee for further study. According to
Council Aide Steve Lipman, the Cunningham proposal is still pending,
in that once a Couneil file is opened, it remains alive until the City
Council votes to kill it.

The Mayor’s Advisory Committee also developed a comprehensive set
of policies on child care, many of which were incorporated into the new
poricy adopted by the Council. In addition, the Mayors Committee
supported the Cunningham developer proposal, an item not included in
the City Council policy statement.

Mayor Bradley also proposed a compromise to the Cunningham
developer plan. The Mayor proposed ordinance, introduced into City
Council by Councilwoman Joy Picus, would give developers bonuses for
setting aside areas for child-care centers.20 Under the plan, developers
who set aside 5,000 square feet for a child care center would be given
permission to build a larger building. Additionally, such developers
would get reductions in fees for building permits and other city services.
Like Councilwoman Picus and Mayor Bradley, the Task Force on Family
Diversity “prefers the carrot to the stick.” The Task Force recommends
that the City Council give speedy passage to the Bradley-Picus devel-
oper proposal.

Quality Issues

It must be remembered that child care is not a substitute for family
care. It is a service that supplements the care that children receive from
their families.2! Quality chi& care gives children a second resource from
which to be nurtured. If the service is not nurturing, it is not quality care.

According to the National Association for the Education of Young
Children, there are several essential ingredients to quality child care.2?
Children must be safe and well nourished. Ample materials and equip-
ment for learning must be provided. Children must have adequate
space. Staff must be trained in child development and teaching meth-
ods so that there is good planning and organization of programs.
Finally, parents and caregivers must create a communicating part-
nership. In other words, high quality care depends on a safe setting
which stimulates emotional, social, physical, and intellectual growth.



Unfortunately, finding available and affordable child care is difficult
enough. According to Vivian Weinstein, Chairwoman of the Mayor’
Advisory Committee on Child Care, finding available, affordable, and
quﬂdliry child care in Los Angeles is “worse than getting into Har-
vard.”23

Nntin[i,7 how the issue of quality child care affects families of all
income levels, the research of the Task Force team on Child Care
revealed:2+

Many parents are so desperate to find an opening, they
don’t have the luxury of checking out the basic informa-
tion about the place where they will be leaving their
children. Higher income families, even with more options,
find it just as difficult to find quality care that is afford-
able. While low income families and high income families
have the best access to child care programs, for “middle
income parents the problem is critical because they face
both the economic and qualitative dilemma of finding
child care.”?

Affordability

The correlation between cost and quality is notable. An evaluation of
100 child care centers in Los Angeles found that as quality increased so
did the cost per child.26 Increased costs are generally a reflection of
greater personnel expenses — either higher salaries or greater benefits
to employees.2?

Even now, with the present level of quality, child care costs are
staggering. In her testimony to the Task Force, Dr. Sandra Burud
explained:28

The problems with the child care system are all related to
the fact that the child care consumer — families — can’t
afford it at the very time in their lives when they need it.
Child care costs $6,500 per year for two children under 5
vears-old in Los Angeles County. If you are a single mother
earning an average salary of, say, $11,000 or $12,000, that
amount will consume nearly your entire take-home pay.
That’s why kids are left home alone. Even for the average
American family of four, earning about $25,000 per year,
it’s too expensive. Families can afford to ay about 109 of
their income for child care; that means that families with
incomes over $60,000 per year can afford the going rate.

Relationship Between Quality and Cost. Quality care can be
achieved only by increasing salaries of child care personnel, reducing
the caregiver/child ratio, and increasing the level of competence of
workers.

More reasonable salaries will attract and keep competent staff work-
ing in the field. Child care workers — most of whom are women — are
presently underpaid.2? The average income of child care center employ-
ees is $9,200 per year.30

Another major factor in maintaining quality care is the caregiver/
child ratio. The smaller the ratio, the more time workers have to spend
with children. This, in turn, allows for a better quality of interaction.
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Competence of the caregiver and the quality of interaction between
adult and child is often related to the extent of formal training that
workers have received. Greater training results in creation of a more
considerate and sensitive environment. Studies have shown that
untrained staff are more likely to create a more punitive environment,
which can produce feelings of inadequacy and aggression in children.3

Last year, Governor Deukmejian sought to reduce salary benefits for
child care workers and proposed that their educational requirements be
relaxed, on the theory that these measures would ereate more child care
spaces.?? Child care involves both qualitative and quantitative issues;
the sacrifice of either will be detrimental to the children.

The Task Force on Family Diversity asserts that the care, protection,
and socialization of children must become a local, state, and national
priority. The development of affordable and quality child support
systems will ease the plight of working parents and will help ensure the

evelopment of healthy children who will become thoughtful and
responsible adults,

Last year, the city hired its first child-care coordinator. The new
position coordinates activities relating to child care, working to increase
uality, affordability, and accessibility. The Task Force recommends
that the child care coordinator keep the City Council and the Mayor
informed of pending state and federal legislation that will help make
child care more affordable for lower and middle-income families.

CHILD CARE: RECOMMENDATIONS
Child Care Policies

34. The Task Force recommends that the citys new Child Care
Policy be amended as follows: first, all employers located in the cit
should be required to adopt a stated policy on child care; second,
vendors hidding for city contracts shouFd be given preference only if
they actually offer child care assistance. As amended, the new poﬁcy
should be vigorously implemented.

35. The Task Force recommends that the city’s legislative policy
statements be amended to include support for: the Famiilr and Medical
Leave Act pending in Congress, the passage of legislation in Sacra-
mento that would extend parental leave for newborns to working fathers
as well as working mothers, and state legislation providing cost of living
allowances to child care workers. The city also should oppose legislation
to relax educational requirements for state Department of Education
Childrens Center employees.

Availability of Child Care

36. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles
become a model employer by providing substantive child care
assistance for the bulk of its workforce.

37. Toallowmore parents to provide care for their own children and
lessen their dependency on child care services, the Task Force recom-
mends that the city allow workers more flexibility in their work sched-
ules.

38. As a means of creating more child care spaces in the city, the
Task Force recommends that the City Council adopt the Bradley-Picus



proposal to give bonuses to developers who set aside space for child care
centers in proposed new buildings.

Quality of Child Care

39. The Task Force recommends that the City Council direct the
new Child Care Coordinator and the Child Care Advisory Board to
evaluate CDD funded child care programs to assess the effectiveness of
their delivery systems.

40. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles
increase funding for CDD supported programs for the purpose of
incrlfasing wages and/or improving benefit packages for child care
workers.

Affordability of Child Care

41. The Task Force recommends that child care benefits be
included in any cafeteria style benefit program adopted by the city.

42. The Task Force recommends that the citys new Child Care
Coordinator keep the City Council and the Mayor informed of pendin
state and federal legislation that will help make child care more afford-
able for lower and middle-income families.

Child Care: Notes
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FAMILY VIOLENCE AND ABUSE

Violence within families is a major social problem. It manifests itself
in many forms, ranging from battery to abuse to physical and emotional
neglect to financial exploitation — all often secreted within the confines
of the family home. Victims of family violence include spouses, domes-
tic partners, children, and family elders.

Over the past two years, the Task Force on Family Diversity has
explored issues involved in family violence and abuse. Information was
Erovided to the Task Force in t{le form of student research,! public
bearing testimony? and an independent analysis by Task Force mem-

ers.3

Family violence statistics are alarming. Research reveals that vio-
lence occurs in about one out of every four families in America.* Such
violence transcends all socioeconomic, age, ethnic, and religious
flhm s. Statistics from the California Department of Justice indicate

at 1n almost one-third of all willful homicides, the victim was killed by

a spouse, parent, or child.s

Violent episodes among and between family members are not usually
single incid‘:ants. Most frequently, family violence is an intense, recur-
rent problem that often escalates unless some external force intervenes
to deter it’s progression.

A lar%:: proportion of abusers are themselves survivors of abuse and
abusive homes.7 Hence, the suggestion that violence is learned implies
that tolerating family violence fays a foundation for its recurrence in
later generations.

The California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training
describes family violence dynamies in the following way:8

Family violence is often much more complex in causes and
solutions than crimes committed by unknown attackers.
To be abused by a spouse, a parent, a trusted adult, or by
one’s own child or to witness such abuse carries with it a
[)articular agony. Victims wrestle with feelings of fear,
oyalty, love, guilt and shame. In this they often face
conflicts not experienced by those attacked by strangers.
Adults will be torn between their desire to shield and help
a loved one and their responsibility toward their own
safety or others in the household. Children often face
alone the terrible truth that those who should protect them
are in fact a source of harm. Anyone who lives in a violent
home experiences an essential loss. The one place on earth
where they should feel safe and secure has become instead
a place of danger. A victim of domestic violence is noless a
victim than one set upon by strangers.

Due to the very broad nature of the subject of family violence, this
chapter focuses on four main areas of concern. The first section involves
child abuse. The second deals with violence between spouses or part-
ners. The third section looks at family violence within immigrant
families. The fourth examines the growing problem of elder abuse. Each
section includes specific recommendations aimed at ending the
ongoing cycle of family violence and abuse.

Child Abuse

Although the actual incidence of child abuse is difficult to determine
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because so many cases go unreported, estimates suggest that 14% of all
children in America are subjlected to abuse each year.® For purposes of
this report, child abuse includes:1® physical injury inflicted by other
than accidental means, sexual abuse, willful cruelty, corporal punish-
ment resulting in injury, neglect, and abuse in out-of-home care.

Reports of child abuse have risen dramatically in Los Angeles in
recent years. In 1985, the Los Angeles County Department of Children’
Services (DCS), the agency responsible for the investigation of all
reports of suspected cE.i.ld abuse in the county, received reports and
conducted personal interviews with 39,783 families involving 79,655
abused children. Calls to its Child Abuse Hotline increased from 19,000
calls in 1981 to 50,000 in 1985. The number of dependency petitions filed
on behalf of children believed to be in need of protection increased from
9,000 in 1981 to 18,000 in 1985.1

In 1985 alone, the Los Angeles Police Department handled 10,000
radio calls on possible child abuse incidents in the city12 The number of
actual investigations conducted by the police departments Abused
Child Unit has risen steadily since the unit was first formed in 19743
Police investigated 927 cases in 1974, 3,346 cases in 1984, 3,855 cases in
1985, and 4,788 cases in 1986.

In1985, the Los Angeles Unified School District had an enrollment of
562,793 students. According to one school district report, “based on
conservative estimates . . . 20% of students are victims of abuse or
neglect, while 109 are victims of serious abuse or neglect.” Based on
that estimate, 112,000 local students have been abused by family mem-
bers — half of them seriously.

California’ present system for child abuse reporting went into effect
in 1981. The increase in reported cases has been attributed to improve-
ments in the reporting system as well as increased public attention to the
problem. However, much child abuse is still underreported because a
substantial number of professionals are not reporting suspected cases.1s

The Cycle of Violence and 1ts Costs. There is evidence that child
abuse does not end when the child grows up:16

Children who have been abused and neglected provide the
pool from which the next generation of neglecting,
abusive parents are derived. We have repeate(ﬁy noted
that nearly all those caretakers who maltreat their children
have a history of similar treatment in their own earliest
years.

Tremendous costs are associated with this cycle of child abuse. Early
abuse has been linked with later delinquent behavior, including homi-
cidal conduct. At least 80% of all people in prison, and virtually all
those incarcerated for violent crimes, were abused as children.1?

Not only does violence breed violence, but child abuse has other
lingering effects, as well. In a national study of 1,000 adult survivors of
cbﬁd sexual abuse, 33% of respondents suftered from alcoholism, 33%
had eating disorders, 75% experienced marked depression, 41% had
attempted suicide at some time, and 31% were battered women.s
Seventy percent of runaway youth are fleeing from abusive families.)?

The ultimate cost to society of social services, criminal justice,
medical, mental health, and other intervention services for the untre.
ated or undertreated victims of child abuse is enormous.20



Alllocal response and intervention systems dealing with child abuse
— investigative, prosecutorial, and social services — are seriously
overburdened at this point. As a result, most official responses are
limited to after-the-fact damage control. Little effort has been invested
in preventive services.

The Need for Prevention. From a public policy perspective, child
abuse prevention is cost effective. Prevention is a sensible long-term
approach to reducing demands on intervention and response systems.

Project CARE, ““Child Abuse: Recognize and Eliminate,” is a preven-
tion ;irogram that has been operating for the past six years in the Los
Angeles Unified School District for grades K through six. It was created
to prevent abuse before it occurs and to intervene on behalf of children
who already have been subject to abuse.?! Project CARE works toward
these goals by: (1) improving the ability of classroom teachers to detect
abuse among their students, (2) training a team of experts at each school
to imglement an effective system of reportinﬁlan follow-up on sus-
pected cases of child abuse, and (3) providing all students with instrue-
tions in self-protection.

Schools participating in Project CARE have initiated significantly
more child abuse reports (2% of students) than schools not participat-
ing (0.3% of students). Only two percent of all suspect cases reporte(i) by
Project CARE schools were deemed unfoundes by subsequent law
enforcement investigation.22

Despite evidence of its usefulness over the past six years of its
operation, only 1,000 out of 23,000 local teachers have received traininﬁ
fi'omt}’roject CARE, and only 8% of the city’s schools have participate
thus far.

While expansion of Project CARE to other schools would be helpful,

other agencies with jurisdiction over child abuse must also_develop

revention programs. The school system can not carry the prevention
urden alone.

Realizing that prevention is a legitimate law enforcement objective,
the Los Angeles Police Department has proposed a Child Abuse Preven-
tion and Education Program (CAPE).23 The CAPE proposal emerged in
1985 from a report of Lgl:e police department’s Juvenile Division Task
Force. The original proposal called for the establishment of a field
referral unit and an education unit within the Juvenile Division.

The field referral unit contemplated: a 24-hour Advisement Desk to
provide the department and the public with information; specially
trained personnel to respond immediately to all child abuse calls on day
and evening watches; coordination of referrals of families to child abuse
prevention agencies when no crime had been committed but an “at
risk™ situation was assessed; assistance to patrol officers who came into
contact with suspected child abuse cases; provision of a six-week follow-
up with each family coming into contact with CAPE; and development
of additional referral agencies to handle cases.

As originally envisioned, the education unit would serve as a catalyst
for public and private child abuse prevention programs; would provide
officers to give instruction on child abuse in lngh schools, colleges,
hospitals, mass media, etc.; and would promote legislation for programs
targeted at helping people avoid becoming abusive parents themselves.
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The initial CAPE proposal — with a city-wide cost of §1,839,674 —
was approved unanimously by the Board of Police Commissioners in
1986 and was forwarded to the City Council for its consideration. In a
report to the Finance and Revenue Committee of the City Council, the
City Administrative Officer (CAO) recommended that the CAPE pro-
posal be put on hold pending further analysis of whether the functions
of the project more appropriately should be assumed by county agen-
cies; the CAO’ analysis suggested that the city might save money if it
could find a way to shift prevention responsibility to county agencies. To
date, the matter is still *“on hold* and the council has not taken action
on the CAPE proposal.

Since CAPES funding was deferred because of questions regarding
the appropriateness of city law enforcement personnel becomin
involved in social problems that also might fall under the jurisdiction o
county programs, it is important to examine the overlapping roles of
city law enforcement and county child protective services. The Family
Violence team report accurately noted the legitimate role of the police
in preventing crime;24

The involvement of a police officer in the referral of an ““at
risk” family for assessment and treatment or services, and
the knowledge that the officer will return in six weeks to
follow-up is very likely to be a powerful motivator to many
families reluctant to acknowledge their need for change.
Police participation in prevention programs aimed at chil-
dren and young people enables children who are abused or
at risk to realize and to trust that they can ask for and
receive protection by the law, if needed. Police involve-
ment in community education and prevention further
serves as a constant reminder that child abuse is a crime,
and that many still-commonly-practiced methods of phys-
ical discipline are not legally acceptable.

It has always been the responsibility of police — not DCS — to
investigate LAPD injury reports. The CAPE program and proposed
pilot projéct offer mechanisms to provide immediate investigations of
such reports by highly skilled anJl experienced police personnel who
can then make referrals to other agencies with overlapping jurisdiction.

Additional support for police involvement in the prevention of child
abuse comes directly from the police department’s own manual:2s

Peace in a free society depends on voluntary compliance
with the law. The rimarﬁy responsibility H)r upholding
the law therefore lies not with the police but with the
people. Since crime is a social phenomenon, crime preven-
tion is the concern of every person living in society. Society
employs full-time professional police to prevent crime, to
deter it, and when that fails, to apprehend those who
violate the law

Child abuse is a crime whose victims often grow up to commit more
crimes. Clearly, the prevention of child abuse must be an active concern
of the Los Angeles Police Department, as well as other agencles,
including schools, and each and every resident of the city.

At the request of the Task Force on Family Diversity, the Los Angeles
Police Department has researched the possibility of a less costly version
of the CAPE proposal. The department responded by submitting a



revised CAPE Pilot Program (CPP), to be implemented within the
Investigative Control Umt (ICU), Child Protection Section of the Juve-
nile Division.26 The Task Force on Family Diversity supports the CAPE
Pilot Program and recommends its approval by the City Council and the
Mayor.

Domestic Violence: Partner Abuse

Historically, the legal system explicitl{ authorized spousal abuse by
its recognition of a husbands common law right to chastise his wife.
Over 150 years ago, the Mississippi Supreme Court observed:2?

Ahusband should be permitted to chastise his wife moder-
ately in cases of great emergency “without subjecting
himself to vexatious prosecution for assault and battery,
resulting in the discredit and shame of all parties con-
cerned.”

This “right was acknowledged in many states and eventually
became known as the “Rule of Thumb,” allowing a husband to batter
his wife as long as he did not use a rod thicker than his thumb.28

During the twentieth century, the “Rule of Thumb” evolved into a
Eolicy of nonintervention by the criminal justice system. Battery in the
ome was considered a personal or family problem, best addressed, if at
all, by the civil courts. When called to Sm scene, the police usually
refused to arrest the batterer, even when the victim was seriously
injured.2?

In recent years, due to education, community efforts, and political
pressure, new domestic violence legislation has been enacted, giving
police an explicit mandate to intervene and to make arrests.

Defining the Crime. The term domestic violence has traditionally
been used to refer to violence between spouses. This definition has been
anded by the California Legislature to include violence between
adults, presently or formerly cohabiting, whether married to each other
or not, or who are parents of a child, or who have been in a dating or
engagement relationship.30

Itis important to distinguish domestic violence from family disputes.
“Disputes,” which often include mental and emotional abuse, while
extremely destructive to the family and particularly harmful to chil-
dren, do not involve conduct that is identi.lll)ed as criminal.3! Conversely,
““domestic violence” refers to conduct deemed criminal by the Penal
Code — specifically, assault and battery against a family or household
member.32

Incidence of Partner Abuse. Domestic violence is among the
most underreported of crimes.33 As a result, documentation that would
reveal the fuﬁ) extent of the problem is difficult to obtain. However,
despite the paucity of accurate data, criminal justice experts consider
domestic violence to be one of the most frequent crimes.34

Some of the characteristics and estimated statistics of domestic
violence are startling:35 Over 98% of the victims are women; more than
50% of all women will experience domestic violence during their
lifetimes; about 70% of assaults against women are committed by a
present or former spouse or boyfriend; most domestic batteries take
place in front of children; domestic violence escalates over time, both in
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frequency and seriousness; and much domestic violence appears to be
learned behavior, transmitted one generation to another.

Battery in gay or leshian relationships is a form of domestic violence
that has not received sufficient attention either in the gay and leshian
community or in the community at large. While there are no specific
statistics to document the actual incidence of partner abuse in this
community, same-sex domestic violence is very real.36

The Los Angeles Police Department does not keep statistics on
domestic violence within same-sex relationships.37 Solid data is not
available from local gay and lesbian community organizations either.
Some documentation exists in Boston and New York, however. In
Boston, a therapist with the Gay and Lesbian Community Services
Center reported that “violence was an issue for as many as one fourth of
the couples who called the center.”38 New York Gay and Lesbian Anti.
Violence Project estimated that 12% of the calls received during the
first seven months of 1986, without any special outreach, related to same-
sex domestic violence.3?

Evidence of the characteristics of violence in same-sex relationships
reveals the same patterns as heterosexual battery. Alcohol abuse is a
factor in a high percentage of cases.40

The need for programs and services for gays and leshians who are
victims of domestic violence has not been fi ex{ in part, because of the
ignorance and fear and subsequent hatred often characteristic of soci-
ety’ reaction to this minority, so-called “homophobia.” In addition,
most social service agencies, such as the police, hospitals, and victim-
assistance programs are prepared to deal only with heterosexual part-
ners. There are no shelters in the city for abused gay men, and lesbians
seeking help from battered women’ shelters in Los Angeles often find
that sexual orientation discrimination and anti-gay attitudes are com-
mon.

Legislative Reforms. Passage of the Domestic Violence Preven-
tion Act (DVPA) was a major step forward in Californias campaign to
reduce domestic violence.#! The DVPA was designed to ““prevent recur-
rence of domestic violence by the spouse of a household member and to
provide a period of separation™ through civil restraining orders. The
act also adopts a broad definition of family — protecting spouses, blood
relations, and other household members.

More recently, California law was amended to provide extra protec-
tion for opposite-sex cohabiting couples. Now, if a person inflicts even
minor physical injury through the use of physical force on his or her
spouse or opposite-sex cohabiting partner, the crime is a felony and the
police must arrest the abuser.42 Tl‘:ia law does not provide such protec-
tion for same-sex cohabiting cmiles. The Task Force on Family Diver-
sity finds this inequity unjustifiable and strongly recommends that the
protections aﬂ'org;ll i')y Penal Code Section 273.5 be extended to all
cohabitants, whether same-sex or opposite-sex.

Legislative reforms dealing with opposite-sex partner abuse have had
dramatic results. In testimony to the Task Force, Sgt. Robert Canfield,
head of Los Angeles Police Departments Domestic Violence Unit
explained:43

This has had a big impact on the city. For example, in 1985,
in the entire City of Los Angeles, our Los Angeles Police



Department made approximately 550 such arrests. In
1986, we made just under 5,000 such arrests. It about a
900% increase.

. . . just putting somebody in jail has an impact on their
behavior, and all you have to do is look at how the law
works historically — whether its the civil rights movement
or any kind of other movement — and the way you get
people to change behavior is by enforcing the law. If you
don’t enforce 1t, then you mig{u as well not have it. So
clearly today we are enforcing the law.

Sgt. Canfield estimated that in 1987, about 30,000 domestic violence
incidents would be reported to the Los Angeles Police Department.

An arrest affords the victim some instant protection and it makes a
clear statement to the perpetrator that his or her behavior is a crime and
will not be tolerated. Also, an arrest may be the most effective deterrent.
One scientifically-controlled study revealed that only 109 of those who
had been arrested exhibited further domestic violence in the following
six months, while 19% of those who merely received advice and media-
tion, and 24% of those who had been ordered from the house for eight
hours, repeated their violent behavior within six months.+

Recent Immigrants and Family Violence

Recent immigrants — foreign born persons who have moved to Los
Angeles within the past five years — constitute a large and growin
segment of the city’s population. Between 1975 and 1980, an estimate
500,000 immigrants settled in the Southern California area, 80% of
them in Los Angeles county+S As of 1980, an estimated 27.1% of Los
Angeles city residents were foreign born. 46

Hundreds of thousands of undocumented Latino immigrants reside
in the Los Anfeles area, including an estimated 200,000 immigrants
from El Salvador living within Los Angeles city limits.+7

Some estimates project that as many as 75,000 undocumented and
65,000 documente(r immigrants per year will move into Southern Cal-
ifornia between now and the year 2,000, mostly Latinos and Asians
settling in Los Angeles County.#8

These immigrants face considerable problems as they attempt to
adjust to life in Los Angeles. Many face language barriers. Estimates
suggest that over 75% of Latino immigrants and nearly 40% of Asian
immigrants are not fluent in English.3? Most face economic barriers.
Immigrants of all nationalities have significantly lower incomes than
other residents. In 1980, for example, most immigrant households had
annual incomes of less than $13,000.5° Housing problems abound in
immigrant communities. About 44% of all recent immigrants live in
overcrowded housing.! In addition, Latino immigrants have a signifi-
cantly lower educational level than either current residents or immi-
grants from other ethnic backgrounds, and thus are heavily
concentrated in unskilled or low-ski?l jobs.52 Undocumented residents
frequently live in fear of detection and possible deportation and so they
may avoidy the use of public or social services which they need.33 Finally,
immigrants bring with them their own deeply ingrained tradition of
family life, including cultural notions that may differ significantly from
Erevailing norms in Los Angeles pertaining to appropriate behavior

etween spouses or between parents and children.5*+ Some of these
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cultural traditions may conflict with California’ laws on child abuse or
domestic violence.

Statistics are not available on the incidence of child abuse or domes-
tic violence within recent immigrant families. However, local police
recognize that undocumented persons experience more domestic vio-
lence — and crime generally — than does the community at large.ss

In theory, recent immigrants are afforded the full protection of
existing domestic violence and child abuse laws. Also, in practice, it is
the policy of the Los Angeles Police Department not to inquire about
immigration status when responding to calls involving family violence.
Unaware that the police do not report to the INS, however, many
undecumented persons are haunted by fears of possible deportation.
According to one local expert:56

Undocumented people, who usually live in the shadows of
this society, teng to seek help outside their established
support systems only in very desperate situations. Thus, it
is doubly difficult for an undocumented woman to make
the decision to leave a violent home. About 37% of
undocumented women have reported to us that the reason
they stayed with their abuser was the abuser’ unrealistic
threats to call “imigre” and have her deported, never
[again] to see her cluldren.

Additionally, because of conditions in their countries of origin, many
immigrant families may perceive law enforcement officials as enemies
representing a threat of severe punishment or even death. Recent
immigrants need education to realize that police can be supportive, that
the laws are to be equitably administered, and that punishments are
reasonable. The police officer’ actions at the scene of domestic violence
can help demonstrate to the victim that the criminal justice system can
be supportive of her welfare and to the abuser that certain behavior is
illegal and will not be tolerated.

Other cultural factors may also contribute to the victim failure to
report or press charges for domestic violence. Various cultures have
different traditions of acceptable behavior between husbands and
wives.57 Clearly, law enforcement personnel intervening in such cases
face a massive and sensitive educational task.

In the midst of a stressful domestic violence situation, language
barriers can complicate the efforts of police to acquaint victims with
legal procedures and available services. It is unusual to find culturally
sensitive, multilingual information on domestic violence for foreign
born residents.

Programs and Services. There is a shortage of Y)rograms and
services providing assistance to recent immigrants or ethnic residents
who are victims o?family violence. For example, only two shelters in the
greater Los Angeles area specifically target ethnic minorities and
provide culturally sensitive and multilingual services to battered
women and their children from these communities.s8

Su Casa, which specifically assists the Latino population, served 1,829
women through its crisis hotiine, and 110 women and 172 children in its
shelter program during 1986. It is the only program providing round-
the-cloci bilingual telephone crisis counsefjng and an all bilingual
staff.5> Another shelter served an equivalent number of clients who are



predominantly of Asian/Pacific origin.6® These shelters are not ade-
quate to meet the needs of increasing numbers of immigrant families.
Although other shelters exist, they lack cross-cultural staff and language
abilities, and they too are over-filled.

In order for any such program to be useful, it must be sensitive to the
cultural mores, values, perspectives and experiences of its clientele, and
it must be available immediately when needed.!

One tragic result of the failure to educate, protect and foster the
welfare of immigrant women who are victims of domestic violence is the
harm suffered by children; at least 509 of the children in these homes
are themselves direct recipients of physical abuse, providing a reservoir
of scarred and angry young people, potential participants in gang
activity, and,later, adult crime.52

Child Abuse. Although the problem of child abuse is pervasive in
our society, affecting all classes, races, and religious groups, higher
frequencies of child abuse and neglect have been reported among
ethnically diverse populations.s3

The recent immigrant family is at higher risk for incidents of child
abuse for several reasons. They tend to have lower incomes, overcrowded
housing, lower educational levels, and problems caused by language and
cultural differences. These factors all create a high level of stress and
frustration. Additionally, various cultures have different standards for
determining acceptable child-rearing practices, including physical
interaction,

To accomplish changes, cultural differences in child-rearing stan-
dards must first be acknowledged. Then those affected must be taught
how to change old harmful — and often illegal — patterns in a way that
is understandable in the context of the particular culture. Again,
culturally sensitive education is the key to transforming behavior.

Elder Abuse

Ours is a ““graying” society. The over-85 age group is the most rapidly
growing segment of the United States population. Yet, publicly-funded
or subsidized services for the elderly do not include custodial care, and
cut-backs in funds for hospital an(g nursing home care mean shorter
stays for many elderly persons who are ill. As a result, seniors, usually
old):ar women, are bearing an increasing responsibility for caring for an
even older generation in the home environments. As one gerontologist
explained:64

For every elderly person in a nursing home, at least four
others with physical or mental problems that impair their
ability to care zor themselves survive in their local commu-
nities because of family members who pitch in as surro-
gate nurses, aides, housekeepers, gardners, and even
accountants.

As families have changed — geographically dispersed and with fewer
children — there are fewer members in younger generations to take care
of those in older generations. With more women employed outside the
home, there are (gewer women available to provide day-to-day care for
aging relatives in need of custodial attention.

Many working adults with aging parents or relatives find themselves
with two jobs. For example, in a recent survey of its 10,000 employees,
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Travelers Insurance Company found that 28% of its employees cared
for aging relatives for an average of 10 hours per week over a five-year
time span.s5 The stress of the day-in and day-out responsibility of cari
for an elderly person can take a serious toll on the caregiver: increaggﬁ
depression or chemical dependency (30% higher in agluhs caring for
seniors), deterioration of job performance for those employed outside
the home, trouble in relationships with spouses or other family mem-
bers, and personal physical problems.s¢ A recent study at Duke Univer-
sity founs that adults providing care to the elderly with memory
problems experienced eight times more stress-related symptoms than
adults without such responsibilities.s? When the stress becomes too

at for the caregiver, lEe potential for neglect or abuse of the elderly
Increases.8

For many seniors and their caregivers, there is virtually no relief from
the continuous dependency and responsibility. There are only 25 day-
care centers for the elderly in Los Angeles county, and they are not
widely publicized.s? There are no settings where frail seniors can be left
overnight so that caregivers can temporarily be relieved of the responsi-
bility for care.? In fact, even for seniors living in abusive situations,
there are only three beds available in the entire county to provide
temporary board-and-care services.™

While the dynamics of elder abuse are complex and variable, there is
no question that the risk of abuse increases when caretakers become
overwhelmed. Thus, abusers of the elderly are not typically heartless
and cruel people. Rather, they are people who themselves feel abused by
circumstances, drained of t{\e resources they need to cope with the
stress,”2 It is imperative that the city immediately and rigorously
address this problem.

Definition and Incidence. Elder abuse is the “intentional inflic.
tion upon an elder (65 and older) of one or more of the following types of
mistreatment by any person who has the care or custody of, or stands in
a position of trust with the elder: physical abuse, psycﬁological abuse,
neglect, financial abuse, or the violation of basic rights.” 3

It has been estimated that 4% of local seniors are victims of elder
abuse.™ However, experts believe that only one-sixth of the cases of
actual abuse are likely to be reported.?s Underreporting is attributed to
the frail condition o¥ many victims, their unawareness of sources of
assistance, and, most sigmficantly, the fear of retaliation or removal
from the home to an institution should they seek outside help. Also,
health professionals dealing with the elderly may be uninformed about
their reporting duties, or simply neglectful in reporting their suspi-
cions.?6

Most abused elders are at least close to being octogenarians (36% are
over 80, 54% are over 75), with significant mental and/or physical
impairment (75%), female (809%), living with the abuser (75%), who is
usually a family member (84%), who aﬁuses the victim on a recurring
basis (789).77

While elder abuse does occur in institutional care settings, this
rerort focuses on abuse of elders living in their own homes or living with
relatives, since this is where most seniors reside. Also, since the Task
Force is concerned with the City of Los Angeles, this section addresses
city programs and mechanisms for dealing with elder abuse and will
include recommendations for action that could be taken at the city level
of government.



Los Angeles City Services. The systematic study of the problem
of elder abuse is something new, following on the coattails of increased
societal attention to other forms of family violence such as child abuse
or partner abuse. As a result, there are no city government ““experts”™ —
specifically designated and trained personnel — or special programs or
units designed especially to deal with elder abuse. No separate statistics
are kept on elder abuse by city police or city prosecutors.

The City Attorney3s Office recently revived its Domestic Violence
Unit, consisting of eight attorneys who handle all family violence
misdemeanors, elder abuse inclmzzd. However, staff attorneys receive
no special training on elder abuse and there are no special procedures
for handling such cases. No separate statistics are kept and no system
for tracking such misdemeanors is in place. Some reported cases are
prosecuted immediately while others are referred to the City Attorney’
Hearings Section, where, again, no special training, statistics, or track-
ing exists. The Hearings Office lacks a follow-up procedure to check on
the well-being of the victim in cases where the victim does not press
charges.

The Los Angeles Police Department also has a designated Domestic
Violence Unit which is responsible for handling cases of elder abuse.
According to the unit manager, cases of elder abuse are uncommon.

The discrepancy between the incidence of elder abuse estimated by
experts (4%) and the extremely low number reported to the police,
suggests that major problems exist with identification and reporting of
such eases — not unlike the situation that existed in previous decades
with partner abuse or child abuse. This discrepancy emphasizes the
need for education of the public, of law enforcement personnel, and of
professionals serving the elderly. Also, if appropriate authorities do not
establish incentives to promote reporting, the problem may never be
addressed properly because society will assume tﬂe problem is minimal.

The Task Force believes that the city’s Department on Aging might
take the lead in l;llressin the Police Department and City Attorney’s
Office to establis specizﬁized training, statistics, and tracking mecha-
nisms on elder abuse.

Although elder abuse shares some aspects of both child abuse and
violence between partners, differences need to be explicitly acknowl-
edged and addressed. For instance, like victims of cb.il‘:i abuse, frail or
disabled elders may be dependent and vulnerable to exploitation,
without ability to withdraw or protect themselves. However, unlike
abused children, abused but mentally competent adults cannot be
removed from their abusive home situations. Shelters for battered
women are generally not appropriate to serve the physical or psycholog-
ical needs of abused elders. Also, there are no shelters in the area for
abused men. Further, age, ill health, and financial considerations may
make independent living impossible for many abused elders. Given
these problems, continued dependence on the abuser may seem for
some abused elders the only or best recourse. Therefore, intervention
that focuses on the family as a unit may be preferable to standard law
enforcement or legal proceedings which may result in further alienation
of family members from one another.

Some experts believe that placing blame — an inherent charac-
teristic of the criminal justice system — is generally counterproductive
because it may antagonize the abuser and cause withdrawal of needed
support from the elder.8 At the same time, existing laws must be
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equitably enforced. This problem might be solved, in part, by a deferred
prosecution program. Under such a program all elder-abuse reports
would be forwarded by the Los Angeles Police Department to the
countys Adult Protective Services (APS) APS would intervene and
conduct an initial investigation. APS would then submit a report to the
county District Attorney and to the Hearing Office of the City Attorney.
If the matter were sufficiently serious, the matter would be prosecuted
by the District Attorney as a telony. Otherwise, the City Attorney would
consider misdemeanor prosecution, but defer the filing of a criminal
complaint pending a hearing by the Hearings Office. If the hearing
determineJ, that the complamnt was unfounded, prosecution would be
rejected. If there was some basis for the complaint, the Hearing Office
could refer the abuser to a rehabilitative program. The Hearing Office
could review the abuser progress in six months. If progress was satisfac-
tory, the case would be closed. If not, the Hearing Office could refer the
case to the Criminal Division for prosecution. The Task Force suggests
that the City Attorney develop a 2-year pilot program along these lines.

Finally, the Task Force commends the County Department of Public
Secial Services (DPSS) for creating an Elder Abuse Hotline. DPSS has
developed eye-catching and informative brochures and a poster, printed
in Spanish and in En?]ish, that define elder abuse, give guidelines for
its detection, and include phone numbers for further information and
assistance. The brochure, poster, and hotline represent important steps
t(;]ward public and governmental recognition of the probliem of elder
abuse.

FAMILY VIOLENCE AND ABUSE:
RECOMMENDATIONS

Child Abuse

43. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor immediately review and approve the establishment of a three-
year Child Abuse Prevention and Education Pilot Project (CAPE)in the
Valley Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department. During the third
year of operation the effectiveness of the Pilot Project shoulﬁ be evalu.
ated with a view toward expanding the CAPE Pilot Project city-wide.

Partner Abuse

44. The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney convene a
one-year Task Force on Gay and Lesbian Family Violence, comprised of
police personnel, city prosecutors, community agencies, shelter staff,
and representatives from the leshian and gay community, to examine
the prog:lem of gay and lesbian partner battery, to assess the needs that
exist, and to make specific recommendations to improve the way in
which domestic violence programs and services in the city handle same-
sex partner abuse.

45. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the Mayor
urge the California Legislature to extend the protections afforded to
victims of opposite-sex battery under Penal Code Section 273.5 to
include victims of same-sex domestic violence as well.

Recent Immigrant Families
46. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Police Com-

mission adopt a .polic{ requiring the police department to provide
victims of domestic violence with materials in multiple languages; that



representatives of immigrant communities be solicited for input on
content and format of such materials; and that such materials explicitly
state that the police will not report to the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service the names of either the victims or batterers.

47.  The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney establish a
one-year Task Force on Immigrant Family Violence, consisting of local
police officers, city prosecutors, service providers and organizations
representing Latino and Asian/Pacific immigrant communities, to
study the needs of immigrants for education and services relating to
chilx abuse and partner abuse, and to make specific recommendations
to the city regarding culturally-relevant, multilingual education and
intervention programs.

Elder Abuse

48. The Task Force recommends that the Department on Aging
convene an ongoing interagency Task Force on Elder Abuse, to include
re&resentatives from the Department on Aging, the City Attorney’
Office, the Los Angeles Police Department, the County Adult Protective
Services, the County District Attorney’ Office, the County Department
of Mental Health, as well as three seniors’ rights advocates, to build
upon the 1986 County Task Force Report on Elder Abuse, and to develop
further recommendations: to develop the role of the Department of
Aging in coordinating intergovernmental services dealing with elder
abuse; to examine the feasibility of training specialists on elder abuse
within the Domestic Violence Units of the police department and the
City Attorney’s Office; to evaluate current record-keeping, tracking, and
referral systems of city and county agencies with jurisdiction over elder
abuse; and to make other recommendations to improve municipal
programs and services for victims of elder abuse.

49. The Task Force recommends that, as a two-year pilot project,
the City Attorney implement an Elder Abuse Deferred Prosecution
Program.
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EDUCATION AND CITY SCHOOLS

Few would dispute the proposition that a well-educated public is the
most critical requisite for the functioning of a representative democ-
racy. Education, at a more basic level, is also necessary for the proper
socialization of the individual into the structure of the famil)y and
community. The responsibility for early education falls first on parents
and other family members. Then the enormous task is shared by
schools, by religious institutions, and sometimes by the media.

This section of the Task Force report focuses on the public schools,
rarticular]y curricula and other school programs within both state and
ocal jurisdictions. It is based upon student research,! public hearing
testimony,2 and the research of Task Force members.3

School Curricula

Sexuality — both homosexuality and heterosexuality, sexually trans-
mitted diseases, pregnancy, bigotry and prejudice, suicide, alco{:ol and
other substance abuse, and gang violence — all are matters of major
concern to students today. In fact, these issues are so important and so
sensitive that school officials do not give total discretion to individual
teachers to decide what information, if any, will be explored in the
classroom. Accordingly, various curriculum guidelines have been devel-
oped with express authorization from state or local school boards or
administrators. The Task Force has examined some of these guidelines
in several subject matter areas.

Family Life Education

Over the past few years, school officials have recognized the need to
address critically important and yet sensitive issues in the area of family
life education.

For example, last year, the State Board of Education adopted Califor-
nia% first specific guidelines for providing education about AIDS,
contraception, homosexuality, and other sex-related issues.* The guide-
lines — a result of compromise that left many advocacy groups unhappy
— suggest an approach on each of the following topics:3

* marriage — monogamous, heterosexual relationships
should be affirmed throughout the program.

* contraception — abstinence should be taught as the
best method of avoiding pregnancy and sexually transmit-
ted diseases.

* homosexuality — should be discussed beginning in
the seventh grade in a manner which neither encourages
nor condemns the behavior.

* masturbation — should be discussed in a way to dispel
myths about it.

* abortion — should be discussed as a medical act that
terminates pregnancy, but should not be presented as a
method of birth contrel, and should include both pro-
choice and anti-abortion arguments.

While the debate over the state guidelines was taking place in
Sacramento, the Los Angeles Unified School District implemented

o
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revisions in its own family life education curriculum. The vesised
curriculum was adopted by the Los Angeles School Board in 1986. The
revisions were suggested by a consultant and a panel of 22 individuals
representing community groups with various ethnic, cultural and edu-
cational backgrounds. Beginning with the early grades, the new curricu-
lum describes different kinds of families — traditiond, extentied, step-
parent, interracial, same-sex parents, teenage parents, smmarried pax-
ents, and single parents. Stu(ﬁmts are taught to recognize and appreci-
ate cultural anclp racial differences. Enhancement of self-esteem is a
primary objective. Social, economic, cultural, and ethnic influences on
family {ife are identified. Classes discuss the life cycle, birth control,
parenting, homosexuality, sexually transmitted diseases, child abuse,
friendship, dating, and marriage.

The Task Force commends the Los Angeles Unified School District
for its efforts to make the local curriculum more relevant to the real
problems experienced by students and their families. The Task Force
also suggests that the district review several areas of the curriculum for
possible revision.

The first area concerns the curriculum’ treatment of homosexuality.
One educator informed the Task Force that “the feeling among many
gay and lesbian people is that there is too little mention of homosex-
uality in this guige, and that it comes too late in the curriculum.”é The
subject of homosexuality should be introduced into the curriculum lon
hefore the junior high school level since children’ prejudices are weﬁ
formed by the age of ten.? The Task Force on Family Diversity recom-
mends that the Board of Education of the Los Angcfes Unified School
district examine the manner in which homosexuality is presently
treated by the curriculum, with a view toward establishing clearer and
more explicit goals and learning objectives about this topic.® For
example, more emphasis might be placed on the inappropriateness of
prejudice and discrimination against people with a minority sexual
orientation.

The second concern relates to teacher training in the area of family
life education. There has been no significant program to train teachers
in this regard for more than 10 years.? The school district began a new
teacher training program in 1986, but after one year, only 66 teachers
had been trained.)© With more than 20,000 teachers in the school
distriet, it could take decades to train all family-life educators in the new
curriculum. The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that
additional resources be committed to the training program so that its
completion can be accelerated. In addition, the expertise of gay and
leshian educators and other professionals should be used in appropriate
parts of the training, which ﬁas not been the case so far.

A third concern to the Task Force is the effective and factual presen-
tation of the consequences of teenage sexual activity. Studies show
unequivocally that today’s teens are sexually active. According to one
expert in family planning, by the age 0f19, 809 of all males and 70%% of
all females have had sexual intercourse.l

One important consequence of teen sexual activity is pregnancy. The
teen pregnancy rate in Los Angeles is alarming. In 1984, for example,
12% of all births and 26.2% of all abortions in Los Angeles County
involved teens,2 a reflection, at least in part; of the lack of effective
family life education in the past. More than 75% of pregnant teens in
Los Angeles schools drop out of school and never graduate.1s



Since teens are often influenced more by their peers than by author-
ity figures, family life education in the schools may be significantly
improved by involving pregnant teens and teen parents more actively as
part-time peer counselors in the family life program. The Task Force on
Family Diversity recommends that each junior high school and each
high school in the district develop a peer education and counseling

rogram as a component of their family life education classes. This idea
1as been endorsed by the County of Los Angeles Task Force on Teenage
Pregnancy* The county task force noted that panel presentations by
teen mothers and peer counseling ave *“an effective means of commu-
nicating the realities of teen motherhood and supporting teens Lo delay
sexual activity,”1s

Another, perhaps even more critical, consequence of teen sexual
activity is the risk of AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases.
Since AIDS appears to be a deadly disease without a cure, and since
many students are sexually active in their teens, immediate sex educa-
tion is a life-saving necessity. The Task Force on Family Diversity
recommends that throughout the 1988-89 and 1989-90 school years, the
school district sponsor seminars and other educational forums on the
subject of AIDS, utilizing films, print media, and public speakers, so
that within the next two vears, all administrators, teachers, counselors,
students and parents in the district have heard the essential facts about
AIDS, including the modes of its transmission and the means of its
prevention.

Suicide Prevention Curriculum

A recent survey of school-age youth in California noted that *“the
number of experiences the su%'ects have had with suicidal behavior,
whether among friends, their Eamily; or their own, was disturbingly
high.*"16 Most of the youngsters who had had such experiences reported
living in two-income households.)” Fourteen percent Ymd absent fathers

and four percent had absent mothers.1

Contemplation of suicide is not uncommon for today’ youth. The
survey divided the youth into two age groups — the younger group
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A diverse group of several hundred parents was also surveyed on the
subject of suicide. Sixty-three percent of the parent-group were Anglo,
12% were Black, 119% were Latino, 13% were Asian and 1% were
American Indian.2* Seventy-seven percent of the parents were married,
11% were divorced, 4% were separated, 6% were single, 2% were
widowed, and 29 lived with domestic partners.2s About 22% of the
parents had contemplated suicide. The parents also reported that 15%
of their children had thoughts of suicide. More than 659 of the parents
helieved that young people think about or attempt suicide because they
are abused or neglected by their families.2¢

Service providers who were surveyed suggested several methods of
dealing with the youth suicide problem, including early intervention
programs, school—gased educational programs for students, educational
programs on youth suicide geared toward other family members, and
impimentation of programs designed to increase self-esteem and self-
worth in young people.2?

The Task Force on Family Diversity found that some positive steps
have been taken in California to address the school-age suicide proi-
lem. A Youth School Suicide Prevention Program was created hy the
Legislature in 1983. Pilot programs were set up in Los Angeles am{ San
Mateo, and, after three years of experimentation and development,
these pilot programs gave rise to a model curriculum proposal.2® The
proposal was revised, and a model curriculum on youth suicide preven-
tion was published in 1987 by the California State Department of
Education.2?

The new curriculum lists several categories of students at risk for
suicide, including: students with little self-esteem; severely depressed
students; teens in trouble with the law; abusers of alcohol or drugs;
abused, molested or neglected children; perfectionists; gay and lesbian
youth; and unnecessary risk takers.3® The curriculum lists communit
resources, includes a high school lesson guide, presents a guide for staff
awareness and in-service training, and suggests an approach for parent
awareness meetings.

Unlike the curriculum draft proposed by Los Angeles and San Mateo
which made no mention of gay and leshian youth suicide, the final
version approved by State Superintendent of Instruction Blnll Hf,’.}'g did
address lrtis topic.3! For example, the manual informs teachers:32
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Prejudice, Violence, and Human Rights Education

As the demographics of this report have shown, the City of Los
Angeles is a multi-cultural and diverse society with large numbers of
racial, ethnic and religious minorities. Approximately, ten percent of the
citys population is gay or leshian. About 14% of city residents are
disabled. The demographics translate into a city with a majority of the
population comprised of minorities.

Prejudice is generally something that is learned quite early in life.
Studies have shown that attitudes toward minorities, such as racial,
ethnic, and religious groups, can be formed at an early age — perhaps
before the age of six.33 Accordingly, the family is the social institution
that is most fundamental in determining whether young people will
become prejudiced or tolerant, violent or peaceful.3+

The role of the media in the development of prejudice and violent
behavior should not be underestimated. Children spend more time
watching television than pursuing any other single activity3s The
content of television, including cartoons, is replete with depictions of
violence. By the age of 18, the average youth has witnessed over 18,000
murders on television.36 According to one study, children who wateh
violence on television are much less likely to stop other children from
hurting one another than those who do not. Called the **desensitization
effect,” this phenomenon may have considerable long-range anti-social
consequences,’7

Youth violence, in the forms of name calling, bullying, and physical
confrontation, has escalated far beyond what used to be considered
tolerable, posing difficult problems for teachers, administrators, and
counselors on school campuses. All too often these behaviors oceur off-
campus, with young students, particularly teenage boys, harassing
members of racial, ethnic, religious and sexual minorities. Recent
government studies have underscored the significant role of youth in
violent attacks on religious and ethnic minorities, gays and lesbians,
and disabled persons3® Bigotry, prejudice, ignorance, and fear, are
often at the root of this dangerous and irrational behayior3
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In recent years, school officials have taken some action to deal with
student prejudice, bigotry, and violence. For example, the State Board
of Education recently approved a *“Model Cwrriculum for Human
Rights and Genocide.” Beginning this year, school districts are
required to add “human rights, with particular attention to the inhu-
manity of genocide,” to the regular social studies curriculum of stu-
dents in grades 7 through 12.42 The human rights curriculum has three
objectives: (1) the study of the history of oppression of individuals and
qups, (2) the study of ways that the government can prohibit abuses of
wman rights, and (3) the encouragement of our historical democratic
values — meluding toleration and appreciation of pluralism — in order
to foster respect for the differences among people and the rights of
every individual.#3

The model curriculum addresses violence and prejudice focused at
racial, ethnic, and religious minorities, as well as people with dis-
abilities and gays and leshians.* As adopted, the curriculum corrects
problems with Lﬂe original proposal, which made only token mention of
people with disabilities and no mention at all of gays and leshians.ss
This correction is especially important and significant, since these
groups are among those most misunderstood and feared. Hate violence
in these categories reaches even beyond its intended, albeit irrational
focus; such actions are often based upon a perception of extremely
superficial characteristics that may or may not accurately indicate the
true physical or mental condition or sexual orientation of the victim.
The very fact that inclusion of these categories prompted virulent
opposition from some groups attests to the need for such education.

The Task Force on Family Diversity commends Superintendent
Honig and members of the State Board of Education for developing and
approving the Model Curriculum for Human Rights and Genocide. The
Task Force recommends that the Superintendent of the Los Angeles
Unified School District and the memﬁcrs of the Los Angeles Board of
Education take steps to incorporate the new curriculum effectively into
the district’s history and social studies classes,
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Administrative Area Seven of the Los Angeles Unified
School District. The program merges a variety of
approaches to combatting racial and ethnic hatred in the
multicultural setting of the Los Angeles schools. Tt
includes school forums, ““theme days,” and ethnic field
trips, as well as a regular class on intergroup relations. It
draws not only on school personnel but on resource per-
sons from the AJC. The overall aim is to teach students a
deeper appreciation of their own ethnic backgrounds as
well as those of other groups. The program is implemented
differently in each participating school. At one, Verdugo
Hills High, Hands Across the Campus operates as a club,
the school's Jargest, which has held a symposium on preju-
dice and diserimination with nine schools participating,
begun a class dealing with different race and ethnic
cultures, and developed information booklets explaining
American holidays to students from newly-arrived imma-
grant groups, among many other activities. Importantly,
Hands Across the Campus places most decision-making
authority in the youth themselves.

The Task Force on Family Diversity commends the American Jewish
Committee and the Los Angeles Unified School District for initiating
and implementing the Hands Across the Campus program. Educational
efforts such as this are eritical in a multi-cultural society such as the
City of Los Angeles. Students must learn to appreciate diversity and
um{erstand the common roots that underlie most forms of oppression.
The Task Force recommends that the American Jewish Committee and
the Los Angeles Unified School District find ways to expand Hands
Across the Campus heyond the racial-ethnic-religious model so that
students also learn about oppression based on disability prejudice,
*“homophobia,” and sexism.*

Name calling among students is a problem in schools throughout the
country:s®

Each day, dozens of names reverberate down our schools’
corridors and explode in our classrooms. We have heard
others being called names and have ourselves heen called
names. At these times we have felt pain, humiliation, fear,
inferiority, and anger. You know the words . . . and they
sting.

Insults take many forms; they all hurt. Racial, ethnie, and
sexual slurs are particularly abusive because the history of
oppression gives them more power to inflict damage. It
reminds the ridiculed that s/he is a member of a some-
times hated class of people.

Unfortunately, some slurs don’t always get recognized as
being hurl[ui and may even be deemed socially accept-
able. Many young people use terms such as nigger, spic,
faggot, lezzie, queer . . . because they have learned the
effectiveness of their hurtful nature.

In order to create a productive and nurturing learning environment
in our pluralistic society, educators must teach young people that
diversity is something to be celebrated rather than ri(ﬁcule( . Name
calling in school settings is counter productive to this educational
objective.
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Some school districts, such as San Francisco and Oakland, have
taken action to put a stop to verbal harassment of minorities. Last year,
San Francisco Sm'cloped a new handbook on student behavior wilich
informs students that racial, ethnic, and sexual orientation slurs are
unacceptahle.5!

“Bullying™ is another school-related problem which needs to be
addressed. Results of a 22-year study show that bullying is far more
pervasive than popularly believed — and has a profound effect on
children.32 According to researchers, at least 10% of children are
victims of bullies. In very extreme cases, a bullied child may kill the
hully or attempt suicide.53 Bullies also become victims of amir own
behavior, since aggressive children who unduly harass classmates often
grow up to be inflexible adults, unable to fit in, ending up unemployed
or in prison.5*

Two years ago, the Oakland School Distriet was ordered to make
schools safe from violence after a student was repeatedly harassed at a
junior high school. A Superior Court judge ruled that the *“Victim Bill
of Rights™ protects students at school and that schools must be held
responsible for students who are bullied.55 In a different case, a fifth-
grader sued the San Francisco district, claiming that a teacher and a
principal failed to enforce his right to a safe, secure school. The ten-

ear-old boy alleged that five bullies ganged up to punch and intimidate
f:im every day during the fall term of1985.56

Ina “Schoolyard Bully Practicum” sponsored bi' the National School
Safety Center, suggestions were made to help school officials control
bullymg:57

First, assess the scope of the problem through a question-
naire answered by teachers and students; communicate
clear and consistently enforced hehavior standards;
closely monitor playground activity and be visible on
campus; and watch for symptoms of bully victims such as
withdrawal, decline in study habits or grades, anxiety,
cuts, bruises or torn clothing. The key, though, is for
everyone — educators, parents, students and law enfore-
ers — to better understand schoolyard bully-victim prob-
lems and work together to prevent this emolionalp and
physical suffering among our youth.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the following
actions be taken to deal with the problems of name calling and bullying:

1. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should adopt a
statewide anti-slur policy and disseminate that policy to every school
district throughout the state.

2. The State Department of Education should sponsor a statewide

racticum for educators, counselors, and teachers on schoolyard bully-

g to develop specific suggestions on dealing with this problem in
California schools.

3. The Superintendent of the Los Angeles Unified School District
should establish a ““Code of Student Behavior” which, consistent with
First Amendment principles, contains policies against harassment
which often takes the form of hullying, as well as racial, ethnic, religious,
or sexual shurs, The code should mention specific remedial and/or
punitive consequences for such harassment.



4. Each teacher in the Los Angeles Unified School District should
conduct a classroom exercise for establishing rules of acceptable class-
room hehavior. Students themselves could help determine the roots of
intolerance and prejudice in name calling, and should be advised of the
specific remedial and/or punitive consequences of verbal harassment.

School Programs

In addition to classroom instruction, the Los Angeles Unified School
District provides students with counseling, medica?and social services,
and recreational activities. In many instances, these programs have a
profound impact on students and their families.

The Task Force on Family Diversitr focuses here on programs dealing
with issues of particular concern and difficulty: teenage pregnancy and
parenting, gay and lesbian students, and youth gangs.

Teenage Pregnancy and Parenting

Los Angeles has one of the highest teen pregnancy rates among major
metropolitan areas throughout the nation. Health Department figures
show that one-in-eight births recorded in Los Angeles county is to a
teenage mother. Estimates indicate that over 7,000 teenage girls give
birth each year in the City of Los Angeles.58 Over 95% of these teens
choose to keep their babies rather than give them up.5® Thus, a direct
numeric correlation may be made between teen births and teen parents.
Most teen mothers, and about one-third of teen fathers, fail to complete
high school.60

The ideal solution to teenage pregnancy and parenting problems
would be to prevent the teenager’s first pregnancy at the outset. Compre-
hensive family life education, beginning in elementary school, is neces-
sary to attain this goal. In addition to human reproduction, such a
course should cover topics such as parenting skills, self-esteem, values,
assertiveness, life planning and potential medical/health consequences
of sexual intimacy. The use of peer educators and counselors in these
classes is imperative. In addition to classroom instruction, the Task
Force on Family Diversity supports the school board’s decision to make
contraceptives available to teenagers through the school-based clinies.
This is a practical and realistic approach to deal with the skyrocketing
teen pregnancy rate, an approach approved by 65% of the public an
especially appropriate when contraception methods include use of
disease-preventing devices.! In some areas of the country, such school-
based clinics have been successful in cutting the teen pregnancy rate by
40% and virtually eliminating repeat pregnancies.62

Even with classes to teach responsibility in decision-making about
sexual intimacy and with clinics offering contraception counseling,
many teens still become pregnant. When that happens, the teenagers
need encouragement and assistance to finish schoor.

Pregnancy is by far the main cause for teen girls dropping out of high
school and society pays the price; a 109 increase in the number of
mothers who gratﬁlatc would save taxpayers nationally about §53 mil-
lion in welfare costs annually.® The lack of affordable child care is one
of the main reasons that teen mothers drop out of school. In the Los
Angeles Unified School District, only four high schools have state-
funded on-site child care facilities.6* Since on-site child care facilities
are useful in parenting education and sometimes essential for infant
health care, the Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the
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Board of Education for the Los Angeles Unified School District urge
the Legislature and the State Superintendent of Schools to roviie
more funds for on-site school child care facilities. Also, the Task Force
recommends that the Los Angeles City Council direct the city’s Commu-
nity Development Department to give high priority in awarding grants
to off-site student child care facilities SHCE as that operated by the
Salvation Armys Hope Infant Center at Booth Memorial Hospital.

Health care, especially prenatal care, is also critical for adolescent
mothers. The vast majority of pregnant teens receive no prenatal care
during the first trimester. The incidence of lowbinhewdiht mlans
could%}e reduced with adequate prenatal care, nutritional counseling,
and avoidance of medically unsound habits such as smoking. Two-thir
of low-birth-weight infants require neonatal care, which can cost up to
$5,000 per day. Also, low-birth-weight infants are at a much greater risk
for developing disabilities. Adequate prenatal care is, thus, a cost-
effective measure.65 The Task Force recommends that the distriets
Board of Education adopt goals and timetables to establish school-
based clinics on each high school campus.

Teen fathers also need attention. One major problem, of course,
involves identifying who they are; out of fean, teen fathers often try to
avoid detection. A program operated by the Lawndale Youth and Family
Center goes into the high scﬁools, enlisting the aid of athletic coaches
and searching out soon-to-be fathers. Once they are identified, they can
begin to learn how to establish a positive psychological relationship
with the child soon to be born. In the meantime, they can learn to
reinforce good health practices in their pregnant girlfriends, receive
counseling and encouragement to complete high school, and obtain
vocational training and job placement assistance. The Los Angeles
Unified School District ilas not yet established a program for teen
fathers. The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the
district’s Board of Education initiate a teen father program, using the
Lawndale Youth and Family Center as a model.

Gay and Lesbian Youth

There are more than 350,000 students in the district’ junior high and
high schools. Although most of these children have not yet discovered
their sexual orientation, experts believe that sexual orientation is devel-
oped long before a child reaches junior high school. Sociologists esti-
mate that about 109 of the population is gay or lesbian. Accordingly, the
school district probably has about 35,000 students who are, or wiﬁ be,
gay or leshian.

Until recently, the school district offered no programs or services to
assist gay and lesbian students cope with the stresses associated with
perceiving themselves different from others. In fact, only within the

ast two years has any curriculum even mentioned the sub&f.cl of
Eomosexuality. Often rejected or shunned by their parents, siblings,
peers, and even, sometimes, teachers, these youth have been left alone to
grapple with problems inherent in growing up, problems difficult
enough for heterosexual adolescents but often unbearably so for a gay
or ]cs[,;bian youth in what is perceived as — and is in fact — a hostile
discriminatory society.

Children are aware early that society discriminates against homosex-
uals. Viewing homosexuality as incompatible with family religious
beliefs, many gay and leshian youth feel sinful because of who they are.
They know their parents and their extended family idealize male/female



relationships and they are afraid to shatter the family image. They
witness peers making jokes about, abusing and harassing other stu-
dents perceived to be gay. They try to reconcile the clash between their
personal feelings and social expectations, but often cannot do so. Some
withdraw into themselves; others pretend to be heterosexual. Many turn
to substance abuse to relieve the pain induced by oppression. Some
attempt suicide. It takes little imagination to understand why gay and
lesbian youth usually decide to stay invisible. These invisible youngsters
pretend to be other than who they are in order to be accepted — a
system of deception which only serves to continually lower their self-
esteem and reinforce their belief in their own inferiority. Recent actions
by some legislators and local ministers, voicing virulent opposition to
counseling programs for gay and lesbian students, no douEt had the
added effect of creating ﬁxrther psychological problems for many of
these youngsters and their families.

One researcher who has studied the socialization of the gay adoles-
cent has suggested some alternatives to the present prevailing destruc-
tive attitudes toward homosexual students:s6

Negative sensitization and the resulting disassociation
can be changed only if young people are exposed to
alternatives to the present prejudicial attitudes toward the
homosexually oriented.

The young person must have access to accurate informa-
tion about homosexuality and to the possibility of main-
taining onel personal, social, ethicai and professional
integrity with the homosexual attribute. Greater attention
should be paid in sex education curricula to discussions of
homosexuality as a normal variation of sexual orientation.
In addition, suitable gay adult role models must be pro-
vided. To achieve this important need, those who are
homosexually oriented must have the courage and
strength to be open and public about their sexual orienta-
tion. In addition, all professionals must work against those
discriminatory practices which make it necessary for the
gay adult to hide.

Equally important, there must be a concerted effort to
provide gay adolescents with the opportunity to have
meaningful social environments in which they can
develop their personal and social skills, free from fear of
exposure and censure. These environments can range
from rap groups to ordinary social activities.

Gay and lesbian students have few role models in the Los Angeles
Unified School District. Ga{ and lesbian administrators, teachers, and
counselors are generally reluctant to identify themselves as such for
fear of job discrimination and social reprisals. Several years ago, the
California Commission on Personal Privacy recognized this problem,
recommending that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction
“send notification to all school districts throughout the state remindin
them that sexual orientation discrimination in employment is ille
and requesting them to update their equal employment opportunity
policy statements accordingly.’67 A p(Il'c paper develo es for the
Privacy Commission on the subject of sexual orientation and the second-
ary school curriculum also squested that each district board should use
its governing power to include sexual orientation within the non-
discrimination clause of its affirmative action/equal opportunity policy
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and to take steps to insure that the policy works.8 The Task Force on
Family Diversity recommends that the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction and the Los Angeles Unified School District Board of
Education implement the recommendations made five years ago by the
Privacy Commission with respect to nondiscrimination in the employ-
ment of teachers and other school personnel.

The Task Force on Family Diversity has examined the progress of one
role model openly trying to address the needs of the district gay and
lesbian student population. Virginia Uribe, a teacher and counse{or at
Fairfax High Scﬁool, described “Project 10,” the school district’ enly
counseling program for gay and lesbian youth:6®

[Project 10] is the only program for gay and lesbian youth,
I think, not only in Los Angeles, but in the United States. I
have not heard of any other program. Naturally, I feel that
counseling programs for gay and lesbian teenagers in
both lu%h school and juntor high school are extremely,
extremely important. These children very often are high-
risk children because of their stigmatization and the fac-
tors that go along with that. They are at great risk for
suicide, for depression, for substance abuse, and, of
course, for sexually transmitted diseases. Many times they
have tremendous problems with their families, particu-
larly if they tell their families of their sexual orientation.
Many times these youngsters are thrown out on the street
or they run away from home. So there are a great number
of family problems that are associated with this issue.

Recognizing the value of Project 10, the school district has released
Ms. Uribe from all but two of her regular classes, thus enabling her to
expand Project 10 to other high schools in the district.? Ms. Uribe is
now conducting seminars for principals, counselors, and teachers at
junior high and high schools throughout the district.

In addition to Ms. Uribe} work to educate teachers, administrators
and counselors about gay and lesbian issues, the Task Force on Family
Diversity recommends LlZat a seminar on homosexuality be offered for
staff members employed at all school-based clinics. Clinic personnel
might heed advice recently offered by one prominent health care
researcher:7

[Plroviders should begin early to lay the groundwork of
the necessary support for the adolescent and his or her
family, It becomes important not to make the assumption
that all persons are heterosexual, thereby not allowing for
the homosexual adolescent. It is easy to slip into this
assumption, even through casual conversation with
patients.

Health care providers need to be aware of the sense of
isolation, the process of hiding one’ homosexuality and
the conflicts that homosexual adolescents have regarding
their lifestyle. To provide a supportive, therapeutic
environment, we believe that open nonjudgmental com-
munication needs to be established early in patient-physi-
cian relationship. Furthermore, the provider should be
knowledgeable about the specific and unique medical and
biopsychosocial concerns of the homosexual adolescent. A
supportive referral network should be established with
community resources such as peer support groups such as



Gay and Lesbian Youth, and family supports such as
Parents of Lesbians-and Gays.

A recent past-president of the International Federation of Parents and
Friends of Lesbians and Gays explained to the Task Force on Family
Diversity how sexual orientation discrimination in the schools affects a
wide range of people:2

In the schools, it is not only the gay or lesbian student who
suffers. It is also the stusent who has a gay father or a
lesbian mother and is afraid to tell any of his/her peers. It
is the sister or brother of a gay or lesbian who is confused
and cannot handle the situation. Even the well informed
student, one who understands homosexuality, is afraid to
speak out on behalf of a gay person for fear of alienation
and harassment by peers.

The Task Force on Family Diversity supports the following recom-
mendations suggested by the Parents and Friends of Lesbians and Gays,
and strongly recommends that the Superintendent of the Los Angef;s
Unified Scheol District convene a committee of administrators, coun-
:lelors, teachers, and student body leaders to review and implement

hem:

a. The district should institute Adult Education classes on
homosexuality.

b. The district should review literature in school libraries to
ensure that each school library contains sensitive and relevant
books, articles, and brochures on gay and lesbian issues.

¢. The district should publish a directory listing social ser-
vice agencies and other resources related to gay and lesbian
issues which are available to teachers, counselors, students and
parents.

d. The district should expand Project 10 so that specialized
education and counseling services are available to gay and les-
bian teens on every high school campus in the district.

Implementation of recommendations contained in this report will
help to decrease the fear among gay and lesbian educators and the
suffering experienced by gay and leshian youth, their peers, and their
families, at the same time teaching other students, educators, and
parents about the value of respect for diversity in a pluralistic society.

Youth Gangs

Youth gangs are a major problem in the City of Los Angeles. In the
first nine months of 1987, gang homicides in the city rose to 154 —
nearly a 159 increase over the same period the previous year.?s More
than {lalf of the homicides involve innocent bystanders, robbery vic.
tims, and others who do not belong to gangs.?

Gangs are affecting Los Angeles families inside and outside the
home. Some gangs burglarize residences in their neighborhoods. Fifty
such incidents involving Vietnamese gangs were reported last year in
Central Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley.7s Gangs also deprive
families of recreational facilities and opportunities. In scores of city
parks, especially those in poor neighborhoods, fear is high; gangs, drug

ealers, and s are so pervasive that the sites have come to be
known as *“dead parks.”76 Gangs are also turning innocent youngsters
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into drug addicts and pushers. Drug trafficking by gangs is so common,
and many children in gang neiﬁhborhoods begin using drugs at such a
young age, that many are full-fledged dealers by the age of eleven.??
Because street gangs traditionally claim identification with a neigh-
borhood, residents of such neighborhoods may be condemned by their
address; they face a chilling scenario — often played out in gang-related
assaults — of being caught in another neing:orhood and bemg chal-
lenged, ““Where are you from?"78

Gang membership, particularly among newer Asian and Latino immi-
grant groups, is on the rise. Officials estimate the existence of more than
500 street gangs with more than 50,000 members in Los Angeles
county.”

Ganifactivity is not only causing senseless deaths and destroying
family life in many areas of the city, it is costing city taxpayers gigantic
sums. For example, the Los Angeles Police Department spemﬁul about
$10 million per year on salaries and support services for nearly 200
sworn personnel employed in its gang activity section and Community
Resources Against Hoodlums unit.80 Each year, the City Attorney%
Office sEends hundreds of thousands of dollars in gang related prosecu-
tions. The yearly expenditure for housing gang members at the county
jailis staggering. With pre-trial jail costs at $11,000 per year per inmate,
not including court costs, taxpayers are spending nearly $8 million per
year to house more than 700 members of the citys two major Black
gangs alone &

Accordin&to Commander Larry Kramer, the police department’ top
anti-gang officer, at best police are engaged in a holding action. While
law enforcement is essential in the 1git against gangs, arrest and
prosecution do not provide a solution. According to Commander
Kramer, “For every gangi::ember you put in jail, there are two or three
replacements waiting in line to take their place.”82

Prevention and intervention efforts are the only long range solution
to the gang problem in Los Angeles. Putting money into such efforts can
work. For example, East Los Angeles has experienced a sharp decline in

ng-related deaths, benefitting from years of intense community work

y Communi;i' Youth Gang Services, an East Los Angeles based-agency
with an annual budget of about $2 million. The organization offers a few
sports programs, summer job placements, elementary school education
programs, and gang mediation services.83

In some areas of the city, police officers and merchants have teamed
up to organize boxing clubs in an effort to divert teens from joining
street gangs,84 In the Northeast Division, information flyers sent to area
;chools drew more than 200 applications from youngsters who wanted to

0x.

Scouting is promoted as another alternative to gangs. Because of the
multi-ethnic composition of Los Angeles, 629 of all Boy Scouts in the
city are members of ethnic minorities.85 Although enrollment in scout-
ing is now at 63,000, the dropout rate for Latino youth is troubling to
scouting officials. Also minority parents are difficult to recruit as
scouting volunteers, since family economic struggles usually require
both parents — in households with two parents — to work, allowing

little time for the luxury of volunteer work.2s

Paralleling the steady increase in activity in recent years is a
decline in sports activities at many city schools.8? As more youth join in



gangs, fewer go out for sports. Gang membership can mean prestige,
mfluence, and easy money fromnfrug sales. G not only s%m
potential school athletes, gang violence also interferes with athletic
events, with shootings and rock throwing incidents.s8

According to Reggie Morris, Manual Arts High School basketball
coach, “Its not just affecting athletics, its affecting education.”’s?
Because so much money can be made, gang drug trafficking has been
called “the $1,000-a-week alternative™ to high school education.%
Coach Morris gives his “There Must Be Alternatives” assemblies to
student groups of all ages. He argues that sports must be promoted as an
alternative to gang activities for children at an early age; otherwise, the
imprinting of the gang mentality during the junior high school years is
likely to override whatever “positive brainwashing” can be achieved
later.” The coach warns that gangs are now recruiting in the junior hj
schools,%2 and once students become involved with gangs, it is nearly
impossible to get them into athletics.%3 Again, his message is early
prevention and early intervention.

There are some, although not enough, school programs designed to
counter gang growth. One of the oldest school-related gang prevention
programs, Alternatives to Gang Membership, was established in 1982 in
the Paramount schools.%4 Other similar programs, sponsored by United
Way, have been established since then. The Los Angeles Unified School
District sponsors ‘“‘Project Heavy.” In some Los Angeles city elemen-
tary schools, students attend programs designed to point out the alter-
natives.

Noting the increase in school violence, truancy, and disorder across
the state, Attorney General John Van de Kamp and Superintendent of
Public Instruction Bill Honig have created a *“School/Law Enforcement
Partnership Cadre” to deal with such issues as youth gangs. The cadre
coordinate the efforts of state and local school and law enforcement
officials to reduce school-related crime. The Task Force on Family
Diversity agrees with the wisdom of a coordinated approach to school
crime and commends the Attorney General and the State Superinten-
dent for instituting the School/Law Enforcement Partnership Cadre.

The Task Force believes that the school district should adopt a
coordinated approach to dealing with the gang problem in Los Angeles.
Although there exist several pilot programs in various schools in the
district, no district-wide program agdresses this problem. Some schools
offer no classes or programs suggesting alternatives to .95 The
Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified Scﬁ:ﬁsmstrict
Board of Education create a Commission on Youth Gangs. The Commis-
sion should be adequately funded and staffed. Its members should
include representatives from United Way, Community Youth Gang Ser-
vices, Boy Scouts of America, Project Heavy, the Los Angeles Police
Department, the City Attorney’s Office, as well as teachers, school
counselors, and athletic coaches. The Youth Gang Commission should
conduct public hearings and develop a long-term strategy for reducin
or eliminating the effect of youth gangs on the city’s scﬁzols. 1t shoul
also develop district-wide anti-gang and anti-drug curricula to be imple-
mented in every school.

The Task Force received testimony on I\]'outh gangs from Bruce
Coplen, Deputy City Attorney in charge of that office’s Gang Violence
Unit. Mr. Coplen stressed the importance of prevention through educa-
tion:96

[W]e've got to have more resources and more strategies
developed in the area of prevention. I don’t think that

enforcement alone holds the solution. We’re picking up
the pieces after the war has already been lost. The prob-
lem has got to start with our young people in the ages of
five to ten years old. We’ve got to educate them, we've got
to find meaningful work for them, we’ve got to do some-
thing to reduce the alienation of immigrant communities.
These are our long term solution areas. And only through
cooperative efforts, through government, schools and the
private sector, can we hope to do anything in this area.

Finally, the Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the
Mayor and the City Council create a permanent Commission on Street
Gang Violence. There are now over 5,000 major felonies in the city every
year that are related to gang violence.%7 The Task Force strongly asserts
that failure to address this critical issue, in the strongest and most
serious terms immediately, may result in life becoming unsafe for
anyone in any part of the city in the near future. The argument for a
Commission on Street Gang Violence was appropriately summarized by
Mr. Coplen:98

I think the City of Los Angeles should form a permanent
Task Force or Commission specifically addressed to this
issue. Currently we have a government coordination team
participating: the sheriffs department, the police depart-
ment, prosecution agencies, and so forth, but it is strictly
Fovernment coordination. There needs to be something
or the private sector; something where you can have
church members, something where you can have political
and community leaders, private businesses, and other
groups sit down to coordnate their activities, to focus
public attention on the problem, to encourage business
groups to invest in areas which are going to assist in
solving the problem, and which are afso going to draw
media attention to the group. I think this is something
which is very, very valuable that can be done at a very
minimal cost.

EDUCATION AND CITY SCHOOLS:
RECOMMENDATIONS

Curricula: Family Life Education

50. The Task Force recommends that the Board of Education of the
Los Angeles Unified School district examine the manner in which
homosexuality is presently treated by the curriculum, with a view toward
establishing clearer and more explicit goals and leaminlg objectives
about this topic. For example, more emphasis might be placed on the
inappropriateness of prejusice and discrimination against people with
a minority sexual orientation.

51 The Task Force recommends that additional resources be com
mitted to the training program so that its completion can be acceler-
ated. In addition, the expertise of gay and leshian educators and other
Erofessionals should be used in appropriate parts of the training, which

as not been the case so far.

52, The Task Force recommends that each junior high school and
each high school in the district develop a peer education and counseling



program as a component of their family life education classes.

53. The Task Force recommends that throughout the 1988-89 and
1989-90 school years, the school district sponsor seminars and other
educational forums on the subject of AIDS, utilizing films, print media,
and public speakers, so that within the next two years, all admin-
istrators, teachers, counselors, students and parents in the district have
heard the essential facts about AIDS, including the modes of its
transmission and the means of its prevention.

Curricula: Suicide Prevention

54. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified
School District immediately implement all components of the model
¢urriculum on youth suicide prevention — including teacher training,
instruction and counseling of students, and parent awareness meetings
— on a district-wide basis.

Curricula: Prejudice, Violence, and Human Rights

55. The Task Force recommends that the Superintendent of the Los
Angeles Unified School District and the members of the Los Angeles
Board of Education take st?s to incorporate the new Model Curricu-
lum on Human Rights and Genocide effectively into the district’
history and social studies classes.

56. The Task Force recommends that the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction direct both the Intergroup Relations Office and the
School Climate Unit of the State Department of Education, in consulta-
tion with experts on this subject, to ncorporate the issue of homophobia
into their programs.

57. The Task Force recommends that the American Jewish Commit-
tee and the Los Angeles Unified School District find ways to expand
Hands Across the Campus beyond the racial-ethnic-religious model so
that students also learn about oppression based on disability prejudice,
“homophobia,” and sexism.

58. The Task Force recommends that the following actions be taken
to deal with the problems of name calling and bullying:

a. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should
adopt a statewide anti-slur policy and disseminate that policy to
every school district througEout the state.

b. The State Department of Education should sponsor a
statewide practicum for educators, counselors, and teachers on
schoolyar(r bullying to develop specific suggestions on dealing
with this problem in California schools.

c. The Superintendent of the Los Angeles Unified School
District should establish a ““Code of of Student Behavior” which,
consistent with First Amendment principles, contains policies
against harassment which often taEes the form of bullying, as
well as racial, ethnic, religious, or sexual slurs. The code should
mention specific remedial and/or punitive consequences for such
harassment.

d. Each teacher in the Los Angeles Unified School District
should conduct a classroom exercise for establishing rules of
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acceptable classroom behavior. Students themselves could help
determine the roots of intolerance and prejudice in name calling,
and should be advised of the specific remedial and/or punitive
consequences of verbal harassment. :

Programs: Teen Pregnancy and Parenting

59. The Task Force recommends that the Board of Education for
the Los Angeles Unified School District urge the Legislature and the

Superintendent of Public Instruction to provide more funds for on-site
school child care facilities.

60. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Council
direct the citys Community Development Department to give high
priority in awarding grants to off-site student child care facilities such
as that operated by the Salvation Army%s Hope Infant Center at Booth
Memorial Hospi

6L The Task Force recommends that the districts Board of Educa-
tion adopt goals and timetables to establish school-based clinies on each
high school campus.

62. The Task Force recommends that the districts School Board
initiate a teen father program using the Lawndale Youth and Family
Center as a model.

Programs: Gay and Lesbian Youth

63. The Task Force recommends that the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction and the Los Angeles Unified School District Board
of Education implement the recommendations made five years ago by
the Privacy Commission with respect to nondiscrimination on the basis
of sexual orientation in the employment of teachers and other school
personnel. »

64. The Task Force recommends that a seminar on homosexuality
be offered for staff members employed at the school-based clinics.

65. The Task Force recommends that the Superintendent of the Los
Angeles Unified School District convene a committee of administrators,
counselors, teachers, and student body leaders to develop plans to
implement the following recommendations:

a. The district should institute Adult Education classes on
homosexuality.

b. The district should review literature in school libraries to
ensure that each school library contains sensitive and relevant
books, articles, and brochures on gay and lesbian issues.

¢. The district should publish a directory listing social ser-
vice agencies and other resources related to gay and leshian
issues which are available to teachers, counselors, students and
parents.

d. The district should expand Project 10 so that specialized
education and counseling services are available to gay and les-
bian teens on every high school campus in the district.



Programs: Youth Gangs

66. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified
School District Board of Education create a three-year Commission on
Youth Gangs. The Commission should be adequately funded and
staffed. Its members should include representatives from United Way,
Community Youth Gang Services, Boy Scouts of America, Project
Heavy, the Chamber of Commerce, the Los Angeles Police Department,
the City Attorneys Office, as well as teachers, school counselors, and
athletic coaches. The Youth Gang Commission should conduct public
hearings and develop a long-term strategy for reducing or eliminating
the effect of youth gangs on the citys scﬁols. It should also develop a
district-wide anti-gang and anti-drug curricula which should be imple-
mented in every srﬁloﬁ.

67. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council create a permanent Commission on Street Gang Violence.
There are now over 5,000 major felonies in the city every year that are
related to gang violence. The Task Force strongly asserts that failure to
address this critical issue in the strongest and most serious terms
immediately, may result in life becoming unsafe for anyone in any part
of the city in the near future.
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SOME FAMILIES AND THEIR NEEDS

During the past two years, the Task Force on Family Diversity has
studied changing family demographics and trends. By reviewing books
and articles, consulting academics, and soliciting input from advocates
and service providers, the Task Force has found that there is no single
household arrangement that dominates the family scene in Los Angeles.

The characteristics of Los Angeles families vary greatly. In addition
to a large number of one-person households, the city is populated by
nuclear families, dual-career families, childless couples, racially or
religiously mixed-marriages, single-parent families, blended or step
families, families of color, extended families, immigrant families, fami-
lies with elders, families with disabled members, families with gay or
lesbian members, foster families, domestic partnership families, and
people living in group homes or institutions.

Because of limited time and resources, the Task Force was not able to
study each of these family structures in depth. However, the Task Force
was able to focus on the problems experienced by four family popula-
tions: immigrant families, families with disabled members, families
with elders, and domestic partnership families. The Task Force on
Family Diversity believes that all varieties of family structures deserve
similar attention. It was simply beyond the means of this Task Force to
do so. In the concluding chapter of this report, the Task Force suggests
ways in which city government can keep abreast of family issues i an
ongoing and effective manner.
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FAMILIES WITH ELDERS

In the United States today, about one out of every nine persons is
elderly, and that number is growing with the fastest growth among those
80 and older.! These oldest Americans are predominantly women. Many
need physical or financial supportive services or both. A significant
number of older adults do not‘ilave immediate family members to care
for them. When family members do provide such assistance, they often
find themselves stretched financially and stressed emotionally by what
is required of them. As more women, traditional caregivers for older
adults, hold employment outside the home in greater numbers, the
problem is exacerbated.

Referring to the number of older adults residing in the City of Los
Angeles, the Family Demographics team reported:2

Elderly people (65 and over) make up 10.5% of the popula-
tion but are counted in 219 of all households. Nearly a
third of the elderly live alone — they accounted for 98,676
single-person households. Over 40% of the elderly live in
multi-person family settings. The mean age of the popula-
tion has been gradually rising and the proportion of
persons over age 65 has also been increasing, That trend
should continue. For the state of California as a whole, the
percentage of persons over 65 advanced from 9.0% in
1970 10 10.2% in 1980, and it is projected that it will reach
1.4% by 1990. The city can expect to experience an
increasing proportion of senior citizens. The proportion
will rise gradually until the turn of the century, and then it
will grow more rapidly as the “baby boom” generation
begins to affect the statistics.

Some problems of seniors are addressed in other sections of this
report; some concerns are explored below; and some, such as the needs
of older lesbians and gay men, and transportation needs of older adults,
will need to be treated in depth elsewhere, as constraints on time and
resources prohibited their inclusion in this report.

Economic Concerns of Older Women

Although some older women are gaining a measure of financial
independence with employment outsife the home, large numbers have
remained in the traditional role of homemaker. Most of these women
outlive the husbands who had been their sole means of support.3

The average age at which women become widowed is fifty-six.4
Unless they are disabled, they are ineligible for any form of government
support until they reach the age of sixty-two (for social security) or sixty-
five (for SSI). Many of these women are not entitled to pension survivor
benefits because their husbands die before the pensions vest. Most
women lose medical insurance coverage until they qualify for Medi-Cal
at age 65, and, even then, only a portion of their medical costs are
covered. As a result of these conditions, many older women fall into
deep poverty, ultimately losing their homes and other possessions.

When they become elii{hle for social security benefits, older retired
women, who are statistically likely to be living alone, receive an average
of $399 per month, compared to $521 for retired men.5 Since women
earn about 60% of what men make, retired women have less savings and
other financial resources to supplement social security benefits.¢ Only
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22% of all working women are covered by private or government
ensions. The combination of these inequities has produced an
impoverished “subclass” of elderly women.”

Countiy Commissioner June Dunbar su%ﬁ,_sted five areas of need,
reform of which would improve the quality of life for older women in Los
Angeles:8

Pay Equity. One area of need involves pay equity and
employment. When the woman with a college degree
makes less than the high school male drop-out, you’ve got
to do something and there is federal legislation right now
to study pay equity. I hope that the L.A. City Council
would support it. The business community also needs to
be aware that older women need and can fill jobs other
than the minimum wages paid in child care and clerical
positions.

Divorce Law Reform. The divorce laws need to be
changed. If you’ve read The Divorce Revolution you know
that when theres a divorce, the standard of living of the
wife and children goes down 73% and the husband' goes
up 43%, so that we need to have career assets as part of
community property.

Respite Care. Another area of need involves respite care.
There are 2.2 million caregivers {in America] providing
unpaid assistance to the elderly and the caregivers are
primarily older women. This is probably the biggest role
she plays. Many of these women become ill themselves
from 24-hour, 7-day-a-week care for an ill in-law, hushand
or parent.

Housing. The average income of an older women is $399
per month. So housing is obviously a problem. In Los
Angeles, we have the Evangeline and the Clark homes for
young women, but we don’t have anything for older
women.

Access to Health Care. There are about 4 million
women in America with no health coverage. I think it%
extremely important that in the Unites States, Medicare
should cover mammography. Older women are the highest
risk for breast cancer. An older woman who has $399 a
month income is not going to pay $100 for mammography.
Shes just going to hope for the best.

If these five recommendations were implemented and
women were employed and paid equitably, if divorce laws
were fair to women, if women were given help with ill
family members, if women could find affordable housing
and had access to health care, the quality of their lives
would be improved immeasurably.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that the problems experi-
enced by older women are numerous and serious. The Task Force
recommends that the citys Commission on the Status of Women review
what city officials and agencies can do, directly or indirectly, to improve
the quality of life of older women, especially in the areas of pay equity,
divorce law reform, respite care, housing, and access to health care.



Although the city 23 have limited jurisdiction to take direct action in
these areas, it certainly can urge county, state, and federal officials and
agencies to implement necessary reforms, such as:

1. Hiring older women in government positions;

2. Instituting pay equity at all levels of government employ-
ment;

3. Reforming divorce laws to equalize the economic dispar-
ity between husband and wife created by divorce; and,

4. Promoting the development of affordable housing for
older women.

Foster Grandparent Programs

The Foster Grandparent Program was created over 20 years ago. The
program has a laudable purpose — to create meaningful part-time
volunteer opportunities for older persons with limited incomes. At the
same time, the program provides supportive, person-to-person services
to children with special or exceptional needs and who can benefit from
stable relationships with caring adults.1® The tﬁes of children matched
with foster grandparents include premature babies, as well as children
who are abused, neglected, chronically ill, autistic, mentally retarded,
phfsically handicapped, emotionally disturbed, developmentally dis-
abled, and delinquent.n

Most funding for the Foster Grandparent Programs come from
federal grants. However, about 209 must come from local government
or nonprofit sponsors.12

Any person who is sixty years of age or more and who meets low
income requirements is eligible to participate in the Foster Grand-
parent Program. Foster grandparents must be physically and mentally
able to serve, must no longer be participating in the regular work force,
and must be willing to accept supervision. Each must participate in the
program 20 hours per week.

There are only two Foster Grandparent Programs operating in the
Los Angeles area. The Volunteer Center Program, sponsored in large
part by United Way funding, provides more than 57,000 hours of
attention and service to about 300 children. The other program is
operated by Pepperdine University.

Ewa Tarwid, director of the Volunteer Center Program, stressed the
need for expansion:13

What can the city do? My biggest dream for the city is for
the city to once again sponsor one of these programs.

There are two foster grandparent programs to serve the
entire Los Angeles area. I am funded for 75 foster grand-
parents, the other one is a similar number. That’s not
nearly enough. I could put 75 people in Pediatric Pavillion
at U.S.C. alone. The drug-related problem is escalating to
such a point that I could use an equal number on that.
When you look at abused children, what is going on in the
city togay, the need grows and grows.

70

As noted, the the foster grandparent program benefits both the
children served and the participating older adults. One foster grand-
parent gave the Task Force some insight into some of these benefits:14

I work now with adolescents. These are children — you’ve
seen them on the streets — who think no one cares. The
come into an institution and they think the staff wor]
there only because they’re paid. They don’t realize the
staff loves the children or they wouldn’t be there; the
could go someplace else and get paid. But they take a loo
at grandma and they know grandma is a volunteer.
Grandma comes here because she wants to. I've had 17-
year-olds crying on my lap and want to be rocked. I work
with children who have been abused, children who have
been into drugs, children who have been through any.
thing you could name. I walk down Hollywood Boulevard
and I see them — the ones that aren’t institutionalized.

My loneliness is gone. I am useful. I can go home at night
and look in the mirror and say I did something useful
today. I am physically active. I think I'll live to be 100. I
th.inf people who stay busy, people who are using their
experience from life to help someone else, can stay young.
I know one grandmother 1n Denver, Coloradoe, who is 93
years old and still working five days a week, four hours a
day. She' scared to quit. Sghe says, “If I quit, I'll die.” So
help us. We need the money.

The Foster Grandparent Program is a_model of intelligent and
creative problem solving. The society benefits in that human potential
is protected and nurtured, at the same time alleviating a great potential
drain on public and private resources. The support, affection and role-
modeling that foster grandparents provide to underserved children with
special needs is invE;lll)le in helping those children become produc-
tive, contributing, responsible adults and citizens; the elderly popula-
tion is a rich resource for these children. The program also provides a
sense of well-being, self-worth, and productivity that enhances the
quality of life for participating seniors. Although the stipend that they
receive is nominal and has been criticized by some activists as too low; it
makes a difference for some participating seniors.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the City of Los
Angeles sponsor a Foster Grandparent Program. The Intergovernmen-
tal Relations Committee of the City Council could initiate a proposal
whereby the city and the county could jointly sponsor a Foster Grand-
Earent Program. However, if joint sponsorship with the county cannot

e accomplished in an expeditious manner, the Council and the Mayor
should approve a city-sponsored Foster Grandparent Program to be
implemented no later than the 1989-1990 budget year.

The Task Force commends the many senior volunteers who currently
participate in existing Foster Grandparent Programs and who have
given so much time, love and care to local children.

Latchkey Programs and Intergenerational Contact

Under the Child Care and Development Act, the state subsidizes day
care for large numbers of students whose parents are employed outside
of the home and who are unavailable when the normal school day ends,
frequently resulting in children at home or elsewhere without proper



supervision, Two years ago, the California Legislature amended that law,
acﬂnowledging at these “latch key” programs could be improved
through intergenerational contact. Amending Education Code Section
8463, the Legislature found and declared that:1s

() The lack of adequate and affordable child care services to serve
the growing number of working parents has resulted in “latch key”
chilg;n who return and remain at home unsupervised after school.

(2) Senior citizens (grandparents) have in the past been a major
provider of child care to their own grandchildren.

(3) Intodaysociety, children and grandparents are often separated
by long distances.

(4) Most parents need to work to support their families.

(5) Many senior citizens need to supplement their meager monthly
social security stipends.

(6) It is the intent of the Iﬁefslamre to allow senior citizens to
provide working parents with child care in a well-supervised environ-
ment.

Intergenerational programs such as the Foster Grandparent Program
and the inclusion of senior workers in Latchkey Programs can do a great
deal to provide an increased sense of “commumity as family” with
different age groups working and sharing together.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the City of Los
Angeles create a time-limited Joint Task Force on Intergenerational
Chﬁd Care. This should be a joint venture of the citys new Child Care
Coordinator, the director of the citys Department of Aging, and the
Superintendent of the Los Angeles Unitied School District. These
officials should convene such a task force by October, 1988. The task
force should explore ways to promote intergenerational involvement in
the delivery o??ny care services to school-age children in the City of Los
Angeles. Within one year after it is convened, the task force should issue
a report recommending ways to expand the participation of seniors in
current day care programs. The report should also explore the pos-
sibility of developing intergenerational day care programs, such as
those operating in New York City, which combine onsite child care
programs with adult day care programs.

Mayor Bradley recently proposed city sponsorship of on-site after
school “latch key” programs at every elementary school in the district.
The mayor} office should find ways to incorporate older adults as
staffers, thus creating an intergenerational model program. The city
Department of Aging should be included immediately in the planning
process.

Respite Care

As the proportion of older persons in our society increases, so does
the number requiring some form of home care during long-term chronic
illnesses. Current government assistance and health insurance policies
do not provide reimbursement for in-home care. Thus, the burdens of
care often fall on spouses, siblings, and children of the elderly. The
caregivers, many of them also older adults, often find their own physical
and financial well-being compromised by the often arduous routines of
caregiving,

Home-care costs are lower than the alternatives for all but the most ill
and, for the elderly, can promote greater dignity and quality of life than
being institutionaﬁze' d. Hospitals are adopting cost-containment pol-
icies in the form of “DRG¥* — diagnostic related groups — wherein
patients are released *“quicker and sicker than in the past, producing
golllnplex and time consuming regimens that home caregivers must
ollow.

As the elderly population is increasing, families are changing too,
with older parents and fewer children. There is a parallel growth in non-
nuclear families, such as single and divorced parents with children, and
unmarried couples with children. Relocation of family members away
from each other — for job opportunities and other reasons — is also
commonplace. These trends have an impact on family caregiving; the
elderly have fewer family resources to rely on for caregiving than they
once had, and caregivers have a smaller pool of nearby relatives to share
the tasks, further increasing the burden.

Women are attaining a more prominent place in the labor force, with
approximately 709 of women between the ages of 35 and 44, and 60%
between 45 and 54 currently employed.16 Many women, the traditional
caresivers for both their own and their husbands’ parents, are or will be
faced with the triple dilemma of caring for late-life children and aging
parents while trying to maintain a career. Many feel compelled to give
up their employment, leading to personal frustration and financial loss
for their families.

Families thus provide, albeit often with some difficulty, 80% to 90%
of the needed care for the elderly?? At critical times, respite services can
be a source of welcome temporary relief. One expert addressed the issue
of res[:ite care at public hearings conducted by the Task Force, explain-
ing what it is and why it is needed:'

Generally, a good respite program should in some way
temporarily relieve not only the burden of caregiving but
the responsibility of caregiving as well. That is, a caregiver
shouldie assured that the person they normally care for is
in good, safe, protective, nurturing and responsible hands
during the peried of respite, whatever form that respite
may take — whether it a few hours to go shopping, a
weekend to go to the desert or the beach, to rejuvenate so
that they can come back and again take on the burdens of
caregiving.

There are many models by which respite services can be
delivered. They include but are certainly not limited to
adult day care programs, in-home support groups, short-
term institutionalization and even short term foster home

lacement. But whatever form the respite takes, as long as
1t's healthy respite, it is desperately needed.

How desperate is it needed? Let me tell you. The level of
prescription drug use is 350% higher in those caring for a
relative with Alzheimer’ disease than in the overall popu-
lation — and that means prescription drugs, not street
drugs. Depression is 3009% higher in those caring for an
aging relative — not with Alzheimers — just an aging
relative.

The Traveler's Insurance Corporation study indicated that
20% of their employees over the age of 30 are caring for



an aging parent and spending an average of 10 hours a week doing so.
And a full 8% of those people spend 35 or more hours a week caring for
aging parents. That is almost the equivalent of a second full-time job.
Not surprisingly, tardiness and absenteeism is higher among those
caring for an aging relative and productivity and quality of work often
declines. Clearﬁ(,mtﬁe ongoing burden of caring for an aging relative has
tremendous cost for society and for the indi\lr]i%ual.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the city’
Department of Aging assess t¥1e need for, and help develop and impre-
ment programs that would provide temporary respite for individuals
caring for older persons. Specifically, the Task Force recommends:

@) The Department of Aging identify existing respite programs
currently operating in the city which are of high quality and which
address the needs of caregivers.

(2) The department, in conjunction with senior multipurpose cen-
ters, should promote existing and develop new support groups for
caregivers. Tﬁese groups provide information on specific conditions
and illnesses, and community resources, while serving as a forum for
sharing feelings with others similarly situated.

(3) The department should develop and distribute training guides

in several languages for volunteer and paid respite care workers.

@) The department should sponsor or develop public service
announcements (PSAs) to publicize respite services m the city. These
PSAs should be formulated in several languages and be placed to reach
various cultural and ethnic groups in the city.

() The department should work with the County of Los Angeles in
supporting and implementing the countys Master Plan for Respite
Care Services.

Housing Alternatives for Seniors

Housing problems for seniors may arise in many different circum-
stances, including:9

* An elderlﬁv family whose children no longer live with them
may own and live in a home that is too large and costly to
maintain,

* An elderly widow or widower living alone may be in the
same situation.

*  Young or middle-aged children may move in with elderly
parent(s) or have parent(s) move in with them, creating crowding
and conflict.

* Seniors in apartments may find that the landlord is con-
verting the building to condominiums, raising the rent above a

level that is affordable, or moving everyone out to renovate or
replace the building,

* If a senior needs to share an apartment, the landlord may
ask for a rent increase, although there was no decrease when the
spouse died.
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Janet Witkin, director of Alternative Living for the Aging, provided
the Task Force with testimony offering insights and suggestions regard-
ing seniors’ housing needs:20

We have developed several programs that create alter-
natives to living alone and alternatives to institutionaliza-
tion.

Our first program is cur roommate matching program. We
have matched up over 2,000 older people in the Los
Anfeles area to share housing in their own apartments
and houses. We match 35 to 45 people a month. These
people gain companionship; they gain economic benefits;
and they gain a greater sense of safety and security by
sharing housing. . ..

We also have our co-op houses where 9 to 14 older people
share large renovated houses. They really become like a
family for one another. . ..

‘We also have 12 apartments, there are six singles and six
one-bedrooms so that it is not our typical project of people
sharing units. . .

We broke ground in Santa Monica a couple of weeks ago
and we’re grading the lot and we’re putting in footings for
our first new construction project. We’re building a three
story building, ocean views for low income seniors — I
love it! And this will be six two-bedroom, two-bath apart-
ments, a community room and kitchen.-. . .

The City of Los Anieles has adopted a “Policy Statement on Senior
Citizens Issues” which addresses many of the housing needs of older
persons.2 The city should promote that agenda in an aggressive man-
ner.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommended that the City
Council:

() establish an ombudsman office for seniors’ grievances
regarding housing matters.

(2) adopt an ordinance prohibiting landlords from increas-
ing rents when a senior living alone decides to share his or her
apartment with a roommate, unless the existing rent payment
includes utilities other than water.

(3) create a time-limited Interagency Task Force on Seniors’
Housinf Issues, comprised of sta.ﬁg members from the Depart-
ment of Aging, Community Development Departments Home
Program, Rent Stabilization Board, City Housing Authority, and
one representative from each multipurpose center in the city, for
the purpose of recommendinis improvements in the ity

response to seniors® housing nee

FAMILIES WITH ELDERS:
RECOMMENDATIONS

68. The Task Force recommends that the citys Commission on the
Status of Women review what city officials and agencies can do, directly



or indirectly, to improve the quality of life of older women, especially in
the areas of aYay equity, divorce law reform, respite care, housing, and
access to health care. Although the city may have limited jurisdiction to
take direct action in these areas, it certainly can urge county, state, and
federal officials and agencies to implement necessary reforms, such as:

a. Hiring older women in government positions;

b. Instituting pay equity at all levels of government employ-
ment;

c. Reforminﬁ divorce laws to equalize the post-divorce eco-
nomic disparity between the parties; and

d. Promoting the development of affordable housing for
older women.

69. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles
sponsor a Foster Grandparent Program. The Intergovernmental Rela-
tions Committee of the City Council could initiate a proposal whereby
the city and the county could jointl{ sponsor a Foster Grandparent
Program. However, if joint sponsorship with the county cannot be
accomplished in an expeditious manner, the Council and the Mayor
should approve a city sponsored Foster Grandparent Program to be
implemented no later than the 1989-1990 budget year.

70. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles create
a time-limited Joint Task Force on Intergenerational Child Care. This
should be a joint venture of the city’ new Child Care Coordinator, the
director of the citys Department of Aging, and the Superintendent of
the Los Angeles Unified School District. These officials should convene
such a task force by October, 1988, The task force should explore ways to
promote intergenerational involvement in the delivery of day care
services to school-age children in the City of Los Angeles. Within one
year after it is convened, the task force should issue a report recom-
mending ways to expand the participation of seniors in current day care
programs. The report should also explore the possibility of developing
mtergenerational day care programs, such as those operating in New
York City, which combine on-ste child care programs with adult day
care programs.

71. The Task Force recommends that the citys Department of
Aging assess the need for, and help develop and implement programs
that would provide temporary respite for individuals caring for older
adults. Specifically, the Task Force recommends:

(a) The Department of Aging identify existinF respite pro-
grams currently operating in the city which are of high quality
and which address the needs of caregivers.

(b) The department, in conjunction with senior multipur-
pose centers, should promote existing and develop new support
groups for caregivers. These groups provide information on
specific conditions and illnesses, and community resources,

while servmf as a forum for sharing feelings with others simi-
larly situated.

(¢) The department should develop and distribute training
gui(llies in several languages for volunteer and paid respite care
workers.
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(d) Thedepartment should sponsor or develop public service
announcements (PSAs) to publicize respite services in the city.
These PSAs should be formulated in several languages and be
placed to reach various cultural and ethnic groups in the city.

(¢) The department should work with the County of Los
Angeles in supporting and implementing the countys Master
Plan for Respite Care Services.

72. The Task Force recommends that the City Council:

(a) establish an ombudsmans office for seniors® grievances
regarding housing matters.

(b) adol;:t an ordinance prohibiting landlords from increas-
ing rents when a senior previously living alone shares his or her
apartment with a rcommate, unless the existing rent payment
includes utilities other than water.

(¢) create a time-limited Interagency Task Force on Seniors’
Housing Issues, comprised of staf? members from the Depart-
ment of Aging, Community Development Departments Home
Program, Rent Stabilization Board, City Housing Authority, and
one representative from each multipurpose center in the city, for
the purpose of recommendin§ Improvements in the city’s
response to seniors’ housing needs.
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FAMILIES WITH DISABLED MEMBERS

People with disabilities comprise a significant portion of the popula-
tion, perhaps between 109 to 159%.! Some experts assert that every third
family has a disabled child.2 The Task Force on Family Diversity
estimates that about 500,000 people with disabilities live in the City of
Los Angeles.

As used in this report, the term ““disability” refers to visible as well as
invisible characteristics, including mobility disabilities caused by such
factors as paralysis, weakness, pain, and amputation; sensory dis-
abilities, such as blindness and deafness; emotional and psychological
disabilities; and intellectual and cognitive disabilities, such as learning
disabilities and mental retardation. Although the spectrum of these
disabilities is broad, the people affected share a common experience in
that society views them all as *“different.”

The terminology of disability is in a state of transition. The term
“handicapped™ is generally considered outmoded, limiting, and
demeaning. Generally, it has been replaced by the term “disabled.”
However, ﬁm term ““disabled” is hy no means universally accepted,
Many refer to people with physicaf disabilities as bein‘_:,r “physically
challenged.” Others use the term “differently abled.” The Task Force
on Family Diversity acknowledges the power of labels and the need to
use them with caution and respect. Because the terms “disability™ and
“disabled” have become lega{)lerms of art and because the Task Force
has focused largely on law and public policy, those terms have been
chosen for the limited purposes of this report.

Defining Disability

Disability, of course, can be defined from a variety of perspectives.
Statutes and court cases define disability from a legal perspective.
Service Froviders may look at disability from a medical or ps chological
point of view. However, disability rights advocates say lﬁat. in the
sociopolitical context, disability is “a human difference which is judged
by society to be a significant disadvantage and to which society
responds in some culturally characteristic manner.™* The Task Force's
Disability Team noted:s

This definition takes into account the cultural relativity of
disability labeling. It addresses the fact that diversity in
physique, cognition, or sensory functioning may con-
stitute an identified disability in some environments but
not in others. It also addresses the fact that a person who is
different physically, cognitively, or perceptually may or
may not be handicappet? in functioning, depending on the
obstacles society places in that person’s path. Finally, this
view of disability emphasizes the importance of social
attitudes and public policies in shaping the disability
experience.

The Disability Experience

Based partially on testimony provided by witnesses at public hearings
conducted by the Task Force, the Disability Team report indicates

some of ll}g frusu'mion, discrimination, and alienation often inherent in
the disability experience:?

As is true for many groups in our society,

for many ¢ the experience of
people with disabilities is dominated b 2

y day-to-day real.
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ities of economic, social, and political oppression.
Although adequate statistical measures have been long
overdue in studying the problems of this population,
recent reports yield compelling and alarming informa-
tion. In the United States, it has been esﬁmaged _thal at
least one-third of all people with disabilities live in pov-
erty. Relative to all other groups, disabled people have the
highest rate of unemployment, and they experience the
most discrimination in hiring and training. Despite the
passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and Public Law
94-142 regarding the education of all children, disabled
Americans are shamefully undereducated due to inac-
cessability and segregation in educational settings.

Discriminatory medical care has been particularly
serious, sometimes life-threatening, problem for people
with disabilities. Public policies providing low-cost or free
medical services are becoming more conservative and
exclusionary. . . . Also, California has lead our nation in

setting legal precedent in “right to die” eases imrelwper
disabled people, guaranteemg the nght of severely dis-

abled people to refuse life-sustaining treatment. In view of
these two trends, it is not surprising that some disability
leaders have observed that it is getting easier for disabled
people to die but harder all the time for them to live.

One of the most revealing measures of social oppression
versus freedom for any people is the ease with which 1hey
are permitted to move about in the general commumty,
Sm:flJ liberty is severely limited for citizens with dis.
abilities. Again, despite regulations prohibiting architec-
tural barriers, builders still construct hospitals,
restaurants, hotels, banks, office buildings, apartment
complexes, libraries, governmental struetures, and other
puh]?c buildings lacking access for millions of Americans
with disabilities. Despite government mandates for
accessible public transit, most transit systems across the
nation require people with mobility disabilities to use
inferior, limited modes of transportation which segregate
them from nondisabled citizens,

Perhaps less tangible but equally disturbing to citizens
with disabilities are the countless incidents of interper-
sonal discrimination experienced each day.

Prejudice against people with disabilities abounds. Sometimes preju-
dice is manifested in negative language used by members of the public,
public officials, and the media. It is exemplified by serious underrepre-
sentation in positions of leadership in our government and social
institutions. Bias against those with disabilities is also expressed by
individuals when they intentionally — or negligently — exclude people
with disabilities from social functions. Because such prejudice is so

1-ar:{1[11_aut, much of the disability experience involies Sresdnstivon, wngen,
and iear.

Disability and Family

. Despite commonly held stereotypes that cast them gs i

S that , de
mco_rlnpetentf and perpetually child-like, in shart, ;Hu'r]onuun[.lsll(le:‘ll}:;
amuly, people with disabilities are family partners, spouses, parents
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and contributing children — integral and vibrant participators in
family life.

The various family roles experienced by people with disabilities were
described in the Disability Team Report:8

The types of families found in the disability communit
run the gamut. Many disabled individuals live in trad:-
tional nuclear families. Qccasionally, they remain in their
families of origin well into adulthood, relying on aging
parents for assistance in living. More typically, people
with disabilities leave their fami?ies of originin adu?thood
to live independently or in a setting that provides
assistance or supervision.

Many single people with disabilities live alone. However,
sometimes single disabled people live with other disabled
people as roommates or in groups, sharing resources such
as housecleaning and attendant services as well as divid-
ing household expenses. A very common situation is for a
disabled person to live with an attendant or aide.
Although the aide is a hired employee, some people with
disabilities feel that their partnership with their aide
constitutes a family. Also, for many people with dis.
abilities, a major source of assistance is a specially trained
pet, such as a guide dog or companion dog. These animals
are permitted%‘; law to accompany their disabled owners
in public places, and many disabled people consider such
pets an integral part of their family system.

As previously mentioned, despite their social devaluation
ancr isolation, not all disabled people remain single. All
types of partnerships are represented in the disability
community, from platonic long-term commitments
between friends to romantic cohabitations of all kinds to
traditional marriages. . . .

Although societi'l offers little support for the endeavor,
either emotionally or financially, many people with dis-
abilities have children. Limited research available on the
subject suggests that, in general, people with disabilities
are equal to nondisabled people in being effective par-
ents. However, all environmental and attitudinal barriers
to living faced by people with disabilities also have a
ne dtive impact on tfleir family members, including their
children.

While the last decade has been marked by the growth of
the independent living movement for people with dis-
abilities, many still live in institutions, particularly those
with severe disabilities or extremely devalued disabilities,
such as cerebral palsy Also highly represented in this
group are disabled people from low seciceconomic groups
and those lacking family support.

Problems Affecting Individuals and Families®

The Task Force on Family Diversity is concerned with a variety of
problems which are unnecessarily imposed on disabled people by
society. Not only do these problems affect disabled individuals, but they
also have an impact on their families.
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When someone with a disability is given only second class, or no
access at all, to the community, that person whole family suffers.
Without adequate access to school classrooms, if a childs mother uses a
wheelchair, it may be impossible for that mother and child to share —
along with other parents and students — those important activities
designed to ensure parental participation in the childs school experi-
ence. The process of having a baby can be especially difficult, and the
hospital experience pam%rly dangerous and emotionally distressing,
for a deaf woman and her partner when no interpreters are available.
The possibility of children going on an outing with a grandparent when
one cliu'ld has spina bifida can be effectively extinguished if the bus they
would ride does not have a lift.

A review of the tﬂattermx of discrimination and prejudice faced by this
minority reveals that people with disabilities are surrounded by disin-
centives not only to marriage, but to family life in general. Some of the
major problems experienced by city residents who are disabled are
summarized below; city agencies and officials should take action to
alleviate them.

Public Transportation. As changes have occurred in the sources
of funding for transportation, local jurisdictions have become responsi-
ble for the planning and delivery of public transportation services.
Many jurisdictions, including the City of Los Angeles, are not planning
systems that ensure equal access features for people with disabilities.
For example, the downtown DASH system and the San Fernando-
Sunland-Tujunga J)ublic dial-a-ride system were both originally
designed without a equate access features, and there are no lifts on the

irfax Trolley for dignified independent boarding by people with
mobility disabilities.10

Disability rights advocates have expressed distrust about the citys
commitment to equal access to public transportation.! They complain
that the city is investing money in the expansion of inefficient, separate,
and highly limited paratransit systems, perpetuating segregated and
second-class transportation for people with disabilities.

Disability experts who have studied the city’ transportation options
have called for the development of a broader, more flexible approach,
encompassing rail, fixed route, deviated route, feeder systems, and
shuttles as needed by all segments of the community, inclutiing ersons
with disabilities.2 Such a plan would stress practicality and conve.
nience for everyone, at the same time recognizing that disabled people
are, or can be,a s:ﬁniﬁcant art of the riding public. Under such a plan,
those with disabilities would obtain the same options for spontaneity
and freedom of movement as other residents of the city enjoy.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds the conce&t of “separate
but equal” public transportation services for people with disabilities to
be inappropriate. The Task Force recommends that the city Department
of Transportation develop multi-modal plans that provide flexible
options to serve the needs of all city residents, disabled and non.
disabled. The Task Force also recommends that during 1988, the Trans-
portation Committee of the City Council hold public hearinﬁs
concerning the feasibility of the city adopting a goal of 160% accessible
public transportation by the year 1998. This proposed goal would
nclude guidelines for selecting adequate access equipment and strin-
gent procedures for their operation and maintenance. At the conclusion
of the hearings, the Transportation Committee should report its find-
ings and recommendations to the City Council.



Architectural Barriers. In buildings, businesses, and public
institutions, barriers to access by persons with disabilities often act as
barriers to their families as well.

During the past two years, the Los Angeles disability community has
been particularly vocal in protesting building access law violations,
specifically taking exception to the practice of some city departments in
issuing certificates of occupancy for recently constructed buildings that
fail to comply with such laws. After the County Commission on Dis-
abilities and the California Attorney General intervened, the city
agreed to take remedial action. The city Department of Building and
Safety agreed to hire forty new staff people to work on access enforce-
ment. The City Council approved a plan to hire disabled access spe-
cialists, to establish a new Disabled Access Commission, and to the
appointment of a City Attorney Hearing Officer.

The Task Force on Family Diversity commends the County Commis-
sion on Disabilities and the California Attorney General for helping to
bring about these changes. The response of the City Council was
appropriate and helpful. The Task Force finds that further action is
necessary. There is a need for more curb cuts on street corners in the
downtown area, as well as improved parking and access to government
buildings, including City Hall. The Task Force recommends that the
City Council direct the appropriate city departments to create these
curb cuts and other changes necessary to insure that disabled residents
and their families have equal access to the center of our city and its
government buildings.

Violence and Abuse. Persons with disabilities are grossly over-
represented in the population of crime victims. Estimates of the occur-
rence of sexual abuse in children indicate four to ten times greater
frequency among children with disabilities than among nondisabled
chi?c'llren. Children with disabilities also have a greater incidence of
other types of physical as well as emotional abuse and neglect, and they
may be targets of hate violence perpetrated by other children or adults,
antf less frequently, objects of cult rituals.3

With one exception, existing crime reporting systems do not record
information on the disability of crime victims, making accurate statis-
tical information difficult to discern.'* Perpetrators of serious crimes
sometimes escape prosecution because disabled victims and witnesses
are often stereotyped as incompetent and unbelievable.

To correct some of these problems, the Task Force on Family Diversity
recommends that the Los Angeles Police Commission adopt a policy
requiring the city’ police department to collect data on the disability
status of crime victims. The department should compile annual reports
on the victimization of people with disabilities and submit them to the
Police Commission and the City Council for review. The Task Force also
recommends that the Police Commission establish a Police Advisory
Commission on Disabilities to advise the Police Commission and the
Police Department on: (1) how to improve services to people with
disabilities; (2) any needed revisions in the training of recruits at the
Police Academy; and (3) any needed additions to in-service training of
police officers on this subject. Further, the Task Force recommends that
the Los Angeles City Attorney provide training to local prosecutors on
disability and its relationship to criminal investigation and prosecution.

Education and City Schools. Education is one way to combat
social prejudice against, and abuse of, people with disabilties. Although
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children attending public schools in the Los Angeles Unified School
District are exposetf to a curriculum on cultural diversity, there is little
or no acknowledgment of disability as a viable lifestyle or of disabled
people as a large and important minority group.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the Board of
Education of the Los Angeles Unified School District require that a
strong teaching component on the nature and culture of disability be
incluﬁed in the K-12 mandatory cultural curriculum and that appropri-
ate training be required of counselors and school administrators.

Advisory Council on Disability. Fourteen years ago, Mayor Tom
Bradley formed an Advisory Council on the Handicapped, manifesting
a desire to see disabled people achieve full access to municipal services.
The Eroup is now known as the Advisory Council on Disability. Some
members are appointed by the Mayor, some are selected by City Council
members, and others are self-appointed. Over the years, this group has
addressed many problems affecting people with disabilities, includin,
access, transportation, employment, housing, communications, an
public attitudes.

The Task Force heard testimony regarding problems the Advisory
Council has had in securing the cooperation of the Mayor’ Office and
the support of varicus City Council offices.1s Without such cooperation
and support, the ability of the Advisory Council to represent the
interests of disabled city residents is seriously undercut.1s

The City Council recently established a formal city board to deal
with access appeals. However, physical access to buildings is only one
aspect of disai' ity discrimination. The Task Force on Family Diversity
recommends that the Mayors Advisory Council on Disabilities be
replaced with a City Commission on Disabilities created by city ordi-
nance, The Task Force commends the Mayor for showing an interest in
disability issues by creating the Advisory Council in 1974. The City
Council and the Mayor can evidence the needed strong and consistent
commitment to improving the quality of life for disabled residents and
their families by supporting such an entity with a staff and with full
commission status. One of lie commission’s initial tasks should be the
development of the city’ first legislative policy statement on disability
issues.

FAMILIES WITH DISABLED MEMBERS:
RECOMMENDATIONS

73. The Task Force recommends that the city Department of Trans-

portation develop multi-modal plans that provide flexible options to
serve the needs of all city residents, disabled and nondisabled.

74. The Task Force recommends that the Transportation Commit-
tee of the City Council hold public hearings during 1988 concerning the
feasibility of the City of Los Angeles adopting a goal of 100% accessible

ublic transportation by the year 1998. T%Lis proposed goal would
include guidelines for selecting adequate access equipment and strin-
gent procedures for their operation and maintenance. At the conclusion
of the hearings, the Transportation Committee should report its find-
ings and recommendations to the City Council.

75. The Task Force recommends that the City Council direct the
appropriate city departments to create more curb cuts and implement
other changes necessary to insure that disabled residents and their



families have equal access to the center of our city and its government
buildings.

76. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Police Com-
mission adopt a policy requiring the city’s police department to collect
data on the disability status of crime victims. The department should
compile annual reports on the victimization of people with disabilities
and submit them to the Police Commission and tﬁe City Council for
review.

77. The Task Force recommends that the Police Commission estab-
lish a Police Advisory Commission on Disabilities to advise the Police
Commission and the Police Department on: () how to improve services
to people with disabilities; (2) any needed revisions in the training of
recruits at the Police Academy; and (3) any needed additions to in-
service training of police officers on this subject.

78.  The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Attorney
provide training to local prosecutors on disability and its relationship to
criminal investigation and prosecution.

79. The Task Force recommends that the Board of Education of the
Los Angeles Unified School District reqd:lire that a strong teaching
component on the nature and culture of disability be included in the
K-12 mandatory cultural curriculum and that appropriate training be
required of counselors and school administrators.

80. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor’ Advisory Council
on Disabilities be replaced with a City Commission on Disabilities
created by city ordinance. The City Council and the Mayor can evidence
the needed and strong commitment to improving the quality of life for
disabled residents and their families by supporting such an entity with
a staff and with full commission status. One of the commission’ initial
tasks should be the development of the city’s first legislative policy
statement on disability issues.

Families with Disabled Members: Notes
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DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP FAMILIES

The 1980 census documented a marked increase in the number of
unmarried-couple households.! Although the Census Bureau noted a
“greater [public] acceptance of new living arrangements,”2 the agency
continued to designate such households *““nonfamily.”

This section of the Task Force Report focuses on local domestic
~ partnership families — unmarried couples living together in the City of

Los Angeles. They are functioning, it 1s apparent, as legitimate family
units, and have special concerns about diserimination and improving
the quality of life for themselves and their family dependents.

Estimating the Population

The exact number of unmarried couples in the population is difficult
to determine. When the government gathers marital status data from
the nation’s households, couples are merely asked if they are married; no
verification is required. Undoubtedly, some answer in the affirmative
solely to avoid the social and religious stigma often association with
unmarried cohabitation. This tendency would result in higher numbers
of reported marriages than actually exist.

However, despite inflated marriage statistics, national census figures
show a tremendous increase in the number of unmarried couples living
together. A 700% increase was reported between 1960 and 1970.3 A jump
of 300% occurred between 1970 and 1980.4 The Census Bureau has
estimated that 1.9 million unmarried-couple households existed in the
nation in 1984, increasing to 2.2 million in 1986.5 Last year, the most
comprehensive survey of families ever conducted by a nongovernment
organization estimated that unmarried couples comprise 6% of all
family units in the nation.

Not sulIrisin % the number is slightly greater in California, where
unmarried couples comprised 7% of the 8 million California house-
holds counted in the 1980 census.? That census also showed that a
slightly higher percentage, 7.4%, of Los Angeles households contain
unwed couples as cohabitants.?

Modifying this data with appropriate adjustments for growth in the
city’s population since the last census, the Task Force on Family Diver-
sity estimates that there are about 100,000 unmarried-couple households
in the City of Los Angeles in 1988.

Partnership Variations

There are a variety of reasons why couples decide to live together
outside of marriage. For same-sex couples, there are legal obstacles to
marriage. For young opposite-sex couples, ““trial marriages” may be
Erompted by fear of making a wrong decision, a fear perhaps justified

y the high divorce rates. Long periods, sometimes years, of cohabita-
tion may provide an answer for divorcees trying to avoid renewing old
mistakes. For elderly widows or widowers, unmarried cohabitation may
be a matter of economic survival, since remarriage can trigger the loss
of marital survivor benefits. Economic disincentives or so-called ‘““mar-
riage penalties” prevent many disabled couples from marrying.?

Opposite-Sex Couples. Over the past few decades, both law and
societal attitudes have evolved relative to unmarried cohabitation.
Twelve years ago, the California Legislature passed the “Consenting
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Adults Act” — manifesting a policy decision to remove government
from the bedrooms of consenting adult partners. Despite the fact that
common law marriage is not recognize(f by California law° the state
Supreme Court estaﬁlished a major precedent in Marvin v. Marvin —
affirming that cohabiting partners may, during the course of their
relationship, acquire property rights closely resembling the ‘“‘commu-
nity property” rights associated with marriage. The court refused to
stereotype unwed couples, noting a wide range of motivating factors
underpinning these living arrangements:!

[A] deliberate decision to avoid the strictures of the com-
munity property system is not the only reason that couples
live toE:zther without marriage. Some couples may wish to

avoid the permanent commitment that marriage implies,
yetbew&n’ ing to share equally any property acquired

during the relationship; others may fear the loss of pen-
sion, welfare, or tax geneﬁts resulting from marriage.

. . . Others may engage in the relationship as a possiEle
prelude to marriage. In lower socioeconomic groups, the
difficulty and expense of dissolving a former marriage
often leads couples to chose a nonmarital relationship;
many unmarried couples may also incorrectly believe that
the doctrine of common law marriage prevails in Califor-
nia and thus that they are in fact married. '

Same-Sex Couples. The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates
that, as 0of1987, about 264,000 ﬁy and lesbian adults lived in the City of
Los Angeles.2 City demographics show that about 50% of adult resi-
dents pair off into couples, and recent studies suggest that gays and
lesbians fit that general pattern — about half of the gay ans lesbian
population have lifemates.’s Based on this data, the Task Force estimates
that about 132,000 leshians and gay men living in the City of Los
Angeles cohabit with a same-sex partner, thus creating 66,000 same-sex
domestic partnerships.

No matter how long they live together, same-sex couples are excluded
from marital benefits because the law specifically detines marriage in
terms of opposite-sex relationships.1 Many witnesses informed the Task
Force that discrimination against same-sex couples occurs in Los
Angeles.s A survey of recent periodicals confirms that such discrimina-
tion exists in all regions of the nation:

* A San Francisco newspaper prohibits surviving mates
from being listed in death notices.16

* An Orange County photographer at a high school
reunion refusg; to include the %ixat}:o ofa malelgcouple in
the reunion album.?

* Cousins of a deceased man in Louisiana challenged a
provision in his will leaving part of the estate to his
surviving lifemate 18

* New Hampshire recently began enforcing a new state
law prohibiting homosexual couples from becoming foster
or adoptive parents.)9

* A Minnesota court refused to allow one partner in a
four-year relationship to visit her severely disabled lesbian
lover in the hospital.20



* The City of Philadelphia rejected the attempts of a gay employee to
naﬁle his seven-year lifemate as the beneficiary on his life insurance
policy2!

Such widespread discrimination has stimulated the development of a
national movement for couples rights. For example, last year thousands
of same-sex couples stagetf a protest against unfair laws and policies
outside Internal Revenue Service headquarters in Washington D.C.22

Witnesses appearing before the Task Force enumerated systematic
discrimination against same-sex couples in employee benefits, includ-
ing sick leave, bereavement leave, health and pension plans;23 insur-
ance, including homeowners, renters, auto, life, and health policies;+
health care services;?s granting of special family membership dis-
counts;?6 domestic violence victim protection;?” and school curricula
and counseling programs.28

As the Task Forces Team Report on Gay and Lesbian Couples points
out, a change in public policy, with participation in the process by
lesbians and gay men, is needed:2?

Given all of this, what would constitute a responsible
public policy which can balance the political realities
against the legitimate needs of a significant and perhaps
more-comfortably-ignored part of the population? Whﬁe
gays and lesbhians have always existed 1n America, the
Stonewall Riots of 1969 were the first signal that homosex-
uals would not accept their invisibility and second-class
status any longer. The AIDS crisis has intensified that by
making invisiEility more difficult, and for many impossi-
ble. Homosexuality is now in the minds of Americans, as is
the system that has for so long punished homosexuals for
any measure of honesty regarding their orientation. Since
the Gallup Poll first began surveying people on their
feelings about homosexuality in 1977, there has never
been a majority of people who favored criminalization of
homosexual activity between consenting adults (compare
this with the 25 states which still have such laws on the
books), and the most recent study in 1986 found that
acceptance had continued to increase despite widening
public knowledge about AIDS. Given this increasing, but
still not universal, tolerance and acceptance of homosex-
uals, what can be done to ease the discriminatory policies
of the past, and address the issues that are only now
arising?

That policy can no longer exclude the evidence, opinions,
feelings and facts of homosexuals themselves. Any policy
regarding homosexuality will, of necessity, affect the most
fundamental aspects of the lives of millions of men and
women who are gay and lesbian, and to formulate such a
policy without their input would be unconscionable and
inhumane, going against just about everything we as a
society believe about the dignity and self-determination of
the individual, and his or her position with regard to the
state. For too long in this country laws have been passed
against homosexuals, which depend on a mostly unstated
understanding that homosexuals were, de facto criminals
who had no place in society, no moral human worth, and
no right to say anything to the contrary, particularly with
respect to government.
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A review of recent actions by the legislative, executive, and judicial
branches of state government demonstrate a major shift in public policy
regarding the rights of homosexuals as individuals. The finding of the
California Commission on Personal Privacy that “it is the public policy
of the State of California to protect and defend the personal privacy of
all its inhabitants and to encourage the elimination of discrimination
based on sexual orientation” is supported by the following events:30

* Governor Jerry Brown signed an executive order
prohibiting sexual orientation discrimination in state
employment.3!

* Attorney General Deukmejian published an opinion
affirming the illegality of sexual orientation discrimina-
tion in state employment.32

* The California Supreme Court ruled that private
employers may not discriminate against openly gay men
and women.33

* Voters overwhelming:{l rejected the “Briggs Ini-
tiative” which would have allowed schools to fire gay and
leshian teachers.34

* Sexual orientation discrimination in housing was
declared illegal by the Department of Fair Employment
and Housing,3%

* Attorney General Van de Kamp published an opinion
that private employers may not discrimination against
lesbians and gay men.36

* The Court of Appeal ruled that the Boy Scouts of
America may not discriminate against members on the
basis of their sexual orientation.37

* The California Legislature affirmed right of leshians
and gay men to freedom from violence and intimidation;38

* Governor Deukmejian signed legislation increasing
penalties for hate crimes against leshians and gay men.3

Similar shifts in public policies concerning sexual orientation dis-
crimination also have occurred locally in recent years:

* City Attorney Burt Pines issued a formal opinion that
discrimination against lesbians and gays in cwvil service
positions was illegal.10

* The city Civil Service Commission removed “‘overt
homosexuality” from civil service rules as a job dis-
qualification factor.!

* The city Personnel Department eliminated 2 *““homo-
sexual tendencies” question from the pre-employment
health questionnaire.42

* Mayor Tom Bradley added *‘sexual orientation” to
the citys equal employment opportunity policy.+3



* Police Chief Gates issued a policy statement declaring that the
police department would not discriminate in employment
on the basis of sexual orientation.*

* The City Council adopted an ordinance prohibiting
sexual orientation discrimination by private employers,
landlords, and businesses.45

The Task Force on Family Diversity commends these officials and
agencies for taking decisive action to help eradicate decades of system-
atic discrimination against lesbians and gay men. The Task Force notes
these actions have not addressed discrimination against same-sex cou-
ples, as families. The Task Force finds that discrimination against gay
and leshian, as well as other, domestic partnerships is widespread. It is
also unjust and merits further attention.

Defining and Authenticating Relationships

California law recognizes that people who are not related by blood,
marriage, or adoption, but who are living together in the intimate and
mutual interdependence of a single home or household, may be consid-
ered a family*6 As with the foster parent-child relationship,37 or the step
Earent-child relationship,#8, the law does extend family rights and

enefits to unmarried couples in some situations. However, the State of
California does not have a uniform policy with respect to the rights and
responsibilities of unmarried couples. Legal principles regarding the
status of unmarried couples have developed on a piecemeal basis.

For example, unmarried couples have a constitutional right to live
together as a single family+9 But they are not automatically entitled to
the same rights and benefits as married couples.5¢ Although domestic
partners may acquire property rights during the course of their rela-
tionships, they cannot use the Family Law Court to mediate disputes
which often arise when they separate. Instead, they must take their
controversies to Civil Court — the same as would business partners.s!In
some situations the state specifically refuses to extend so-called ““family
benefits” to nonmarital couples,52 while in other situations such bene-
fits are allowed.53

Two practical problems must be solved before family benefits can be
extended to unmarried couples on a larger scale.54 The first issue is that
of definition, determining which relationships qualify for family bene-
fits and which do not. The second is authentication — giving the public
notice as to what proof will be required to show that any given rela-
tionship qualifies under the chosen definition. Family law specialist
Roberta Achtenberg addressed these issues at the public hearings
conducted by the Task Force:55

Now, when you talk about developing criteria for the
definition of “family™ people say, ““Theres no way to
know. You want the city to be involved in trying to figure
out which are legitimate and which are not legitimate
relationships?” In terms of the way you analyze this prob-
lem ... (0] believe the criteria mIl vary, depending on
the . . . issues being addressed.

If we’re talking about family library privileges, for exam-
ple, we’re talking about something that doesn’t cost the
city money and where presumably it would be equally as
legitimate for me to be able to designate someone who
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would be entitled to what we often call a spouse-related
rivilege. I should be able to designate someone who the

rarian would have identif{ing information about and
who is probably no more likely to steal library books than
my spouse would be if, in fact, he were someone of the
opposite sex and I were married to him. So, if you are
talking about library privileges, we don’t have to have a lot
of criteria about whether or not people live together in the
same household and the like — it% just not relevant to
whether or not you extend library privileges to the
employee and his or her family partner.

2

On the other hand, if you’re talking about benefits that
have a large price tag attached to them, and which places
the City as an employer in some position of risk — like
health benefits, for example — then you do need guaran-
tees against something called ‘‘adverse selection.” Let me
say that I do believe that it is possible to develop legitimate
criteria that both include established, stable, nonmarital
family relationships by definition and do protect the City
as employer or the insurer or whomever we’re talking
about against the problems of adverse selection. And it
has been demonstrated. [Los Angeles] would not be the
first entity — if you were to adopt a recommendation for
the city as employer to provide health care benefits fo its
employees and its employees’ family partners as well as to
its employees’ spouses — you would not be the first entity
to do something like that. Certainly you could look to the
experience of other entities to see how it is they avoided
problems like adverse selection. There are a number of
successful programs in operation now. You don’t have to
reinvent the wheel and there are a number of ways of
insuring against people choosing someone merely
because they need the benefit rather than appointing
someone who is in fact their family partner.

The flexibility suggested by Ms. Achtenberg is consistent with the
approach adopted by existing state law. The criteria and proof required
under present law usually depends on the financial interests at stake.
Stricter criteria are used as the financial risk increases to a third party,
such as the government or an employer. When nonfinancial interests are
at stake, the couples are permitted to deem themselves a ““family”
without undue restriction by the state. For example, unmarried couples
are afforded an absolute right to live in a single family residential
area.56 They also have the absolute right — without regard to their
living arrangements — to designate each other as ‘““next of kin” for

urposes of rendering consent in a medical emergency:57 On the other
Kand, when financial interests are implicated, the state may insist that
some indicia of a family relationship exist. For example, the couple must
reside in the same household before the state government will afford a
state employee paid bereavement leave upon the death of a nonmarital

artner.58 To obtain workers compensation survivor benefits even more
1s required. Survivors must prove not only that they resided with a
worker at the date of death, Eut also that they were at least partially
dependent upon the worker.5? Again, stricter criteria are used to screen
family partners as the financial risk to a third party increases.

Several years ago, a state commission recognized the need for govern-
ment to develop methods of authenticating nonmarital and nonblood
family relationships in order for unmarried couples and their depen-



Health Care. Health care becomes, at least some time during a long-
term relationship, a major concern to domestic partners. As a result of
its examination of this critical area, the Task Force found that the law
has progressed in many ways to eliminate discrimination against unmar-
ried couples in medical or mental health care settings.

When one partner is hospitalized, will the medical facility grant the
other partner the same tﬁe of visiting privileges granted a spouse? If
one partner is temporarily incapacitated, w&l the other partner be
treated as next-of-kin for purposes of medical decision-making as would
a spouse or blood relative? If the couple has executed a durable power of
attorney for health care, then the answer to these questions is yes; under
these circumstances, domestic partners are treated no differently than
are married couples or blood relatives.??

Under other circumstances, treatment is not the same. If one or both
partners have a need to live for extended periods of time in skilled
nursing, continuing care, or community care facilities, they often find
that these facilities develop ways to accommodate the intimate needs of
spouses but not domestic partners. For example, spouses may be allowed

rivate conjugal visits when the other spouse is institutionalized. A
souble bed may be provided when both spouses are hospitalized.

Several years ago, the California Commission on Personal Privacy
studied these issues and recommended revisions in several state regula-
tions to protect the freedom of intimate association of adult residents of
health care facilities. The Task Force agrees. Further, the utility of such
intimate association can be great; the love, touching, and intimacy of
one’ partner-in-life may be important factors in renewing one sense of
well-being, ones determination to fight, ones connection with the
outside world, and, in some cases, one’ will to live. To the extent such
rights as conjugal visits or shared sleeping arrangements are afforded
married couples, they should, therefore, also be extended to domestic
partners. The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the state
departments of Health Services, Social Services, and Mental Health
promulgate regulations amending Title 22 of the California Admin-
istrative Code to prohibit discrimination based on marital status and
sexual orientation in connection with conjugal visits or shared sleeping
quarters for adults in licensed health care facilities.

Discounts for Consumer Couples, Business establishments,
such as credit card companies, travel clubs, car rental companies, or
health clubs, often provide price discounts to married couples. For
example, Holiday Spa Health Club, which runs facilities in several areas
of Los Angeles, has four basic membership programs, including a
financially advantageous *hushand/wife option.” An unmarried couple
would pay $207 more than would a married couple, given current
rates.” Such pricing disparity appears to be a form of marital status
discrimination.

The Automobile Club of Southern California (AAA) presents another
example. The club provides a wide range of services to its members,
including road service, free maps, travel advice, free travelers checks,
and license renewal services. Basic membership is $34 per year, and a
member’ spouse can join as an associate member for an additional
yearl{'1 $12. Under the clubs by-laws, two unmarried adults living
together must pay two master memberships, or $68 per year.® Last year,
as the result of input from members, the club formed an internal
management task l}:)rce to review membership practices with a view
toward possible reform.80
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California’s Unruh Civil Rights Act prohibits any form of arbitrary
discrimination by any business that provides goods, services, or accom-
modations to the public.®! Granting discounts to married consumers
while denying them to unmarried consumers appears to be arbitrary
discrimination. The Task Force recommends that business establish-
ments discontinue the practice of extending consumer discounts on the
basis of marital status. The Task Force also recommends that the City
Council request an opinion from the City Attorney regarding the
legality of such pricing disparity under current municipal and state
civil rights laws that prohibit marital status and sexual orientation
discrimination. If current law prohibits businesses from extending
discounts to consumer couples on the basis of their marital status, then
associations such as the Chamber of Commerce should educate mem-
bers regarding their obligations under the law. If such pricing practices
are not presently illegal, then the City Council should adopt an ordi-
nance to prohibit such discrimination by businesses operating in the
City of Los Angeles. Of course, businesses would be free to continue
general discounts such as ““two-for-the-price-of-one,” so long as any two
consumers would qualify regardless of marital or cohabitation status.

Victim and Survivor R.iﬁhts. While the law often gives crime
victims and their families civil recourse against wrongdoers, serious
Faps in the law have the effect of excludi.u?l certain families from the
egal process. A few examples demonstrate the inequities.

If a drunk driver runs into a married pedestrian, causing severe
injuries, including irreversible paralysis from the waist down, the rela-
tionship of the husband with hs wife would be altered dramatically in
many ways, from financially, to socially, to sexually. Under such circum-
stances, the husband orwi.t)é can sue for his direct damages, and the law
allows the other spouse to recover for the injury to the relationship, so.
called ““loss of consortium.” Notwithstanding the importance of the
victim} r(iights movement, this remedy has not yet been extended to
unmarried couples who are living in a “stable and significant rela-
tionship.”82 Public policy should not favor the drunk driver over domes-
tic partners who are victimized by the driver’ negligence.

If a drunk driver strikes a pedestrian whose sibling witnesses the
event, that sibling, emotionally traumatized by the experience, could
sue the drunk driver for “neg{iﬁ:nt infliction of emotional distress,”
based on the closeness of the relationship with the injured person. A
spouse can also recover under this theory. However, no matter how long
they have lived together and no matter how close the relationship,
neither an unmarried heterosexual couple,33 nor a homosexual cou-
ple,34 have such redress.

Finally, if the home of a m interracial married couple is fire.
bombed by a racist neighbor, killing the husband or wife, the law allows
the surviving spouse to sue the wrongdoer for ““wrongful death.” He or
she can recover damages for loss of companionship 1n addition to lost
wages the deceased partner would have contributed to the relationship
over the years. If the victimized couple was comprised of two men who
had lived together as domestic partners for ten years, given the same
facts, the survivor could not sue the arsonist for wrongful death; unmar-
ried couples are not within the class of persons who may bring wrongful
death actions.8s Public policy should not favor the perpetrator of a hate
crime over the victim’ surviving domestic partner.

The Task Force on Family Diversity has noted the irrational inequity
that results when cohabiting adults living in stable and significant



dents to fully participate in family rights and responsibilities.s0 Ulti-
mately, the answer may rest in the adoption of a Domestic Partnership
Act by the State of California, and, perhaps, a Uniform Domestic
Partnership Act by states generally Until a comprehensive policy is
adopted delineating the rights and responsibilities of domestic part-
ners, experimentation with different criteria and proof is continuing at
the municipal level of government, in private employment, and with
labor unions.

Eradicating Discrimination

The Task Force finds that the family as an institution functions to
provide to its members important societal values, economic stability,
and emotional and psychological bonds, all of which benefit the entire
community. For these and other reasons, society needs to promote and
encourage the formation of long-term committed relationships.6! Dis-
crimination against those in domestic partnerships has the contrary
effect, and such discrimination should be discouraged and, ultimately,
eradicated.

Although several recommendations concerning domestic partners
are directed to the City of Los Angeles, the Task Force on Family
Diversity is mindful that most reforms affecting these families must
occur at the state level, through either legislation, judicial decisions, or
administrative regulations. Tﬁe Task Force recommends that the Legis-
lature’s Joint Select Task Force on the Changing Family recognize the
diversity in the relationships of contemporary couples, whether married
or unmarried, and suggest ways in which the state can strengthen these
important family bonds.

Employee Benefits. Several municipalities have adopted mea-
sures in recent years to extend benefits to employees and their domestic
partners. The Task Force team on Employee Benefits surveyed some of
these plans.52 A comprehensive study was recently conducted by the
American Civil Liberties Union.63

The A.C.L.U. study revealed that some employers and insurance
companies provide economic benefits, such as health or dental cover-
age, to employees and their domestic partners.$¢ For example, the
National Qrganization of Women holds a iroup policy with Consumer’
United which requires 90 days of cohabitation before a partner is
covered. The American Psycho{ogical Association offers domestic part-
nership coverage through Liberty Mutual which has a one-year
cohabitation requirement. The City of Berkeley has provided employees
with health and dental coverage for domestic partners since 1984. About
6% of the city’ 1,300 employees participate in this coverage. Cohabita-
tion, plus ot];er indicia of mutual family responsibilities, must be
demonstrated under the Berkeley plan. Blue Cross underwrites domes-
tic partner medical coverage for employees of the Berkeley Unified
School District. A self-insured domestic partner benefit plan is operat-
ing in the City of Santa Cruz, California.

The A.C.L.U. also reported that several small employers who could
not offer group coverage to domestic partners overcame this obstacle by
purchasing individual health or dental policies for the family partners
of their employees.s5 Other employers, such as the State of California,
the City of West Hollywood, and the Service Employment International
Union, provide *“noneconomic benefits” such as sick leave, bereave-
ment leave, and parental leave to employees and their domestic part-
ners.66
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For a number of other cities and unions, an examination of domestic
partnership benefits is reported to be *“in process.”6? In New York City,
such benetits are being sought by employees at New York’s Museum of
Modern Art, by the Communication Workers of America (CWA) AFL-
CIO Local 1180, and the American Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees, District Council 37. In Philadelphia, the execu-
tive board of the Federation of Teachers has approvedp a resolution to
seek domestic partnership benefits in upcoming negotiations with the
school system.s8 In Madison, Wisconsin, the Institute for Social Legisla-
tion has been %';ndminan Alternative Families Ordinance through city
government. The ordinance’ definition of family partner includes a
mutual support clause and a six month cohabitation requirement. Two
proposals are being considered by the San Francisco Board of Super-
Visors.

The Task Force on Family Diversity commends those employers,
unions, and insurance companies who currently offer domestic part-
nership benefits, as well as those who have iitiated negotiations
intended to achieve more equitable treatment of domestic partners. The
Task Force recommends that public and private employers, unions, and
insurance companies in Los Angeles phase such coverage into employee
benefits programs for local workers.

S|]Jeciﬁc pr(:Kosals regarding domestic partnership benefits for
employees of the City of Los Angeles are found elsewhere in this
report.s?

Housing. State law prohibits discrimination against unmarried
couples in public housing,70 Fair housing statutes also prohibit private
landlords ¥rom diseriminating against cohabiting couples.” Addi-
tionally, a local ordinance makes such discrimination against same-sex
couples illegal in the City of Los Angeles.?

Despite the existence of such fair housing laws, landlords continue to
discriminate against unmarried couples. In the San Fernando Valley, for
instance, discrimination against unmarried couples is reported to be
the third highest type of fair housing complaints.”s

Housing discrimination of this sort can be reduced through the
education of both consumers and landlords and through aggressive
enforcement of fair housing laws. The Task Force on Family Diversity
recommends that literature prepared by, and educational programs
conducted by, the state Department of Fair Employment and Housing
and local fair housing councils specifically mention that state laws
prohibit housing discrimination against unmarried couples. The Task
Force also recommends that the Los Angeles Apartment Owners Asso-
ciation periodically communicate this message to their members.

Insurance. The Task Force examined the problems experienced by
unmarried couples because of discriminatory insurance practices. For
example, unmarried couples are often required to pay double what
married couples pay for the same coverage, especially in the areas of
auto, homeowners, and renters insurance.’ Some life insurance com-
Eanies refuse to allow policy holders to desi?nate a domestic partner as

eneficiary?s Often underlying these problems are inherent ambigu.
ities in the law as to the extent to which insurance companies may
engage in such discrimination.

The subject of insurance and specific recommendations to deal with
lifestyle discrimination are addressed elsewhere in this report.6



relationships are legally ineligible to sue wrongdoers for loss of consor-
tium, negligent infliction of emotional distress and wrongful death. The
Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the Joint Select Task
Force on the Changing Family bring this inequity to the attention of the
Legislature so that rights of domestic partners as victims and survivors
may be more adequately protected by California law.

Marriage Penalties. Despite the professed public policy promot-
ing the establishment of marital relationships, for some segments of the
population — particularly disabled adults and elderly widows or wid-
owers — sign.igcant disincentives to marriage exist, so-called “mar-
riage penalties.”

Often an elderly widow or widower receives survivor benefits from
social security or pension plans based on the deceased spouse’ earnings
during the marriage. If the survivor finds a new mate and falls in love,
remarriage may be economically unfeasible because of the rule ending
survivor benefits upon remarriage. Thus, out of economic necessity,
many seniors cohabit with, but never marry, their new mates. Recogniz-
ing this reality, the Legislature hag taken steps to protect the rigﬁltu:f
unmarried elders to cohabit together in dwelling units reserved for
seniors.86

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the Joint Select
Task Force on the Changing thnf; review the legal and economic
barriers that impede elderly widows or widowers from remarrying. The
decision of seniors to live in unmarried cohabitation instead of mar-
riage should be founded upon free choice rather than coerced economic
necessity. The California Legislature might enact a *“Vesper Marriage
Act” to cure this problem.87

Disabled adults are economically penalized whether they marry or
whether they merely cohabit with a person of the opposite sex. Builging
upon testimony provided to the Task Force on this subject,88 the Team
on Disability Issues addressed the problem of marriage disincentives in
its report:8?

Many Los Angeles residents with disabilities rely on gov-
ernment aid programs to help them meet basic survival
needs. Four of the most commonly used programs are: (1)
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) — Social Security
cost-of-living payments for people who are too disabled to
work (funded by state and federal sources); (2) In Home
Supportive Services (IHSS) — funding administered
through the county for personal attendant services; (3)
MediCal — state health-care funding; and (4) Section 8
Rent Subsidy — supplemental rent funding available
under the Aftercare Program (federally funded and
county administered).

Eligiblity for these programs is determined through
means testing, that is, the determination of the applicant
income and resources. Unfortunately, when a disabled
person gets married, all of the income and resources of the
spouse are ‘““deemed” available to the disabled spouse.
This immediately raises the officially determined means
level of the disabled person, resulting in funding cuts or
even termination of benefits. In essence, this procedure
imposes a harsh penalty on any financially solvent person
who falls in love with and wishes to marry a disabled
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person. As it stands, the law requires both partners to give
up their means of financial security so they may sink
together (and possibly with their families) into poverty.
This brutal practice transforms marriage into the
assumption of a burden.

Sadly, this law destroys the Fossihility of a much brighter
and pragmatic alternative, for it is a widely known fact of
medicine and sociology that people who are part of a love
relationship or family tend to live longer and are healthier
throughout life. . .. The laws regartgiing benefit eligibil-
ity and deeming are vicious because instead of squlortin
the possibility of increased independence, p ysictﬁ
healli and emotional well-being for disabled people, they
insure poverty, isolation, and demoralization. . . .

Consequently, people with disabilities and their loved
ones suffer greatly. In some cases, the individuals involved
try to iﬁnore religious convictions and values about mar-
riage, deciding to live together unmarried. Needless to
say, this often puts another strain on an already challeng.
ing commitment. Also, it does not solve the difficulty, in
that the law allows such couples to be considered married
in practice if not by law, if they hold themselves out to the
community as husband and wife. In other cases, couples
marry but keep it a secret. Such couples are not only
deprived of the social and emotional benefits of express-
ing their marital commitment openly, but they also must
live in realistic fear of exposure and severe financial
penalty for their dece‘ption. These stresses threaten hap-
piness and integrity of countless relationships.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the Legisla-
ture’s Joint Select Task Force on the Changing Family study the issue of
marriage penalties for disabled people, finding ways to e{i.minate dis-
crimination against cohabiting disabled couples and remove economic
disincentives that discourage disabled persons and their mates from
marrying.

DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP FAMILIES:
RECOMMENDATIONS

8L The Task Force recommends that the Legislature’ Joint Select
Task Force on the Changing Family recognize the diversity in the
relationships of contem orarl{‘couples, wheﬁ:];: married or unmarried,
and suEgest ways in wﬁich e state can strengthen these important

family bonds.

82. The Task Force recommends that public and private employers,
unions, and insurance companies in Los An!;seles phase domestic rart-
neril}ip coverage into the employee benefits programs of the local
workforce.

83. The Task Force recommends that literature prepared by, and
educational programs conducted by, the state Department of Fair
Employment and Housing and local fair housing councils specifically
mention that state laws prohibit housing discrimination against unmar-
ried couples. The Task Force also recommends that the Los Angeles
Apartment Owners Association periodically communicate this message
to their members.



84. The Task Force recommends that the state departments of
Health Services, Social Services, and Mental Health promulgate regula-
tions amending Title 22 of the California Administrative Code to
prohibit discrimination based on marital status and sexual orientation
1n connection with conjugal visits or shared sleeping quarters for adults
in licensed health care facilities.

85. The Task Force recommends that business establishments dis-
continue the practice of extending consumer discounts on the basis of
marital status. The Task Force also recommends that the City Council
request an opinion from the City Attorney regarding the legality of such
pricing disparity under current municipal and state civil rights laws
that prohibit marital status and sexual orientation discrimination. If
current law prohibits businesses from extending discounts to consumer
couples on the basis of their marital status, then associations such as the
Chamber of Commerce should educate members regarding their obli-

tions under the law. If such pricing practices are not presently illegal,
then the City Council should adopt an ordinance to prohiﬁit such
discrimination by businesses operating in the City of Los Angeles.

86. The Task Force recommends that the Joint Select Task Force on
the Changing Family study and propose revisions in laws regulatin
causes of action based on wrongi death, loss of consortium, an
negligent infliction of emotional distress, so that the rights of domestic

artners as victims and survivors may be more adequately and equita-
Ely protected by California law.

87. The Task Force recommends that the Joint Select Task Force on
the Changing Family review legal and economic barriers that impede
elderly widows or widowers from remarrying. The decision of seniors to
live in unmarried cohabitation instead of marriage should be founded in
free choice rather than ceerced economic necessity. The California
Legislature might enact a *““Vesper Marriage Act” to cure this problem.

88. The Task Force recommends that the Legislature’ Joint Select
Task Force on the Changing Family study the issue of marriage penal-
ties for disabled people, finding ways to eliminate discrimination
against cohabiting disabled couples and remove economic disincentives
that discourage disabled persons and their mates from marrying.
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IMMIGRANT FAMILIES

Sometimes called the “new Ellis Island,” the City of Los Angeles
becomes home to more than half of all immigrants arriving in Califor-
nia each year.! Most of these immigrants come without proper documen-
tation.2 About 74% of recent immigrants from Mexico and about 54%
of recent non-Mexican immigrants to Los Angeles are not registered
with the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service.3 However, lawful
immigiration to Los Angeles is also sizeable. Each month, an average of
3,000 legal immigrants — most from Mexico, the Philippines, Korea,
and Iran land at Los Angeles International Airport.+

One researcher has estimated that among recent immigrants to the
state, about 30% are Latino, and more than 40% have come from Asian
countries.

Although the citys Latino population is diverse, about 80% Los
A.n?eles Latinos are of Mexican decent.5 Other countries of origin
include Cuba, Puerto Rico, El Salvador, Dominican Republie, Colum-
bia and Venezuela.

The city’s Asian population is also diverse. About 25% of local Asians
have Japanese origin, 209% have Filipino roots, 20% are of Chinese
heritage, and about 8% are Vietnamese.”

A large number of immigrants are successful in assimilating or
learning how to balance the oFdrtraditions in a new cultural context. The
old traditions often emphasize the values of interdependence and
harmony, while life in the United States is often exemplified by rugged
individuality, independence, and competition. Many immigrant fami-
lies lack the resources, support systems, and education necessary for a
smooth transition.

Even with the diversity among immigrant families, many of the
problems faced by such families are the same or similar. In this section
of the report, the Task Force briefly explores some of those problems.8

Cultural Differences

The Task Force notes that a degree of cultural adaptation is necessary
for immigrants desiring to live in consonance with the mainstream life
in their new home. Such adaptation may be very difficult for many
reasons; sometimes notably for Asian families, the old discipline and
the new freedom appear irreconcilable, especially in the context of the
economic realities,

For example, traditional Korean families often consist of three gener-
ations, with elders and children cared for by the wife of the familys male
income producer. In such an arrangement, obviously, the wife stays at
home. Once in California, Korean families find that apartments are
seldom large enough to accommodate three generations. Many women
must give up the traditional home/caregiver role for out-of-home jobs
that are necessary for the family’s economic security, thus making care
for elders an extra burden. Rifts often develop between easily adaptable
and assimilated children and their more tradition-protecting parents
and grandparents.

For some, these cultural conflicts — putting old discipline against
new freedom, youth against elders, traditional family roles against the
need for economic security — can lead to intra-familial strife, self-
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identity crises, divorce, drug dependency, child and elder abuse, and
even youth gangs.

The same problems — generational rifts, culturally appropriate
housing, caring for elderly dependents, and educating cﬂildren to
balance disciplined tradition m51 new-found freedom — are replicated
among many immigrant communities, always in the context of severe
language and communication barriers. Ms. Irene Kwan-Chu, represent-
ing the Chinatown Services Center and the Asian/Pacific Planning
Council, provided the Task Force with an excellent overview of the needs
of Asian/Pacific immigrant families.? She surveyed leaders within the
five major Asian communities in Los Angeles — Japanese, Chinese,
Korean, Filipino, and Southeast Asian — and reported on eight com-
mon areas of need:1

The first one was in cultural conflict in immigrant adjust-
ment. Whereas the Asian Pacific values, such as family,
stresses interdependence and maintenance of harmony,
their newly adopted homeland in the U.S. stresses indi-
viduality, independence, and competition, thereby caus-
ing some problems for families in adapting to this new
culture. ...

The second problem that faces them are intergenerational
conflicts. Many of the families — with children usually
adopting the new values at a much faster rate than the
parents — have conflicts in communications. ... Many
of these problems result in the disengaging of the family
unit. ...

The third problem that faces this community is marital
conflicts and domestic violence. As more stresses are
placed on the family, marital disharmony and conflict
often arise. . ..

With all of these problems facing the immigrant family,
the number four problem is the emotional disorder that
faces a lot of these families. There is a great underutiliza-
tion of the mental health system because of the lack of
knowledge of the mental health system in the U.S., as well
as not enough culturally relevant services that are avail-
able to serve the Asian Pacific population.

A fifth problem is elderly support. When both husband
and wife must work in order to minimally provide for their
families, a lot of the elderly parents become burdensome
to the couple and their children. ... Many are not
eligible for government assistance, medical aid or hous-
ing, so they really do become a burden to the family.

The number six problem is child guidance or school
adjustment. Because of economic survival, many of the
immigrant parents must necessarily work very long hours
to meet their survival needs; therefore, their children go
unsupervised and without guidance. . . .

The number seven problem arises from the number six
problem, which is delinquency and youth gangs. . ..

The last problem . . . is substance abuse. From all the



above stated problems, a lot of times the youngsters take the easy way
out, which is to escape by going into the drugs.

Ms. Chu sll:ﬁﬁested several ways in which the city could help its
immigrant families:l

The city should study the needs, and research available
services currently in existence to deal with the immigrant
family problems. Secondly, document the needs unmet by
the city, private sources, and other concerned entities.
. . . Thirdly, encourage private/public partnership devel-
opment to address these problems. Number four, use the
community development block grant and other general
revenue administered by the city to search for ways to
fund organizations that serve the Asian Pacific groups.
Five, encourage the school system to develop a relevant
orientation in educational material to educate};)oth young-
sters and parents about the new culture and the new
system. Six, encourage the federal government to fund
more low-income and elderly housing in the various Asian
Pacific concentrated areas. Number seven, provide man-
datory cultural awareness training to all public service
employees and encourage the same in the private sector.
. . . Lastly; sponsor local legislation and encourage state
and federal governments to develop the same to protect
immigrant rights.

The individual immigrant communities often work to solve some of
these problems internally. For example, for Japanese immigrants living
in the downtown area, the Little Tokyo Services Center provides sem:-
nars on social security, Medi-Cal, Medicare, health issues, aging, and
le%al matters for the non-English speaking population. The Center also
helps families with disabled persons, including stroke victims and
developmentally disabled chiltfren. The need continues to be great for
translation of essential consumer and human services documents, eth-
nically-sensitive care for the elderly and disabled persons, and emer-
gency resources for families that are destitute or in crisis.

Other organizations helping immigrant communities include the
Asian/Paciﬁ%azll:oholism Cguuxllgci], the Asian/Pacific Planning Council,
the Child Abuse Prevention Assistance Project, the Filipino American
Services Center, the Chinatown Services Center, Su Casa Family Crisis
Support Center, Clinica Legal del Pueblo, El Centro de Accion Social,
El Gentro Community Mental Health Center, and the Community
Youth Gang Service Project, to name a few.

Those who enter the country as actual or de facto refugees — whether
from Indechina or from Central America — often experience additional
problems including a sustained period of grief and emotional
destabilization, much of which could be dissipated with appropriate
counseling and support systems. However, both economic ancf cugtural
barriers keep many from seeking or finding assistance. Again, the
communities themselves attack these problems to some extent at such
organizations as the Indochinese Counseling and Treatment Center.

Language and Discrimination
Michael Eng, co-chair of the Coalition for Harmony in Monterey

Park, addressed how the recently adopted “English Only” initiative is
likely to affect immigrant families in cities such as Los Angeles:12
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The impact I think will be threefold. I think there will be
resolutions, court challenges, and bills that will seek to
deny funds for bilingual services. ... There is also
Eoing to be litigation that will demand more funds for
iteracy programs for people who are bilingual or who are
not fluent in English. . . .

I think secondly, there will be tremendous psychological,
emotional and sociological fallout from the racial tensions
that gave rise to the E;ﬁlish-Only movement. Racial ten-
sionsg:urt families; racial tensions hurt children. . ..

Third, I think there will be the political implications that
immigrants or foreigners can be easy targets or
scapegoats during elections.

Mr. Engs first prediction has come to fruition. In October, 1987,
several public interest law groups filed suit against the Los Angeles
Unified School District seeking an injunction to force the district to
provide English classes to all non-Engfish-speakin adults who want to
take them.!3 The waiting list for English classes had reached an all time
high of 40,000 by the end of 1986. The waiting list was expected to
exceed 60,000 by the end of 1987. Despite the large numbers of
unserved immigrants, the district does accommodate over 200,600
adults in its English classes each year. Currently, more than half of the
districts $67 million annual adult education program is devoted to
En%l.ish classes for non-English speakers. Superior Court Judge Jerry
Fields refused to issue an injunction.

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that there are too few adult
English (ESL) classes available to city residents. With the passage of the
English-Only initiative, the voters have placed a lnﬁh priority on the
teaching of English. Elected officials should respond by allocating more
resources to erase the backlog of the thousands of adults who are on
waiting lists for ESL classes. The Task Force recommends that the City
Council give priority to this issue by insuring that more community
block grant funds are awarded to privately operated ESL programs. The
Task Force also recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution
urging the Board of Education to allocate more resources to the school
district’s adult ESL program.

The second concern expressed by Mr. Eng — increased anti-immi-
grant prejudice — also has become a reality in Los Angeles in recent
years. Four years ago, the Los Angeles County Human Relations Com-
mission reported an increase in anti-Asian vandalism and violence in
the county, noting that recent Asian immigrants and refugees were more
likely to suffer discrimination and bigotry than Asians who have lived
here longer, primarily due to language and cultural differences.’s In
1986, the Commission reported a 400% increase in racially motivated
violence over the previous year, with about 25% of the incidents being
directed against Asian/Pacific Americans.!6

Hate violence is a problem not only for the immigrant community,
but for many minority communities in the city. The Task Force recom-
mends that the City Commission on Human Relations investigate the
problem of hate violence and submit a report to the City Council and
the Mayor outlinivnf what role city officials and agencies can play in
eradicating this evi



Documentation and Amnesty

Stewart Kwoh, Legal Director of the Asian/Pacific American Legal
Center, estimated that the Asian Pacific population in the City of Los
Angeles is about 400,000 strong.? About 25% of this community are
undocumented.!® Only10% of the undocumented Asians will quality for
amnesty under the provisions of the Immigration Reform and Control
Act of 1986. Even in situations where an undocumented resident does
qualify, there will be reluctance to apply for amnesty because of the
possibility that other family members will not qualify. Mr. Kwoh
explained that in many Asian immigrant families, some members
qualify for amnesty while others do not. He cautioned:1®

Indeed, the effect on the family will be most severe
because many families, legally speaking, will be split
apart and there will be a major question as to whether even
the one who qualifies should attempt to legalize because of
possible exposure of the whole family.

The fear that the amnesty program will cause families to split up has
been expressed by numerous community activists, religious leaders and
elected officials. A survey of 50 private groups counseling potential
amnesty applicants conducted by the National Asseciation of Latino
Elected and Appointed Officials confirmed that many people are wor-
ried about family unity20 The Mexican American Legal Defense and
Education Fund has called for the Immigration and Naturalization
Service to issue a national policy on family reunification.2 INS Com-
missioner Alan C. Nelson initially resisted adopting such a national
policy, insisting that regional officials would consider family separations
on “a case by case bass.”22

Contending that 30% or more of the applicants for amnesty face the
rospect of family separation when they a}}gly, Roman Catholic Arch-
Eishop Roger Mahony urged immigration officials to adopt a “human-
itarian approach” in dealing with the issue.23 Archbishop Makony and
about 100 priests and nuns from the Los Angeles Archdiocese called
uPon INS Western Regional Director Harold Ezell to defer deportation
of immediate family members who do not quality for amnesty or to
grant them extended voluntary departure, a special status that would
allow them to remain in the country2+ Last September, Los Angeles
district director Ernest Gustafson granted a short extension in the first
family separation case that came to his attention.2s

Assemblywoman Lucille Roybal-Allard, chairperson of the Assembly
Labor and Emtﬁloyment Committee’s subcommittee on Immigration,
proposed that the Legislature adopt a resolution urging Congress and
the President to clarijg;S the intent of the 1986 Immigration Reform and
Control act to ensure against the breakup of family members who are
seeking legal residency. In addition, the resolution urﬁed the INS to
defer (feportations for family members of amnesty applicants pending
such clarification.26

Apparently responding to mounting pressure, last October the INS
issues guidelines designed to keep famiﬂes from being separated under
the amnesty law2? The guidelines call for administrators to exercise
some discretion in allowing disabled or ill spouses not eligible for
amnesty to stay in the countn(-{ with their husbands or wives who are
eliﬁble. The guidelines would also allow ineligible children to stay if
both parents qualify under the law. Several members of Congress
criticized the guidelines and proposed their expansion so that children
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could remain in the United States even if only one parent qualifies for
amnesty. The Task Force on Family Diversity agrees with this sug.
gestion. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Council
adopt a resolution urging the INS to expand its family unity guidelines
so that all children of immigrant families are allowex to remain in the
country even if only one of their parents is qualified for amnesty under
the Immigration Reform and Control Act 0?1;986.

Housing

A housing regulation proposed by the federal Department of Housing
and Urban Development would have a major impact on immigrant
families.28 Under trle regulation, the federal government would den
rent subsidies to any family that cannot prove that each householg
member is a lawful resident of the United States.2% A lawsuit filed in
federal court to stop the regulation estimates that 500,000 families
nationwide live in federally subsidized housing with an undecumented
family member.30 The lawsuit predicts that families in Los Angeles will
suffer the most if the rule is enforced.3!

The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that this federal regulation
is overly punitive. There are less drastic alternatives available to the
government. For example, those not eligile because of their undocu-
mented status could pay their pro-rata share. That is what happens with
food stamps when parents are not citizens and the children are. The
Task Force recommends that the City Attorney monitor the progress of
this litigation. If the case is appealed, the City Council shoulg authorize
the City Attorney to file a friend-of-the-court Krief in the appellate court
challenging the regulation.

According to the Bureau of Census, approximately 83% of recent
immigrants settled in Los Angeles county32 Of these, one percent were
Black, 24% were non-Hispanic Whites, 32% Asian, and 43% His-
{)anic.33 Of all immigrant households with five or more persons per
tousehold, 86% were Hispanic or Asian.34

The census also found that only 17% of recent immigrants to the Los
Angeles area were homeowners and the other 83% were renters. These
figures were significantly different from the total number of non-
immigrant owners and renters, which were 43% and 47% respec-
tively3s

Both of these factors — size of household and type of housing —
significantly impact the immigrant family. In the 1984 Southern Califor-
nia Associaton of Government (SCAG) report, researchers found
that . . . about15% of all households living in overcrowded conditions
were recent immigrants — mostly Hispanic and Asian — althouﬁjl:
recent immigrants made up only 3% of the regions households. Over:
449 of recent immigrant households were overcrowded compared with
8% for households in general.3¢

Hispanics were three times more likely to live in overcrowded condi-
tions than the other minority groups, and 15 times more likely than
Anglos.37

Education3s
According t0 1980 data, the Los Angeles Unified School District was

able to identify more than 80 different languages spoken within its
student body. Spanish, Asian languages, and Armenian are the most



prominent languages spoken by students. Five percent of the total
student population is comprised of immigrant children. Of these, more
than 49% are Latino, 36% are Asian, 13% are non-Hispanic White, and
about one percent are Black.

Today, the Los Angeles public school system is comprised of 56%
Latino students and 8.29% Asian students, many of whom are children of
recent immigrants.

As in the housing issue, overcrowding in inner city, minority domi-
nated schools in Los Angeles contrasts with declining enrollments in
outlying communities.

Adult education is also an issue for the immigrant family. Although
only 37% of the immigrant population has completed a secondary
education, and 56% o?recent adult immigrants are not fluent in
English, the demand for adult English education classes within the
public school system has reached an unprecedented high.

Contrary to public opinion, immigrant families view education as a
key to their occupational and social progress. For example, studies have
shown nationwide that Latino immigrants are switching to English at
about the same rate as German, Italian, and Polish immigrants who
preceded them to the United States, and that the language shift is
occurring faster among Hispanic origin youth than in previous eras.
Nationwide, data on reading scores has shown increases competence
among Latino school children since 1975.

According to the SCAG report, the following factors are current
barriers in t%le educational process of immigrants: (1) a high level of
overcrowding in inner city, minority dominated schools in Los Angeles
which has contributed to a high dropout rate of 50%, particularly
among students of Mexican origin; (2) a low number of English as a
Second Language (ESL) classes for both adults and students; and (3)
lack of suffictent funding of bilingual educational programs.

City Task Force on Immigration

On February 7, 1986, the City Council established the Los Angeles
City Task Force on Immigration.3? The Task Force is comprised of one
member from each council district. The City Council requested the task
force to address “the City’s problems due to an increasing number of
residents from a multitude of backgrounds into a way of life that

ands the social and economic opportunities and well being for

.40 The mandate of the task force is to review issues of housing,
health and welfare, employment, education, law enforcement, and inter-
governmental cooperation.! The task force was directed to *“develop a
comprehensive immigration policy for the City of Los Angeles and
report its findings and recommendations to the City Council.”42

The City Task Force on Immigration initially held meetings once a
month during May through August, 1986. Virtually all members were
present during the first three meetings,*3 but then participation
decreased until a bare quorum was present when the task force adopted
its Interim Report on March 27,1987.44 The Interim Report was submit-
ted to the City Council on April 10,1987.

The Interim Report was referred to the City Councils Grants, Hous-
ing, and Commumty Development Committee for review, and there has
been no further action since then.
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The Task Force on Family Diversity finds that the needs of immi-
grants living in Los Angeles are not being adequately addressed by the
City Task Force on Immigration as it is presen y constituted. Account-
ability and diversity of membership is lacking since there is no central
appointing authority. The function intended for the immigration task
force is a laudable and important one. However, the mechanism created
to fulfill the function needs reorganization. The Task Force on Family
Diversity recommends that the City Council reconstitute the Task Force
on Immigration, making the following changes: (1) the task force should
have a limited life:gyan, with a sunset clause dishanding the task force
by June, 1989; (2) the task force should consist of 15 members; (3) each
council member should nominate potential task force members; and (4)
since immigration problems are intergovernmental in nature, the
authority to appoint members to the task force should be vested in the
councils Intergovernmental Relations Committee. The Task Force on
Family Diversity further recommends that before formulating a compre-
hensive immigration policy for the city, the newly constituted Task Force
on Immigration review relevant sections of this report as well as various
background papers dealing with immigrant issues contained in the
public hearing transcript and supplements to this report.

IMMIGRANT FAMILIES:
RECOMMENDATIONS

89. The Task Force recommends that the City Attorney monitor the
case of Yolano-Donelley Tenant Association v. Secretary of H.U.D.
(federal district court number 86-0846), in which federal housing reg-
ulations (51 Fed. Reg. 11198) propose to end rent subsidies to households
which cannot prove that all household members are documented resi-
dents. If the case is appealed, the City Council should authorize the Cit
Attorney to file a friend-of-the-court brief in the appellate court chal-
lenging the regulation as overly broad and unnecessarily punitive.

90. The Task Force recommends that the City Council give priority
to the shortage of adult English classes, by insuring that more commu-
nity block grant funds are awarded to privately operated ESL programs.
It is also recommended that the City Council adopt a resolution urging
the Board of Education of the Los Angeles Unified School District to
allocate more resources to the district’ adult ESL program.

9L The Task Force recommends that the City Commission on
Human Relations investigate the problem of hate violence and submit a
report to the City Council and the Mayor outlining what actions city
ofgcials and agencies can take to more effectively eradicate this behavior.

92. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Council
adopt a resolution urging the INS to expand its family unity guidelines
so that all children o?'n igrant families are allowed to remain in the
country even if only one of tﬁeir parents is qualified for amnesty under

the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986.

93. The Task Force recommends that the City Council reorganize
the City Task Force on Immigration in the following ways: () there
should be a limited lifespan, with a sunset clause disbanding the task
force by June, 1989; (2) tﬁe task force should consist of 15 members; (3)
each council member should nominate potential task force members;
and (4) since immigration problems are intergovernmental in nature,
the authority to appoint members to the task force should be vested in
the councils Intergovernmental Relations Committee. It is further
recommended that before it formulates a comprehensive immigration



policy for the city, the newly constituted Task Force on Immigration

should review relevant sections of this report, as well as various back-

Eround papers dealing with immigrant issues contained in the public
earing transcript and supplements to this report.
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INSTITUTIONAL INFLUENCES

Family life is influenced by institutional forces. Media, religion, and

overnment are three major institutions which profoundly affect fami-

Ees. The study conducted by the Task Force has revealed numerous ways
in which these institutions have had an impact on families.
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MEDIA

The print media, television and radio broadcasters, and the film
industry all affect families in very significant ways. With its limited time
span and resources, the Task Force on Family Diversity was not able to
study each media form in depth. It concentrated primarily on television
because the impact of television on families appears to be significantly
greater than that of any other single media form.

Print Media

Nationally, the Task Force has noted the emergence of a variety of
non-traditional family magazines during the past two years. Publishers,
aware of public interest in the many aspects ogfamily now produce such
periodicals as Parenting, Fathers, Child, Children, and Grandparents}

Locally, the Task Force has been impressed with excellent reportin,
by the Los Angeles Times on issues of concern to families. Scores o
such articles are cited in the notes to most sections and chapters of this
report. The Task Force commends the Los Angeles Times for continuing
excellence in the coverage of family issues.

Television and Families

Building on student research,? testimony presented at public hear-
ings,3 andg a team report on this subject, the Task Force bases its
recommendations concerning television and families on three major
contentions:

() Media, specifically commercial television, is a powerful
and pervasive force in our society;

(2) Portrayal of family diversity — variable family groups
such as singlg?p}arent families, foster families, unmarzie%n::o}t)l-
ples, gay or lesbian couples, families with senior or disabled
members, or families of color — has improved, but is still lacking
in quantity and quality on commercial television; and

(3) As the city of origin for most television shows, the City of
Los Angeles is uniquely situated to take an active and respensi-
ble role in working with the media.

The Power and Pervasiveness of Television. Twenty years ago
writing about the influence of television was a simple task; television
had not yet achieved its complex integration into all aspects of our lives
and culture. The pervasiveness of television in contemporary society is
documented by the following statistics:5

* 96% of households have a television.
* Each TV is on about 6.5 hours per day.
* Over 1100 non-cable stations exist.
* 80% of households get at least 7 stations.
No one seriously doubts the social power of television. It has the
power to inform and misinform; to shape attitudes, both positive and
destructive; and to influence the self-image of individuals and groups.

Television provides comﬁanionship to the lonely, especially the elderly.
It forms the basis for shared experiences, from soap operas to great

93

cultural and historical events. Television teaches us directly and indi-
rectly; it plays a major role in our socialization process. Its depiction of
families and the diversity of family relationships can greatly affect the
form and structures of families in t{le future by molding attitudes in the
present.

Experts stress that co-viewing — parents watching television with
their children — is crucial to translating television messages into a
positive educational rather than a negative and destructive ingflenoe. A
parent’ input and perspective can clarify misunderstandings, correct
negative or stereotypical portrayals, and provide continuing examina-
tion of an issue long after the show is over.6

Television fills divergent needs of many diversé viewers.” For exam-
ple, television families sometimes serve as surrogate families for those
who are separated by long distances from their loved ones.

Marketing considerations play an important role in determining —
and sometimes dictate — tll]xe content of television shows. Just as
programming affects families, marketing affects programming. Mass
media that 15 shaped around commercial interests obviously must
appeal to the largest possible audience; program content is then usually
formulated so as to avoid controversy an%rnot to offend.8 Program
content is also directed toward those who have the power to consume
and, thus, against those whom broadcast researchers consider to be
“non-viable demographic groups,” such as the elderly, very young
children, and certamn minorities that do not have significant economic
power. For example, even though television has great potential to edu-
cate young children, the exploitation of this potential often becomes
subservient to the economic goal of selling toys, candy, and cereal.?

The impact of television on the subconscious mind is another critical
concern to those monitoring the long-term affects of television on
families. Whereas television was once a mere novelty or form of enter-
tainment, today many viewers see television as a significant part of
reality itself. Television has come to represent the viewer’ instant
connection to the ““outside world”; its seamless format and fluid nature
take on the attributes of real life, a dangerous proposition considering
the inevitable fact that television depicts reality as being much simpler
than, and often very different from, what it really is. As a surrogate for
life, television may have the psychological effect of undermining the
viewer existential base or selfyawareness. The consequence of such
prolonged passivity may be increased susceptibility to outside manip-
ulation.10

Television is uniquely powerful for all of these reasons. In order to
maximize the positive and minimize the negative effects of television,
media consumers must: (1) become conscious of this power and the
affect of the media on their lives, and (2) learn how to “read” the media
— how to decipher its messages and images.

The Task Force finds that local government can take a more active
Snd responsible role in promoting media literacy for adults and chil-
ren.

The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified School
District develop and implement a media education curriculum for use
in elementary, junior high, and high schools. Just as children learn to
read words in print, they also can learn to read the audio-visual images
of today’ mass media, learning the subtle influences of this technology.



In the opinion of the Task Force, such a media education [)rogram isnot
a “luxury curriculum” but a necessity. Resources on the subject are
readily available to the school district.l

The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County Depart-
ment of Children’s Services encourage family and social service systems
to be aware of the media and its connection to dysfunctional home
situations. For example, advertising that popularizes junk foods and
sweets can contribute to the undernourishment or malnutrition of many
children. The person who does the family grocery shopping can be
educated to be aware of and resist persuasion techniques aimeg directly
at the family pocketbook. The Department of Children’ Services could
commission the development of a “media awareness checklist” or
conduct conferences and workshops to educate “influence leaders” —
including family counselors, social workers, scout and youth leaders,

and librarians — about the media and its impact on families with
dependent children.

The Task Force on Family Diversity also suggests that local govern-
ment agencies and officials take a more active and responsible role in
promoting the positive use of commercial television.

The Task Force recommends that the Mayor encourage department
heads to develop more public service announcements (PSAs) about the
social, employment, housing and cultural programs and services avail-
able to local families. These PSAs should Ee placed around shows that
are watched by the population for whom the services are directed.

The Task Force commends the CBS Broadcast Group for promotin
the positive use of television by developing the first *“Television Worth
Watching Awards” honoring educators who use commercial television to
enrich the education of their students. The Task Force also commends
KCET Television and KFWB Radio for airing programs of exceptional
quality involving changing family demograpﬁics and issues.

Portrayals of Family Diversity. With the exception of the depic-
tion of seniors, which has improved tremendously over the years, the
portrayal of family diversity is still lacking in quantity and accuracy on
commercial television.

In the 1950s, minorities were almost totally absent from television,
often at the insistence of sponsors. The civil rights movement of the
19605 paved the way for a few Blacks in features roles, but Latinos,
Asians and American Indians were still absent from the tube except in
the form of unflattering and inappropriate stereotypes. The 19705 saw
more minorities, usually Blacks, in situation comedies. In the 1980s, the
imbalances continue, especially considering the disproportionate
number of minority viewers.2

Women and girls have also been underrepresented on television.
While females comprise over 50% of the population, they consistently
take only 25 to 30 percent of the film and television roles. The latest
Screen Actors Guild statistics confirm the underrepresentation. A
recent study by the Center for Media and Public Affairs reported that
women are still too frequently cast as ‘“‘housewives, secretaries and
damsels in distress.” Last year, the Los Angeles City Commission on the

Status of Women held public hearings on this problem.13

There are many discrepancies between television families and cur-
rent family demographics M
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* On television, 100% of single-mother families are middle
class or higher; in real life, 69% of all families headed by

women are poor.

* On television, 80% of all Black children are upper-
middle class or higher; in real life, 50% of all Black
children live in poverty.

* On television, more than 50% of all children in single-
parent households live with their fathers who experience
no economic difficulty raising them; in real life, 90% of
all children in single-parent homes live with poverty
stricken mothers,

These statistics also imply that lower-class and blue-collar families
are underrepresented on terevision. A1981 study concluded that not onl
isthe depiction of poverty avoided, but television presents a glamorize
vision of economic deprivation omitting or minimizing hardship, ide-
alizing the supposed benefits of a meager existence, and depicting the
affluent as amoral.’s

Although a few programs have depicted homosexuals or persons with
disabilities in a positive light, families with members who are gay,
lesbian, or disabled are also notably underrepresented on television.

Behind the camera, underrepresentation of minorities translates to
underemployment. Last year, several lawmakers and union represen-
tatives complained that the Federal Communications Commission had
failed to enforce its affirmative action guidelines. They called for new
legislation to insure that women and minorities are more fairly repre-
sented in the broadcast industry. Statistics show that in 1986, women
held 37.4% of all commercial broadcast jobs and 42.5% in public
broadcasting, up from 35% and 39.5% respectively in 1982. Employ-
ment for minorities increased from 15.1% to 16% in commercial broad-
casting and 14.8% to 15.7% in public broadcasting over the same time
span.16 The tradition of “last hired, first fired™ also has a disproportion-
ixte }}npact on minorities, as evidenced last year during the KNBC
ayoffs.

Improved minority employment practices are important not only
from an overall employment perspective, but also because of the like-
lihood that, with more varied backgrounds among directors and writers,
increased diversity would find its way to the screen.

The Task Force on Family Diversity suggests that the City of Los
Angeles take a more active and responsible role in promoting family
diversity and social responsibility in commercial television and radio.

The Task Force also notes the power of timely criticism by public
officials of works that demean or devalue diversity through insensitive,
inaccurate, or absence of portrayal. For example, Councilman Michael
Woo$ public comments about the *““Year of the Dragon” resulted in the
distributer issuing a disclaimer to the film.

Finally, the Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles,
through the Office of Contract Compliance of the Board of Public
Works, and through other appropriate officials, encourage networks to
hire more diverse staff in positions of authority.



MEDIA AND FAMILY:
RECOMMENDATIONS

94. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles Unified
School District develop and implement a media education curriculum
for use in elementary, junior high, and high schools.

95. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County
Department of Children’ Services encourage family and social service
systems to be aware of the media and its connection to dysfunctional
home situations. The department could commission the development of
a “media awareness checklist” or conduct conferences and workshops
to educate “influence leaders” — including family counselors, social
workers, scout and youth leaders, and librarians — about the media and
its impact on families with dependent children.

96. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor encourage depart-
ment heads to develop more public service announcements (PSAs)
about the social, employment, housing and cultural programs and
services available to local families. These PSAs should be placed around
shows that are watched by the population for whom the services are

directed.

97. The Task Force recommends that the City of Los Angeles,
through the Office of Contracts Compliance of the Board of Public
Works, and through other appropriate officials, encourage networks to
hire more diverse staff in positions of authority.
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RELIGION

A study of the changing family would not be complete without
acknowledging the fact that families and religious institutions have
significant, and often profound, influences on each other.

The Task Force on Family Diversity received information reflecting
several viewpoints on the subject of religion and contemporary families.
A Jewish rabbi, an Episcopal priest and a Roman Catholic priest
testified at the public hearings.! Two clergymen served as members of
the Task Force.? Two essays were submitted on religion and families.?
The reports of two research teams also addressed religious issues.t
These views, of course, are only a sampling of the wide range of
divergent views on the subject of religion and Family.

In deference to the constitutional mandate of Separation of Church
and State, and out of respect for differing personal and organizational
philosophies, this report has reserved its factual findings and policy
recommendations to the secular arena. However, the Task Force believes
that some of the testimony provided at its public hearings illustrate how
the changing family is affecting most social and economic institutions,
religious and secular alike.

Some Religious Responses to the Changing Family. At its
I.mblic hearings, the Task Force on Family Diversity heard from religious
eaders regarding some institutional responses to changing family
demogmphics and structures.

Rabbi Daniel Bridge testified about how the Pacific Southwest Coun-
cil of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations — a council of
about 65 congregations — is attempting to meet the needs of contempo-
rary family forms. Several new programs are operating, including a
revised family-life education curriculum for the schools, a daycare
program to meet the needs of dual-career or single-parent families,
seminars and counseling on topics such as divorce or gay and leshian
relationships, and conducting a survey of the family needs of con-

egants and all member congregations. Rabbi Bridge explained how
ﬁ:ese new programs resulted from the Council creating a Task Force on
the Changing Family:3

By 1980, it had become fairly obvious that a growing
percentage of Jewish families didn’t fit into the tradi-
tional, and I'm using that term advisedly for lack of
knowledge of a better one, or nuclear-family image — two
parents and two or more children and perhaps a grand-
parent or two, housed under one roof. And at that time to
most of the leaders of the community the fact that families
were changing was obvious mostly because of divorce.
Children were falling behind in religious school because a
noncustodial parent sometimes would not bring them to
school. On the weekends, our Rabbis began to see a
number of ritual ceremonies with just one parent present.
Then single-parent families, and even recently-divorced
singles began* disappearing from congregational life and
congregational participation. The theories are that they
either were uncomfortable in their new roles because the
synogogue wasn't making them feel at home anymore or
because of financial burdens, they would not pay mem-
bership fees. Then, all of a sudden, when lcadershll)
began to open its eyes to these issues, we began to see all
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kinds of new family units — unmarried couples, gay and
leshian Jews, seniors that were feeling alone, and the list
goes on and on.

In 1980, the Pacific Southwest Council established the
Task Force on the Changing Family. Initially, and for a
number of years, the task force focused on raising con-
sciousness In the congregations, particularly with the
Rabbi, support staff, and congregants. And tfle formats
that were used were primarily two. One was seminars for
Emfessionals and also lay leaders. Another was a speakers

ureau that went out and spoke at the congregations.
During the last two years, we've moved out of the realm of
consciousness-raising to helping congregations meet the
needs of changing families in their congregations.

Father John Bruno, sastor of the Episcopal Church of St. Athanasius
and St. Paul, discussed the variety of families in his parish, and made
several recommendations to the Task Force:¢

Let me talk about the reality of family life in Echo Park. As
a priest, I come in contact with all sorts and conditions of
human beings. I come into contact with people of every
nationality and race, people of every sexual persuasion,
and people who have all sorts of needs. In my congrega-
tion, I have single-parent families, with male single par-
ents or female single parents, gay single parents, either
leshian or male gay. I have couples who are families, both
heterosexual antf homosexual couples. I have young fami-
lies and old families. T have married families and nonmar-
ried families in my congregation. I have two-parent
families with children, and single people looking for some
kind of family involvement, who are bonding in commu-
nities with other married couples. So its obvious to me
that the definition of the fami?y that we've known in the
past is no longer applicable, at least not in my congrega-
tion. . . .

The Task Force is mindful that not all religious congregations have
undergone such significant changes in family demographics and strue-
tures as those described by Rabbi Bridge and Father Bruno. However,
these two accounts do show that issues involved in family diversity
extend beyond the secular domain.
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CITY GOVERNMENT

The government of the City of Los Angeles has a powerful institu-
tional influence on local family life. The city passes ordinances, adopts
policies, collects and spends revenues, manages programs, lobbies
other branches and levels of government, and employs tens of thousands
of workers. These government activities directly and indirectly affect
families throughout the city.

This portion of the Task Force report focuses on how the City of Los
Angeles, in its various administrative and legislative capacities, can
better serve the needs of local residents and their families.

The City as Employer

The City of Los Angeles, through its various agencies and depart-
ments, employs about 40,000 workers.! The primary civilian workforce
of city government consists of about 20,000 employees. An additional
10,000 sworn personnel work for the Police Department and Fire
Department. Another 10,000 people are employed by the Department of
Water and Power. As an employer, the city can assure respect for family
diversity and ensure that family status or household composition is not
used as a basis for discrimination.

Minimum Wage

Research by the staff of the California Industrial Welfare Commis-
sion indicates that it would be necessary to raise the minimum wage to
$5.01 per hour to lift minimum wage workers to the standard of living
they had in 1967.2 Statistics show that about 30% of minimum-wage
workers are heads of households, a majority of them being women or
minorities.?

Last year, attempts by the state Legislature to raise the minimum
wage from $3.35 per hour resulted in a governor veto after receiving
strong opposition from groups such as the California Chamber of
Commerce.* Other local organizations such as the Mexican Chamber of
Commerce, United Neighborhoods Organizing Committee, and the
East Valleys Organization asserted the need for an increase.

The state Industrial Welfare Commission recently approved an
irrerease in the minimum wage to $4.25 per hour. While any increase will
“help workers with dependents, a higher minimum wage is still needed.
The Task Force on Family Diversity commends the City of Los Angeles
for increasing the pay of its own minimum-wage workers to $5.01 per
hour.6 The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the Mayor
continue to press Congress, the California Legislature and the Indus-
trial Welfare Commission to increase the minimum wage for all workers
to $5.01 per hour in 1989.

Flexible Scheduling

Because of extraordinarily dense freeway traffic, commuting to and
from work is already a major problem for many employees. Unless some
innovative actions are taken, work-related commuting will only become
mare time consuming, Between now and the year 2000, the greater Los
Angeles area is expected to experience the nation’ largest overall
population growth.” The region will also gain some 805,000 new jobs in
that period.# Demographers predict that the labor force also will
become older and more diverse by the turn of the century.?

98

Shifting workers away from the standard 9-to-5 work schedule could
help ease transportation problems.® Not all work needs to be done
during these hours, not all work needs to be done at the jobsite, and not
all employees must work fulltime.” Rearranging work schedules to allow
for more flex-time, part-time, and home-based work could also fit the
lifestyle needs of workers with dependent children.!2 and those who care
for elderly parents.13 The city encourages ridesharing and has adopted
some flexibility in scheduling; much more is necessary.

For several years, Councilwoman Joy Picus, chair of the councils
Personnel and Labor Relations Committee, has suggested ways to brin
the workplace into line with the needs of today family. She has calleﬁ
for revised employment practices, such as dependent care, “cafeteria-
style” benefits packages, and flexible work hours. The Task Force on
Family Diversity commends Councilwoman Picus for her leadership in
developing and promoting a *Family Economic Policy” for the City of
Los Angeles.

Child Support Payments

Councilwoman Ruth Galanter and City Controller Rick Tuttle have
proposed that the city help collect child support payments from city
employees with support obligations.1s

Under the plan, the city controller’s office would provide the names of
all city employees to the district attorney’ office to be cross-referenced
against names of parents who are delinquent in child support payments.
City emFIO{ees with child support obligations, whether delinquent or
not, could also request that the city withhold the monthly payment from
their paychecks and forward it to the custodial parent.

Two years ago, the controller exchanged names with the district
attorney, identi cF’.ﬂg 185 city employees who together owed more than $1
million in past due child support.

The Task Force on Family Diversity commends Councilwoman Ruth
Galanter and Controller Rick Tuttle tor their leadership in developin
and promoting the child support payroll deduction program. The Task
Fclarce recommends that the City Council and the Mayor approve the
plan.

Employee Benefits

The structures and demographics of local families have changed over
the years. A recent survey of the civilian workforce demonstrates that
city workers and their families have been a part of this change.

Last year, the Personnel Department sent a questionnaire to 20,000
civilian workers, 8,000 of whom responded.!s The results show that the
city has a diverse workforce:16

* About 11% have a “traditional” marital arrangement
with one employed spouse and one homemaker spouse.

* About 49% are part of a dualincome household, with
hoth spouses employed outside the home.

* About 5% live with a domestic partner.

* Ahout 35% are single.



The city’ present employee benefits package favors employees with
homemaker spouses over all other living arrangements; about two-
thirds of those responding to the survey predictably favored the city
switching to a flexible benefits plan.17

The Task Force has studied existing and proposed benefit programs
involving family sick leave, family bereavemenl?cave, health and dental
plans, and dependent care. The findings and recommendations of the
Task Force are based on student research,’® public hearing testimony!
and research done by Task Force members,20 as well as information
provided by the City Personnel Department, the City Administrative
Officer, and the Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst.

Historical Background. The terms ‘“‘employee benefits,” or
“fringe benefits,” have been used interchangably to refer to the extra
payments, services, and insurance that, logeﬁ:er with salary, comprise
an employee total compensation. Health insurance, sick leave, leaves
for personal purposes such as maternity or bereavement, pension plans,
and vacation benefits are traditional components of employee benefits
programs. However, in todays competitive employment marketplace,
the purpose and point of employee benefits 1s often overlooked or
ignored; in the context of the city, as elsewhere, a circumspect examina-
tion reveals that the traditional benefits package no longer meets the
needs of most current employees.

Years ago, the paycheck or weekly wage represented the total
remuneration for an employee’s services. During the Industrial Revolu-
tion, pension plans, with {ong deferred vesting and strict employee
controls, were introduced in an attempt to keep an employee tied to a
particular job.2! During the World War II labor shortages, salary alone
was no longer a sufficient inducement to attract the desired personnel;
something more had to be offered. Since wages and salaries were
subject to the federal stabilization rules that had been enacted during
the Depression, employers were compelled to offer different kinds of
employee benefits in order to compete for the limited labor supply.22

Benefits were originally designed, in other words, as a tool to attract
and hold the desired type anﬂumher of employees. Contemporary
analysts still acknowledge that benefits plans **should aid (or at least not
impede) the hiring of desired people.””23 After the employee has been
attracted to a particular employer by the offer of certain types of
benefits, the agreement by the employer to compensate the employee
with such benefits becomes a contractual obligation. Indeed, California
courts have held that benefits, such as retirement benefits, ““do not
derive from the beneficence of the employer, but are properly part of the
consideration earned by the employee.”2

Since the philosophy of employee benefits is to satisfy some of the
employee’s needs, in addition to the need for monetary compensation, it
is critical that the employer understand the nature of those needs. If a
workforce were homogeneous, the needs of all employees would be fairly
easily discernible by the well-informed employer, and the design of an
attractive benefits package would pose no problem;?s an employee
heading a single-wage-earner family traditionally needed life, medical,
and accident insurance plans covering the employee, and sometimes the
employee’s dependents.26

In today’s workforce, women compose 45% of those employed.2?
While the number of working women who have young children is
increasing, the average working woman still earns only about 609% of
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what the average working man earns.?8 Perhaps even more significantly,
with the number of elders in our society growing steadily, employees,
and female employees in particular, face increased demands to care for
aging family members.2? Both children and family elders present
examples of financial dependency that create special hardships for
women whose salaries are%ased on the traditional male head-of-house-
hold nuclear family model. A realistic assessment of employee needs
would require breaking with tradition.

Demographies cited throughout this report demonstrate how much
family structures have changed over the years.30 To be competitive, an
employer must now compensate an employee with a total compensation
package that meets the employees particular needs and that the
employee can utilize fully For example, the single working mother
needs child care benefits and sick leave to care for Famil members, but
may not need, or be in a position to utilize, a deferred compensation
plan or spousal medical coverage.

Yet, the most important problem with current benefits programs
remains the inequity in total compensation for two employees perform-
ing the same j:{: Discrimination has been defined as tﬁe making of
decisions based on criteria other than productivity3! The decision to
compensate one employee in the form oF employee benefits at a higher
level than another employee is diseriminatory when the only basis for
making the decision is the fact that the privileged employee conforms to
an outdated societal norm which the benefits package was originally
designed to serve. Many employers, including lEe City of Los Angeles,
need to reexamine their traditional program with an eye toward develop-
ing a means of assuring that each employee is compensated at a level
equal to the compensation given other employees doing the same job in
the same job classification. Those employers who refuse 1o recognize the
changing family lifestyles of todays employees will find themselves not
only out of the competition for the most desired workers, but also
il_)ulrdened with a benefits program that can only be deseribed as waste-
ul.32

Current City Programs. The basic benefits currently available to
city employees include health and dental care, retirement, vacation, sick
leave and Lereavement leave. Employees have a choice of four health
plans, under each of which the city subsidizes monthly premiums at a
rate agreed upon in each employee group’s Memoramfum of Under-
standing.33 Retirement benefits are available to all employees, and
several options are available upon retirement for payment of acerued
benefit l{)mds.i‘4 Vacation leave is available at a rate based on the
employee’s number of years of city service.3s Sick leave due to illness of
the employee is also available with the number of days being negotiated
between tﬁe city and the employee’ group and memon’a%ize in the
Memorandum of Undersland:i:ﬁf. Sick leave is also available for the
emdp]oyee to care for an ill family member, as that term is defined by
ordinance.3¢ Finally, bereavement leave is offered for the death of a
family member, as defined by ordinance.37

With these basic benefits available to all city employees, the quality,
and in some cases, the quantity, of benefits, may be directly related to
the employee’s marital status. In the area of health benefits, for exam-
ple, the subsidy negotiated by the city is generally intended to cover the
cost of the monthly premium for the lowest cost health care plan for the
employee, spouse, and one dependent.3® The total benefit subsidy
negotiated, therefore, is considered part of each employee’ total com-
pensation package, but not every employee receives the full benefit. In



1986, for example, a city employee who was a member of the clerical
unit, received a maximum monthly subsidy for health care of $253.00.39
If the employee were to elect the Kaiser program, this subsidy would
have been sufficient to insure the employee, the employee’ spouse, and
one dependent child.+0 A single employee electing Kaiser coverage,
however, would not have received any monetary reimbursement for the
unexpended part of the subsidy whicz, in this example, would total more
than $160.00. From this one example, it appears clear that single
employees are not treated fairly by the benefit plan.

In addition to treating single employees differently than married
employees, employees with domestic partners also receive fewer bene-
fits than married employees. While an employee may have his or her
spouse covered free of charge on the basic health plan, not so for

omeslic partners. An employee may take sick leave to care for a needy
spouse, but not for an ailing Jomeslic artner.#1 An emploYee is entitled
to bereavement leave upon the death of a spouse, but not when his or her
domestic partner dies.32 Also, an employee may elect to have survivor
benefits paid to a spouse from the employee retirement fund afier the
employee’ death, but survivor benefits are not available to a surviving
domestic partner.+3

Meeting Employees’ Needs. Single workers and employees with
domestic partners are not being compensated fairly under the current
employee benefits plan. The needs of dual-income married couples are
not being met either. For example, a city employee with a working
spouse will not apply for spousal medical coverage if the spouse has
medical coverage through his or her own employer. Many of these
workers would prefer a flexible benefits plan that would allow substitu-
tion of a needed and usable benefit, such as dependent care, for an
unusable one.

In addition to increased demand for child care services, emplo?ees
are beginninﬁ to ask for dependent care for aging parents. In fact,
employees who must become elder-caregivers may soon outnumber
those who care for dependent children.+¢ Adult children provide 80% of
the health and social services needed by their aging parents, and the
great majority of these caregivers are women.45 Recent studies reveal
work-related problems with ﬁ:ose workers who care for elders, such as
lateness, absenteeism, excessive personal phone use, and excessive
stress.46

Other employee problems and concerns run the gamut from sub-
stance abuse, marital problems, and financial stress, to mid-life crisis.
These problems are manifested in such forms as depression, anger,
anxiety, sleeplessness and exhaustion. The result can Ee costly to the
employee in terms of physical and mental well-being, and to the
employer in terms of lost time and impaired work performance.

As an employer with a commitment to the well-being of its employees,
as exemplified by programs such as the annual “Wellness Fair,” the
City of Los Angeles :ﬁ’trould develop more Employee Assistance Pro-
grams to help employees during times of personal or family crises. The
Task Force recommends that the city contract with an outside agency to
establish programs that would provide employees with confidential
counseling on a variety of matters, including substance abuse, rela-
:lionship problems, retirement planning, financial investing, and depen-

ent care.

Solutions and Recommendations. The city has recognized that
its benefits programs need to be revised. Last year, the City Council
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hired a consulting firm to assess the feasibility of adopting a flexible or
“cafeteria style” benefits program.4? A survey of city workers showed
that two-thirds wanted the city to adopt such a flexible benefits pro-
gram.48

A flexible benefits plan (also known as *“cafeteria” plan) would allow
employees more choice in which benefits they receive, such as health
insurance, dental insurance, life insurance, dependent life insurance,
accidental death and dismemberment insurance, long term disability
insurance, child care, elder care subsidy, vision insurance, group auto
insurance, savings plan contributions, and cash.

There are three basic types of cafeteria plans. The first, the modular
design, presents employees with a choice of several preselected benefits
packages. The second, or flexible spending account, gives the employee
a choice between taxable cash and pretax payment of nontaxable
expenses. The third, or “core-ﬁllus” options plan, allows employees to
select among various options which complement a fixed core of benefits
for all employees.

Whatever type of plan is selected, these benefits plans are beneficial
to employees only if the plan chosen meets the employee’ particular
needs. The Task Force on Family Diversity recomment(s that the City
Council give approval to the Personnel Department to move forward
with the implementation phase of the proposed flexible benefits pro-
gram. The Task Force funl‘:er recommends that the City Council resolve
to eliminate marital status discrimination in the distribution of benefits
pursuant to its benefits programs.

Since the issues of child care and elder care pose similar problems for
employees, the Task Force recommends that any plan extending child
care benefits to employees be expanded to include elder care, in
essence, making hoth “J:pendent care” henefits.

The city should also take a more active role in the development and
implementation of dependent care programs. The city could use its
internal systems of communication to disseminate medical findings,
estate planning information, and other information relating to aging
and the care of elders. Workshops could be provided and support groups
formed to help employees deal with elder care. The city might also
develop a regionwide network of resources and referra{ services to
provide caregivers with information about available child care and elder
care centers and encourage employees to make use of these services.

The Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the Mayor issue
an executive order directing the Personnel Department to review cur-
rent city personnel practices and authorizing it to take whatever steps
are necessary, including meeting and conferring with employee groups,
to modify and enhance the city% role as a model employer in the area of
dependent care, flexible work schedules, expanded maternity and pater-
nity leave, and the use of leaves to care for elderly dependent relatives.
Additionally, the Mayor should direct Project Restore, which is presently
working to restore City Hall, to study the feasibility of including an on-
site dependent care center in its restoration plans.

Unfairness to Domestic Partners. The facts are in, and the city
should recognize that a significant number of its employees are living in
domestic partnerships, be they same-sex or opposite-sex relationships.
The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that about 8% of the citys
civilian employees have domestic partners.+? The Task Force finds that



these employees are being treated unfairly under the present benefits
system.

In recent years, several municipalities have extended benefits to
government employees and their domestic partners.5® In other cities,
such proposals are under consideration.s! The City of Los Angeles
shoultf now take positive action on the domestic partnership benefits
issue.

Some unfairness would be eliminated if the city were to adopt a
flexible benefits plan that does not discriminate on the basis of marital
status in the extension of benefits. Other inequities to domestic part-
ners should also be remedied immediately.

For example, it is patently wrong to deny an employee either family
sick leave or bereavement leave when his or her domestic partner is
seriously ill or dies. Presently, the City Administrative Code does just
that.52 To implement reform in the area of family sick leave and
bereavement leave in a responsible manner, the city must first define
the term “‘domestic partners,”” The Task Force on Family Diversity
recommends that the City Council amend the City Administrative Code
to include the term ‘“‘domestic partner” in the list of *“immediate
family relationships for which an employee is entitled to take family
sick leave and bereavement leave. The following definition of ““domestic
partner” should be adopted, and the citys Personnel Department
should be authorized to establish appropriate procedures to verify the
domestic partnership status of employees who claim eligibility for sick
leave or bereavement leave:s3

Domestic partners are two persons who declare that:

@) They currently reside in the same household, and
have been so residing for the previous 12 months.

(2) They share the common necessities of life.

(3) They have a mutual obligation of support, and are
each other’ sole domestic partner.

(4) They are both over 18 years of age and are compe-
tent to contract.

(5) Neither partner is married.
(6) Neither partner is related by blood to the other.

(7) They agree to notify the appropriate agency
within 30 days i?;my of the above facts change.

The extension of family sick leave and bereavement leave to employ-
ees who have domestic partners does not require complex legal analysis
or extensive fiscal debate. Legally, the city has the cﬁscretion to grant
such benefits, and the financial impact to the city would be negligible.54

Granting retirement benefits to surviving domestic partners has a
potentially greater financial impact and more complex legal considera-
tions. Before any proposals move forward in this area, the Government
Operations Committee of the City Council could request the City
Attorney for a legal analysis and the City Administrative Officer for a
financial review of the matter.
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City Departments and Commissions

During the past fiscal year, the Cllﬂ; of Los Angeles reported nearly
$2.5 billion in revenues. Almost $2 billion of this revenue was appropr1-
ated to city departments.5s A list of some departments and a brief
summary of their authority shows how departmental services and pro-
grams atfect local families:S6

* Deslartment of Aging: plans, coordinates, and man-
ages the city’s senior citizen activities.

* Building and Safety Department: enforces all ordi-
nances and laws related to the construction or alteration of
homes, apartments, and other buildings, as well as the
installation, use and repair of appliances therein; enforces
zoning laws.

* City Attorney: prosecutes all misdemeanor cases,
including family violence and abuse, and some substance
abuse.

*+ Community Development Def)artment: admin-
isters the ho and community block grant, commu-
nity services block grant, and rent control programs.

* Cultural Affairs Department: sponsors exhibitions
and community art events; conducts youth and adult
choruses and community sings; sponsors band concerts.

* Fire Department: enforces fire prevention laws;
implements a fire prevention program; provides rescue
services; extinguishes fires.

* City Planning Department: regulates the use of
privately owned property through zoning laws; provides
advice and assistance relative to environmental matters.

* Police Department: engages in patrol and prevention
of crime; investigates crimes and makes arrests.

* Public Works Department: collects and disposes of
household refuse; maintains all sanitation sewers and
storm drains; maintains street lighting; maintains streets
and sidewalks.

* Transportation Department: develops plans to meet
the ground transportation needs of the public; studies

parking and traffic problems; controls traffic and pedes-
trian movement at all intersections; oversees crossing
guard services.

* Library Dﬂ;artment: purchases, catalogues, main-
tains, and circulates library materials; provides services at
63 libraries and throughout the city by bookmobiles.

* Recreation and Parks Department: operates parks,
beaches, zoo, observatory, travel town, and cultural sites;
operates sports, camping, and other recreational pro-
grams for youth, seniors, families and individuals.



The responsibility of governing and administering the City of Los
Angeles is shared among various participants.5? Elected officials write
laws, set policies, adopt budgets, and hold occasional oversight hear-
ings. Daily implementation of city services and programs is the duty of
department heads. Ideally, however, ongoing oversight of government
operations should be attended to by appointed city commissioners.

More than 200 appointed commissioners serve on about 45 boards
and commissions created by city charter or ordinance. Most of the
:Y]iointmenls are made by the Mayor, with approval by the City Couneil.

though many commissions exercise authority that has a direct or
indirect effect on local families, the Task Force has taken a special
interest in the work of the following panels:

* Commission on the Status of Women: promotes the
general welfare of women in the community and in the
city workforce.58

* Human Relations Commission: promotes inter-
group harmony through public hearings, research, educa-
tion or by recommending legislation or programs.

* Handicapped Access Appeals Commission:
receives complaints, holds hearings, and makes rulings on
buildings lacking access for people with disabilities.®®

* Board of Public Works: issues permits for filming by
media on city-owned property; enforces laws prohibiting
nondiscrimination by city contractors.

The Task Force commends the citys Commission on the Status of
Women for its efforts to improve the quality of life for women and
families in Los Angeles. The Commission has developed and the City
Council has approved an excellent “Policy Statement on Women’
Issues,” to guide the city’s legislative programs in Sacramento and
Washington, D.C.¢! The Task Force also commends the Women' Com-
mission for its leadership in promoting the extension of family benefits
to domestic partners.

The Task Force is aware that the city’s Human Relations Commission
annually prints and distributes a calendar noting various holidays and
observances of interest to constituencies in this multicultural city. The
Task Force commends the Commission for choosing *Family Diversity™
as the theme for its 1988 Human Relations Calendar. Having studied
various aspects of the Commission’s operations, the Task Force suggest
several modifications in the Commission’ operations. In keeping with
the Commission’s mandate to pr0£ose legislation and programs promot-
iniintergroup harmony, the Task Force recommends that the Human
Relations Commission develop and annually update a *Policy State-
ment on Human Relations™ for inclusion in the city’ legislative policy
statements. The Task Force also recommends that the Commission take
whatever steps are necessary to insure that its Annual Report is filed
with the Mayor and distributed to interested parties in a timely manner.
Finally, the Task Force recommends that the Human Relations Commis-
sion adopt a plan of action to revitalize its operations. A consultant
might be hires to assist the Mayor and the Commission in facilitating
such a revitalization program.

The Handicapped Access Appeals Commission was created last year.
It will doubtless build upon and augment the work of the Mayor}
Advisory Commission on Disabilities. The Task Force commends the
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Mayor and the City Council for elevating the access issue to full
commission status. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor review
the needs of the Advisory Commission on Disabilities, incfuding its
budget and staffing, so that it can deal effectively with numerous
disability issues that do not fall within the jurisdiction of the newly
created Access Appeals Commission. As mentioned elsewhere in this
report, the Task Force also recommends that as soon as possible, the
mayors Advisory Commission be replaced by a commission on dis-
abilities createrﬁly ordinance.

The Board of Public Works plays an important role in administering
the city and state nondiscrimination laws. Equal opportunity is an
important issue in a city with so many minorities and constituencies.
The city recently affirmed its commitment to nondiscrimination when it

assed an ordinance Erohihiting discriminatory membership practices
y certain private clubs.62

Years ago, the city resolved not to award city funds to vendors or
contractors who engage in discriminatory employment practices that
violate federal, state, or local nondiscrimination laws. This ordinance is
administered by the Board of Public Works. Under the ordinance, as
amended in 1975, funds may not be awarded to contractors who discrim-
inate on the basis of race, religion, national origin, ancestry, sex, age, or
physical handicap.ss Although other forms of discrimination have been
prohibited in subsequent years, the ordinance has remained the same
since 1975. Now, however, discrimination on the basis of “medical
condition,” “marital status,” and “sexual orientation” is illegal under
state or local laws.5¢ If the city “intends to deal only with those
contractors who comply with the nondiscriminatory . . . provisions of
the laws of United States of America, the State of California, and the
City of Los Angeles,”’65 then the Administrative Code should be
updated. The Task Force recommends that the City Council amend the
Administrative Code provisions dealing with nondiscrimination by cit
contractors, adding “marital status,” “sexual orientation,” and ““medi-
cal condition™ to appropriate subdivisions of Section 10.8, Division 10,
Chapter 1 of that code. The Task Force also recommends that the City
Attorney and the Board of Public Works keep the City Council and the
Mayor apprised of any additional categories that should be added if
state, federal, or local nondiscrimination laws are augmented in the
future.

In addition to its specific comments on these four commissions, the
Task Force offers a few additional observations about the commission
process in general. With varying degrees of authorit[\;‘ city boards and
commissions oversee departmental operations. Some have the authority
to approve or reject departmental policies. Others serve in a more
limited advisory capacity. Some have substantial budgets and adequate
staffing. Others are significantly underbudgeted and understaffed.
Most commissioners serve without compensation, receiving token *“per
diems” to cover expenses in attending meetings.

One critical observer recently suggested the attributes of effective
commissions, which she called, “the lifeblood of our government.*s
The City of Los Angeles would benefit by employing the following
criteria in any evaluation of the commission system which might be
undertaken in the future:s?

* The process of selecting commissioners should be open,
with broad based recruitment efforts.



* Appointees should be selected for their integrity and
ability; not for purely political reasons.

* A limit of two terms should be the rule. With so many
qualified people to choose from, more individuals should
be given an opportunity to serve.

* Commissioners should listen to conscientious staff mem-
bers, should not be puppets of department heads, and
should exert indel;l)en ent effort to find out what is really
going on within their jurisdiction.

* Commissioners should be visible in the community, thus
encouraging broad citizen participation.

* Commissions should be adequately budgeted and have
adequate and competent staffing.

* To determine whether a given commission is doing its
job, annual reports should be required.

With these criteria in mind, the Task Force on Family Diversit
recommends that the Mayor and the Gity Council conduct a thorou
review of the citys commission process for the purpose of making the
commissions more representative and effective. The Task Force notes
that some constituencies are underrepresented.c8 It is recommended
that the Mayor review the representativeness of current city commis-
sioners and correct any gross imbalances with the next set of scheduled
vacancies in June, 1988.

Although this report touches upon many of the major areas of
concern to diverse family groups in Los Angeles, the Task Force on
ily Diversity is fully aware that many other important areas have not
been addressed. It should be aiparent tj;at the study of changing family
demographics and problems should be an ongoing process E)‘: ﬁle City
of Los Angeles. Unfortunately, there is no existing city agency dealing
with family issues on a holistic basis. Los Angeles families deserve more
attention, and the City Council, the Mayor, and city departments need
ongoing advice related to family concerns. To fulfill this important
function, the Task Force on Family Diversity recommends that the City
Council and the Mayor establish a Commission on Family Diversity to
begin operating in budget year1989-90. This report, and its background
documents, could serve as a foundation for the initial operations of such
a commission.

In the interim, the Task Force recommends that the Mayor direct all
department managers and all commission presidents to review the
report of the Task Force on Family Diversity so that they are aware of
current family demographics and needs anx can therefore continue to
improve policies, programs and services affecting local families.

CITY GOVERNMENT:
RECOMMENDATIONS

Employee Benefits

98. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor continue to press Congress, the California Legislature and the
Industrial Welfare Commission to increase the minimum wage for all
workers to §5.01 per hour in 1989.
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99. The Task Force recommends that the City Council adopt the
child support payment deduction program that has been proposed by
Councilwoman Ruth Galanter and Controller Rick Tuttle.

100. The Task Force recommends that the City Council give
approval to the Personnel Department to move forward with the imple-
mentation phase of the proposed flexible benefits program. The Task
Force also recommends that the City Council resolve to eliminate
marital status discrimination in the distribution of benefits pursuant to
its benefits programs.

10 The Task Force recommends that any plan extending child care
benefits to employees should be expanded to include elder care, in
essence, making both *“dependent care” benefits.

102.  The Task Force recommends that the Mayor issue an executive
order directing the Personnel Department to review current city person-
nel practices and authorizing it to take whatever steps are necessary,
including meeting and conferring with employee groups, to modify and
enhance the city role as a model employer in the area of dependent
care, flexible work schedules, expanded maternity and paternity leave,
and the use of leaves to careexl}:)r elderly dependent relatives. Addi.
tionally, the Mayor should direct Project Restore, which is presently
working to restore City Hall, to study the feasibility of including an on-
site dependent care center in its restoration plans,

103. The Task Force recommends that the city contract with an
outside agency to establish an Employee Assistance Program that would
provide employees with confidential counseling on a variety of matters,
including substance abuse, relationship problems, retirement planning,
financ;;lfinvesting, and dependent care.

104. The Tusk Force recommends that the City Council amend the
City Administrative Code to include the term *“domestic partner” in the
list of “immediate family” relationships for which an employee is
entitled to take family sick leave and bereavement leave. The Following
definition of “domestic partner” should be adopted, and the citys
Personnel Department should be authorized to establish arpropriate
procedures to verify the domestic partnership status of employees who
claim eligibility for sick leave or bereavement leave:

Domestic partners are two persons who declare that:

() They currently reside in the same household, and
have been so residing for the previous 12 months,

(2) They share the common necessities of life.

(3) They have a mutual obligation of support, and are
each other’s sole domestic partner.

(@) They are both over 18 years of age and are compe-
tent to contract.

(5) Neither partner is married.
(6) Neither partner is related by blood to the other.

(7) They agree to notify the appropriate agency
within 30 days if any of the above facts change.



Departments and Commissions

105. The Task Force recommends that the following actions be
taken in connection with the citys Human Relations Commission:

(@) Inkeeping with the Commission’s mandate to pro-
pose legislation and programs promoting intergroup har-
mony, the Commission should develop and annually
update a “Policy Statement on Human Relations™ for
inclusion in the city’ legislative policy statements.

(b) The Commission should take whatever admin-
istrative action is necessary to insure that its Annual
Report is filed with the Mayor and distributed to inter-
ested parties in a timely manner.

() The Commission should adopt a plan of action of
revitalize its operations. A consultant might be hired to
assist the Mayor and the Commission in facilitating such a
revitalization program.

106. ‘The Task Force recommends that the Mayor review the needs
of the Advisory Commission on Disabilities. Pending the creation by
ordinance of a full Commission on Disabilities, the Advisory Commis-
sion needs a budget and staff members of its own so t{lat it can
effectively deal with numerous disability issues which do not fall within
the jurisdiction of the newly created Access Appeals Commission.

107.  The Task Force recommends that the City Council amend the
Administrative Code provisions dealing with nondiscrimination by cit
contractors, adding “marital status,” “sexual orientation,” and “medi-
cal condition” to appropriate subdivisions of Section 10.8, Division 10,
Chapter1of that code. It is further recommended that the City Attorney
and the Board of Public Works keep the City Council and the Mayor
apprised of any additional categories which should be added as state,
f:z eral, and local nondiscrimination laws may be augmented in the

ture.

108. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor and the City
Council conduct a thorough review of the appointment process and
operations of the citys commissions, for the purpose of making the
commissions more representative and effective.

109. The Task Force recommends that the City Council and the
Mayor establish a Commission on Family Diversity to begin operating in
bu!get year 1989-90. This report, and its background scl)r::uments, will
serve as a foundation for the initial operations of a Family Diversity
Commission.

10. The Task Force recommends that the Mayor direct all depart-
ment managers and all commission presidents to review the report of
the Task Force on Family Diversity so that they are aware of current
family demographics and needs and therefore can improve policies,
programs and services affecting local families.
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65 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Div. 10, ch. 1, Art. I, Section 10.8.

66 Harris, supra, note 3.

67 Ihid.

68 The Task Force is not advocating a rigid quota system in the
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appointment process. However, it has come to the attention of the Task
Force that there are only four known gay or leshian commissioners and
only a handful of disabYed commissioners presently serving on boards
and commissions created by charter or ordinance. Each of these constit-
uencies constitute from 10 to 15 percent of the local population. This
imbalance could be corrected when the Mayor and the City Council £ill
vacancies scheduled for June, 1988.
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Agency Recommendation Page in Report

NATIONAL AGENCIES/OFFICIALS
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES:
Convene a White House Conference on Families ...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiniinnne, 6
UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS:
Sponsor a “Family Diversity FOTUM™ . ... ..ouueniueeneuneenenreeseceassossssesesssosossesosesssasaons 6
NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES:
Sponsor a “Family Diversity FOrUM™ ... ....cvueeneeneeneeneeneenrroroerosesssseneasssceassocarssnncns 6
CALIFORNIA AGENCIES/OFFICIALS
LEGISLATURE:
Joint Select Task Force on Changing Family:
Review This REPOIT . ... cuuntiuiteiiittiiirertirtetteseuaesonseesnoseossssassssneessnsessans n

Suggest Ways in Which State Government
Can Strengthen Domestic Partnerships and Marital Relationships ..........c.oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinns, 84

Propose Revisions in Laws on Loss of
Consortium, Wrongful Death, and
Infliction of Emotional DISLIESs . ...euuueuunseiuunieeruissinnnseonsseaessenseraeecasecnnssonnes 85

Review Legal and Economic Barriers That
Impede Elderly from Remarrying ...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn, Ceeereeeie et 85

Study Issue of Marriage Penalties for
Disabled People .......ccivnrenrriiiitieeiireiitetiertirretaeaeraareneteteneraaaeaaeaeraaees 85

Lawmakers to Use Inclusive Definition of Family
in Drafting Proposed Legislation ................oooivviiiiiiinne, e eeerteeeie e 22

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL:

Use Inclusive Definition of Family in Drafting
Proposed Legislation ............oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i, e, 22

INSURANCE COMMISSIONER:

Declare Various Practices Against Unmarried
Couples 10 Be “Unfair PraCtiCes™ ....ovvuunsseeneseernessesssossecossssssncessssssssssoessssaseens 43

Refer Complaints of Lifestyle Discrimination to
Other Agencies with Possible Jurisdiction ...........ccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiriiennsiiecnnreornecnnsns 43
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SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION:

Direct Intergroup Relations Office and School
Climate Unit to Incorporate ‘‘Homophobia” Education

Into Their PROGrams .......ovueeenerinriuneranessnsesssasnans b teeaerae ettt ieaas 65
Adopt an Anti-Slur Policy and Disseminate Such
to Every School Districtinthe State ...........oviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it 65
Implement Privacy Commission Recommendations on
Employment Nondiscrimination ................... et iiereeeseaaetieaieae et easarateberathiaaens 65
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION:
Sponsor Practicum on Schoolyard Bullying .........coiviiuniiiiiiiieriiiienireiiernierneosnnennnens 65

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING:

Update Literature to Include Discrimination
Against Unmarried Couples .........ccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiennnn, Ceeriereieeenes i 84

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES:

Adopt Regulations Prohibiting Discrimination
Against Unmarried Couples ......vvuniiiiiunniiiii ittt it it e 85

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES:

Adopt Regulations Prohibiting Discrimination
Against Unmarried Couples ............oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiine, Ceeeneeeaes Ceerareerrierie e, 85

DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH:

Adopt Regulations Prohibiting Discrimination

Against Unmarried Couples ..........ooviiiiiiiiiiniiniiinnnnn, Cerrrrenans Ceeeereetaeiies e 85
LEAGUE OF CITIES:
Sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum™ .........cccvvuivernneinersonssnnss Cerieenenans Ceereeieeaes s 1

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AGENCIES/OFFICIALS

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
Convene- County Task Force on Family Diversity ........covviiiiiiiiiniiennnniennnes eeseerencerstaeenns 17
Create City-County Task Force onthe Homeless .............oiveiiiiiiiiiiiinirernenernennenainencens 37
Co-Sponsor Foster Grandparent Program . .......covevnreuiirinsrenesunsenccans Ceeenaserererrasecnonns 73
COMMISSION ON AIDS:
Continually Study Impact of ATDS on Families . .......coovniiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiniinenienns 17

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN’S SERVICES:

Develop Media Awareness PrOram .........ovvvnveenneenniiieneeensseneeneeenses i 95
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Agency Recommendation ) Page in Report

CITY OF LOS ANGELES AGENCIES/OFFICIALS

CITY COUNCIL:

Host a National Conference on Family Diversily .........c..vieernireunsieniereniernneeennseeneenns R
Amend Legislative Policy Statements to Address

Needs of Single-Parent Families .......c.ieiuiiiuiiiniiuiiiiiiiieeiriiiiasreseriirenieneeenrenenes 1
Develop Comprehensive Family Policy for City ................... e hrerie i Cereeeeienas 22
Use Inclusive Definition of Family in Drafting

Proposed Ordinances and Resolutions ............coveuiiivnirunreesenneenesasensseness e 22
Retain Research Organization to Develop Reliable

Estimate of Gay/Lesbian Adult Residents ...............cciciiiiiiiiinenn, P 29
Require Full Replacement of Low-Income Housing

Units Scheduled for Removal or Demolition .........couuiiinniiiuniiiiiiiiiriiiiieeneierneennaenns 37
Create City-Count Task Force on the Homeless .............covvvvuiiniiniinnans et et 37
Support Homeless Youth Projects . .......ouieineieiieiiiiiiienieentenseenronsersstueenssonsssssanes 37
Convene Interagency Task Force on Homeless Youth ........covviiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiniiiiiiiiiiiinenn., 37
Fund Van Service for Homeless Youth and Families ..........ccoiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineaininnennenns 37
Support Creation of Non-Profit Housing AZencies ..........cvvvruiiuierisneeeiieensisirensssnesaessanns 37
Adopt Legislative Policy Statements on INSUTANCE ... ..vvuvenereererunsasenrseeasrsrecensoncsseneenarnnes 43
Support 1988 Insurance Reform Ballot INIHAtIVE ... ....ovvveneeneenrrneniisusensrereeenroneuneneensens 43
Communicate to State Insurance Commissioner

Concern About Lifestyle Discrimination ...........covvviiiiiiiiuiieiiiiiinistnieneeensinierssoanenns 43
Amend Citys Child Care Policy .. .. ..oouuiernieiiiii it iiia it reaieenseirtaecasienecnernncens 47
Amend Legislative Policy Statements to Support

Additional Family Leave for Workers .........ooiuiiiuiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineens 47
Provide Substantive Child Care Assistance to

Bulk of City Workforce .. ....covueeniiniiniiii it et iestsetearnsossncnosnseasascnscncns 47
Allow Workers More Flexibility in Schedules ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it i 41

Adopt Bradley-Picus Proposal to
Give Bonuses to Developers Who Allocate Child Care Space ...........ovvvvuinniiiiieiiieiiininnnnnnann, 47

Direct Child Care Coordinator and Advisory Board
to Evaluate CDD Funded Child Care Programs ...........ccouiiuiiiieieniiniiisseeirisenienencrnonenns 48

Increase Funding for CDD Supported Programs in
Order to Increase Wages of Child Care Workers ...........ccoviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it 48
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Agency Recommendation Page in Report

CITY COUNCIL (cont.)

Include Child Care Benefits in Any Cafeteria
Style Benefits Program Adopted by the City .........coovvviviiiiiiiiiiniennee, s raeen et ree s eaeraas 48

Aplj:rove Child Abuse Prevention and Education
PilotProject ....ocovvinveiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiriiriiiiiiiienes Ceereresaerensaons PN 54

Urge Legislature to Amend Domestic Violence Laws
to Provide Equal Protection Against

BT 711 - 54
Direct CDD to Give High Priority to Grants for

Off-Site Student Child Care Factlities ............ocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt iii it i 65
Create Permanent Commission on Street Gang .

T T 66
Co-Sponsor Foster Grandparent PrOgram ........uvvunrernnrirnrerneenstereesserisrneerseosensosaenns 73
Establish Ombudsman Office for Housing

Grievances of Older Adults ......... ot oo i i i it e 73
Adopt Ordinance Prohibiting Rent Increases

When Older Renter Acquires a ROOMMALE .....c.oevniiniiniinieniiiiiieuiruerassienereenoiissesnenes 3
Hold Hearings on Feasibility of Adopting Goal

0f 100% Accessibility by Year1998 .........iiiiuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt i 77
Direct City Departments to Create More Curb

Cuts and Implement Other Access Changes .............ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienenn, 71
Create Commission on Disabilities to Replace

Mayor Advisory Council on Disability ........c.ooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt 78
Support Increase in Minimum Wage t0 $5.01 .....c.uveuniiiunieneieneseneesssnneenesessnsersesnasnnes 103
Adopt Child Support Payment Deduction Program ............ Cereeaiieeeeeenans e reeereiteereeaeees 103
Approve Implementation of Flexible Benefits

Plan for City Workers .........ovveiiiiiiiiieennereerirecensseneennes Ceeeeareeeeae et 103
Eliminate Marital Status Discrimination in the

Administration of Benefits Programs ...........c.covvveeiniiiieennerennes Ceerreerrieeieees Ceerieeaas 103
Approve Implementation of “Dependent Care”

Benefit for Child Careand ElderCare ..........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeenn, 103
Amend Code Prohibiting Nondiscrimination by

CIY COMITACIONS .. oo ittt vt vntneneneneieeeororesnsncssesscssesesencssssonsssasasosssssnonsen 104
Establish Employee Assistance PrOZrams ...........oeuuiiuiiiiiiaieueesesienssssanescenesoesesssaannss 103

Amend Administrative Code to Provide for
Sick Leave and Bereavement Leave for Workers
With Domestic PAYINETS +..vuvvreenerseerenenronceeesenensensnsonsnne e et teatee et essena 103

Review Appointment Process and Operations of
City COmMMISSIONS .. ..oouniervnenrnroreraneuoassssnssorossssssnsssosencoses cevenss N 104



Agency Recommendation

Page in Report
CITY COUNCIL (Cont.)

Establish a Commission on Family Diversity ................ e — e R 104
Give More Community Block Grants to Programs

Offering English-as-a-Second-Language Classes .. .. .. .. AR G el T i e 90
Urge INS to Adopt Family Unity Policy ................... T ETT—. T i 38 a0 e GEisEE 90
Reorganize City Task Force on Immigration ............ S SERC— . — 90

MAYOR:

Host a National Conference on Family Diversity ...........overiiinnnnniniiian. ST = St 6
Support Homeless Youth PrOJECES ...ecovssssassesesensvansnaniiosisissssssesiasessss A T ..
Convene Interagency Task Force on Homeless Youth .............. e i e ST A T T e 37
Fund Van Service for Homeless Youth and Families .. .......o.iuiniiiieneriiiiiiiniraininennnennanns 37
Support Creation of Non-Profit Housing Aencies .. ........cuoveiiniacenenciraresssnsirasasnsnsansarnsns 37
Support 1988 Insurance Reform Ballot Initiative . ......ovvuiviniiinninriiiiie i iieennns 43
Communicate to State Insurance Commissioner

Concern ABout Lifestyle DIscEIEMAON: «.co oo oo s msisss s s asnmsbamnesshemssme 8 b ek 43
Approve Child Abuse Prevention and Education

PROEPIOTBOE: 5acacuiicsssssormwsacaasorars oss.siosesosonaie o658, 1053055001070 G160 i coea e AR R O
Urge Legislature to Amend Domestic Violence Laws

to Provide Equal Protection Against

SREBIBER BRLLEIT. (55 4 iin: cisrmssons:onviome 5000 wiesme: 10151010 10iF10 B0 0016 S8 1018 410 8 WA TE AR o S0 BRI S RS 419 S8R 54
Support Creation of Permanent Commission on Street Gang

Violence ....... S — S e AR N e 1 i o TS e B 66
Review Needs of Advisory Council on Disability ........ Ry AR S wrewree 0
Support Increase in Minimum Wage to §5.01 .......ooovuivnenn.. e PP R AL e 103
Issue Executive Order Directing Personnel

Department to Develop Plans to Make City

a Model Employer .......... v ———— R A AR A T 103
Review Appointment Process and Operations of

City Commissions .................. e S R B B R R e ol R R e . 104
Support Creation of a Commission on Family Diversity ...........ooeeeanns T I
Direct All Department Managers and Commission

Presidents to Review Report of the Task Force

on Family Diversity .......oeeeeunnieersrereeniinsinenns T m— AT ST e A ceees 104
Encourage Department to Develop Public Service

Announcements ...........cciiinieines e aersia e e e e AR RS R T s ixveese 99
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Page in Report

Agency Recommendation
CITY ATTORNEY:
Use Inclusive Definition of Family in Drafting . 29

Proposed Ordinances ...... L —r e —— R s e
Issue Opinion on Legality of One-Person-Per-

Bedroom Rule Imposed by Landlords ............. —— AN R———Y .
Enforce Housing Laws Protecting Pregnant Women ................ ... T |
Develop Plan to Educate Landlords and Families

Regarding Fair Housing Rights of Families .. .. .. PR A e b i SO TpTp— SR srs et
Request State Insurance Commissioner to Forward

Copies of Lifestyle Discrimination Complaints . ......... T 43

Convene Task Force on Lifestyle Discrimination

Against Insurance Consumers ................. S A e e SR A S R R e e s s e A
Convene a Task Force on Gay and Leshian

Family Violence ............ —_——— S R R S R S e A AT S & o 54
Convene Task Force on Immigrant Family Violence ...... i O T T TP semaae B
Initiate Deferred Prosecution Pilot Program on

BlderAhugel- oeor s smimsmnsmmrmemms s e A e e i e e A G s S A 55
Train Prosecutors on Disability and Its

Relationship to Investigation and Prosecution ............covvuvvunennen. L A LT e 78
Inform City Council of Any Necessary Amendments

to City Contractor Nondiscrimination Law .........ccvvureninnrnrnnenenns T AN A Ep— 1

Render Opinion on Legality of Consumer

Discounts Based on Marital Status ................. T I a1 i . 85
Monitor Lawsuit Federal Housing Regulations

Affecting Immigrant Families ........................ . NSRRI, . et wises 91

CITY DEPARTMENTS AND COMMISSIONS:
CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST:
Use Inclusive Definition of Family in Drafting
Proposed Ordinances ......... R SRR T — D (o) e R R
DEPARTMENT OF AGING:

Convene Interagency Task Force on Elder Abuse ........................ T S S v wmismssess —— 55
Co-Sponsor Task Force on Intergenerational

TR GG a5 o 0306705 5 9 70 0 0 8 B B i e TR e S s s R, 73
Implement Respite Care Programs ................uvuuuuvnnnnnnnns A g B e 73
Co-Sponsor Task Force on Seniors’ Housing Issues ............. B RO e e e TR B8 « ‘T8

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING:
Derive More Reliable Estimate of Undocumented Residents ... .. SR A e n B GE E EYs . 29



Agency Recommendation Page in Report

CITY DEPARTMENTS AND COMMISSIONS (Cont.)
POLICE DEPARTMENT:

Develop More Presence in Areas Attracting Large
Numbers of Homeless Persons ................c0un.ns. Ceeeereerenreaaaens et teeereeerreasennsenaas 37

Submit Annual Reports to Police Commission and
Council on Victimization of Disabled ..................ccovveviirinnnnnnnnn, Ceerreatataeaeeranea veee T8

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY:

Include Disability Accessibility Requirements

When Issuing High-Density VAIANCES ...........cuevisinenininenenineneeneneneneenensnenenennenanns 26
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:
Develop Multi-Modal Plans Providing Flexible
Options for Disabled and Nondisabled Persons ............ocviuiiiiniiieiiiiiiereerenaeeeensseennens 7
BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS:
Inform City Council of Necessary Amendments
to City Contractor NondiscriminationLaw ..........cccvvuveanen. Cereaeeraes Ceeerianeeas Ceveeeaes 104
Encourage Networks to Hire More Diverse Staff .............cccoiiiiiiiinnnnn.n Ceereeeiiiieeiaeas 95
POLICE COMMISSION:
Adopt Policy to Provide Domestic Violence Victims
Materials in Multiple Languages . ........ccuviiiiiniiieruiieienssinncctioersnsscnccasssssanssananes 54
Adopt Policy to Collect Data on Disability Status
of Crime Victims .........cooevennnn. Ceereniiiees PN Ceerreernteentiesaiiteanees ceees. 18
Convene a Police Advisory Commission on
Disabilities ........ovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e B, Cerieees 8
COMMISSION ON HUMAN RELATIONS:
Develop “Policy Statement on Human Relations” ............... Cereeeniens Cerernrraieees cereernnae ... 104
File Annual Reports in a Timely Manner ..........coovviiiiiiieniiienniernnneens A, 104
Revitalize Its OPerations ..........u.veeeeuuuuniseereeeuuunisesseeunsstssnnceressssssennnsen ceens 104
Investigate Hate Crimes Against Minorities ................. Ceeeriiienes cerrieeanees Ceerrreeaaes veeees 90
COMMISSION ON STATUS OF WOMEN:
Amend Legislative Policy Statements to Address
Needs of Single-Parent Families ..........uiueieniinneneenerurenernroscnesssoscocusssssasessnsans ... 1
Amend Legislative Policy Statements Per
Senate Task Force on Family Equity Proposals .............cocvviiinniennns e beeeieees ettt aaeans 1
Urge Government Agencies to Implement Reforms
to Assist Older Women .........cccviiiiiniiiininnnnennnnes O 72



Agency Recommendation

CITY DEPARTMENTS AND COMMISSIONS (Cont.)

Page in Report

HOUSING COORDINATOR:
Convene Adequate/Affordable Housing Task FOCe .. ...vvvuveeuneiiinieiiuneemiiieiiiiieens 37
Develop Plan to Educate Landlords and Families
Regarding Fair Housing Rights of Families .. ......vvviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 37
CHILD CARE COORDINATOR:
Evaluate CDD Funded Child Care Programs .........ooviviinnns e e LT L sovevsvanianss 99
Inform City Council and Mayor of Pending State
and Federal Legislation Regarding Affordable
T OO 50 00, A o B A P BT T A i W B S R T BT s 48
Co-Sponsor Task Force on Intergenerational
ChIldIBBEE: 5 0 o0 v mn e sraitess s o 95 i 4 938 (08 610 70 0 S 000 00 3 500 0 06 B8 S S SR B e s B s 73
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT AGENCIES/OFFICIALS
BOARD OF EDUCATION:
Examine Treatment of Subject of Homosexuality
in Family Life Education Curfietlum . ovi o vamommivsanas soms s svas i s oo eos s iaassai o o s 64
Commit Additional Resources to Train Teachers
in Family Life Education CHrmioulai . s sommsssm s v s ek e s sl sk 64
Urge Legislature and State Superintendent to
Provide More Funds for On-Site School Child
GO IR v g it s i s e M R A A AR A AT (0 A SR A S e i B B soh s S A B 8 65
Adopt Goals and Timetables to Establish
School-Based Clinies at Each High School .. ......oooiiiii e 65
TRt iate Teen Rt horPrOBIRIR ol v o s e o i S S s S T R R ana T & 65
Implement Privacy Commission Recommendations
on Emmployment NondISeriniRaton s s suitesier v i i me s on o ik i Senieai e ss e v wi s 65
Convene Commission on Youth Gangs ....c.eeeverveiiinioisersovessnessssseesssasiasanssssosseisses 66
Require Mandatory Cultural Curriculum to Include
Component:on Native and Cultore of DRABIEY oo vamwiaimesimviwansessaemim i e vasmensm ey sms 78
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS:
ShonEor SeMIMATS ONAIDS. oo S sommmnhmnuess s A sa e S R AT A el sb e e 65
Develop Peer Education and Counseling Program as
Component in Family Life Education Curriculum
it All High Schoolsand Junior High'Sehools: ....vuviivsrinorvomuanssesmmsimisposmineee sy 64
Implement All Components of the Model Curriculum
ot Yourth Suiotde PrBSIEION ...u s uisisiescein e s s e o SRR RE0e s T W S R 65
Incorporate Model Curriculum on Human Rights and
Genocide into History and Social STudies ... .cvveerreirinesrenssrnssrnesssssssnnsinsssnesnsssensssss 65



Agency Recommendation Page in Report

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT AGENCIES/OFFICIALS (Cont.)
Expand *““Hands Across the Campus” Program to
Include Disability Prejudice, Homophobia, and
Sexism ............. £ttt treeeenetetre et teterareeenaaan teseessiiieiiaaes Cerersesaeanies . 65

Adopt “Code of Student Behavior™ Against

Harassment Such as Slurs and Bullying ..........ooviiniiiiiiiiiiinieineiieereaeernaeenneeennnnens 65
Conduct Seminar on Homosexuality for Staff

at School-Based CHICS .. ..o vvevnniinniitiiiiinieiiiititiiireenistenerraseeenecenseensesennsans 65
Convene Committee to Develop Plans to Expand

School District Programs Dea.Pi.ing With

Homosexuality ........eiiiunuiiiiiiiiiiit ittt ittt ariera e s . 65
Co-Sponsor Task Force on Intergenerational Child Care ...........covviiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiie, 3
Implement Media Education Curriculum ..........cooooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiian. Ceerriernieees e 95

TEACHERS:

Conduct Classroom Exercises on Prejudice and
INTOErANCE ...vvuuein ittt ittt ittt ittt ittt 65

LOCAL PRIVATE-SECTOR AGENCIES
FAIR HOUSING COUNCILS:

Develop Plan to Educate Landlords and Families
Regarding Fair Housing Rights of Families ................c.coovviine e eeeeiieei i 37

AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE:
Expand *““Hands Across the Campus” Program to
Include Disability Prejudice, Homophobia,
ANA SEXIBM . .vttiunsetttiiiettiiiiieeeetetniiiiiietetaaiaiieteatatttrenatareotttatetraranens 65
APARTMENT OWNERS ASSOCIATION:

Educate Landlords About the Illegality of
Discrimination Against Domestic PATNEIs .. ...ouvuiueuiurnrnrrnerasessesasossssesssssocssnsonensns 84

CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE:

Educate Businesses About Illegality of
Consumer Discounts Based on Marital Status ...........vvvevvrenrrnrensensoscsossosescenssnsescnsens 85

EMPLOYERS, UNIONS, INSURANCE COMPANIES:

Provide Domestic Partnership Coverage in
Employee Benefits Programs ..........ooevvriiiiiiiiiiierieuienstatierasserassassscrssssassnesonns 84
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Kerr, Susan Programs Dealing With Elder Abuse 41
Adult Protective Services
County Department of Public Social Services

Knipps, Linda Marriage Penalties for Disabled Couples 165
Disabled Person _

Kohorn, Jay Studying the Family 2
Repi(ort Consultant
Task Force on Family Diversity ‘

Kring, Thomas What Works in Teen 17
Executive Director Pregnancy-Prevention Programs
Los Angeles Regional Family-Planning Council

Kwoh, Stewart Asian/Pacific Immigrant Families 140
Legal Director
Asian/Pacific American Legal Center

Lee, Donzella Family Needs in the Black Community 308
Project Director
Watts Health Foundation
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Lipman, Steve The Citys New Child Care Policy 146
Council Aide to
Councilwoman Joy Picus

McCauley, Christopher Opening Remarks: _
Co-Chair January 28, 1987 1
Task Force on Family Diversity February 19, 1987 81

March 16, 1987 134
April 8,1987 203

Melia, Tony Lifestyle Discrimination in
President Property/Casualty Insurance 189
National Business Insurance Agency

Moore, Sue ReF taining Stable Gay and 263
Director, Lesbian Central Leslnan ationships
Gay and Leshian Community Services Center

Nance, Brendt Lifestyle Discrimination 196
President in Health/Life/Disability Insurance
Concerned Insurance Professionals

. for Human Rights

Nordquist, Joyce
Los Angeles Lawyers for Human Rights Employee Benefits for Domestic Partners 185

Rndinour, Sue Needed Improvements in Public Transportation 282
Chair
County Commission on Disabilities

Rosenkrantz, Barbara A Personal Experience and the Need for Education 51
Parents and Friends of Leshians and Gays

Sexton, Dan Child Abuse and Alcoholism 230
Child Help, USA

Shelby, Colleen Gomez Family Violence and Undocumented Persons 4
Shelter Director
Su Casa

Smith, Richard The City Response to Disability Issues 238
President
Mayor’ Advisory Council on Disability

Tarwid, Ewa Foster Grandparenting in Los Angeles 159
Director o
Foster Grandparent Program

Taylor, Mary Teacher Training in Family-Life Education 149
Training Coordinator .
L.A. Unified School District

Thoman, Sister Elizabeth Families and Media Literacy 248
Executive Editor
Media and Values
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Uribe, Virginia Gay and Lesbian Issues in School Programs 11
Teacher-Counselor
Fuirfax High School

Warshafsky, Lynn Violence Within Gay and Lesbian Relationships 277
Director of Counseling
Gay and Lesbian Community Services Center

Weinberger, William Employee Benefits for Domestic Partners 185
President
Los Angeles Lawyers for Human Rights

Weinroth, Lora Domestic Violence: 63
Directing Attorney Improving City Services
Battered Women Legal Counseling Center

Westbrook, Jay Portrayal of Seniors on Television 4
Media Coordinator and Gerontologist
American Society on Aging Seniors: Respite Care for Caregivers 269

Witkin, Janet City Support for Alternative 293
Director Housing for Seniors
Alternative Living for the Aging

Woo, Michael The Changing Family in Los Angeles 82
Councilman
City of Los Angeles

Wood, Dr. David Homeless Families: A Growing Crisis 208
Venice Family Clinic

Yates, Gary Runaways and Homeless Teens 55
High Risk Youth Program
Children' Hospital
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APPENDIX E

Task Force on Family Diversity
Mandate

WHEREAS, the family, as an institution, has played and continues to play an important role in the development of our city,
state, and nation; and

WHEREAS, “family” is a broad and expansive concept, capable of encompassing a wide range of committed relationships;
and

WHEREAS, most individuals, in furtherance of their inalienable rights to life, liberty, privacy, and pursuit of happiness, have
formed and continue to form family relationships; and

WHEREAS, our city is rich in family diversity; and
WHEREAS, government should encourage the formation and development of family relationships; and

WHEREAS, government itself should not foster discrimination against families, nor should it tolerate unfair private
discrimination against families; and

WHEREAS, m furtherance of our commitment to family life and individual freedom, the City of Los Angeles and its affiliated
political entities should adopt reasonable measures to address the legitimate needs of families; and

WHEREAS, government authority to remedy family problems is vested in various levels and branches of government;
NOW, THEREFORE, I, Los Anigeles City Councilman Michael Woo, by virtue of the power vested in me as a member of the Los
Angeles City Council and as Chairman of the City Councils Intergovernmental Relations Committee, d6 hereby convene a
TASK FORCE ON FAMILY DIVERSITY:

1. Said Task Force shall consist of two co-chairs and up to 38 other members apointed by me.

2. The co-chairs and members shall serve without compensation.

3. The Task Force shall studz the nature and extent of family diversity in the Cit¥ of Los Angeles and shall investigate any
evident problems experienced by variable family groups, such as single-parent families, unmarried couples, immigrant
families, gay or leshian couples, or families with senior or disabled members. :

4. The Task Force shall issue a final report by April, 1988, documenting its findings, noting demographic and legal trends,

and making recommendations for legislative, administrative, educational, or other appropriate actions which should be
undertaken within the public or private sectors to address the special problems of families in Los Angeles.

Dated: April 9,1986

COUNCILMAN MICHAEL W00
(Rev. 8-1-86/8-3-87)
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