A “Ruyht to- Rest’ v Notthe Answer

If tie road to- hell s paved witiv goodh intentions, Senate BUl
608 Uy Exivibit A.  The bil, wirieh promises a “Right to- Rest’ for
Californiasy homelessy population, does not provide any homes for
the homeless, but enshurines un law- a “right’ to- use any pubplic
space ay a prvete home.  Unfortunately, He bl wll not assist
costy o everyone else — especially those most dependent on

There are many needs among tihe homeless, unclunding
adequote mentol healtiv freatment.  We also- need enouglv beds for
Hrose needing a roof under wivich to-sleep: Righht nows ay tire
lLegUslation notes, most homeless people dow't kinow- wiere they can
fund o sihelter.  If cunvent shelters hhave empty beds and are not

fulfilling Hheivr mission, an Ummediate priovity showld be to-



nform those needing a bed apout where one i available.

Despite Huy troubling lack of awareness among tive homeless,
the bl will not give them tiy information  lnstead, it
authorizes damages against police of $1,000 — and reasonable
attorney’s fees —-- for every time officers try to- relocate the
homeless.  SB 608 assmmes Hhat people wio- can't find o bed will
compreend, and. implement Cl Code section 53.82, suboinvision
(B)'y provisiony for injunctive rellef:  The bl seems designed Less
to- create shelter for Hhe poor Hhaun fees for attorneys.

SB 608 will not improve Hie homeless’ well-being becanse if
weorrectly treats homelessness as o vl rights/ dserimination
Bsue, rotier than a soclal welfare concern.  But current law- s
not diseruminatory, as everyone has the right to- wse public spaces
for public purposes, and no- one hays the right to- wse thewm for

prwate ones.



Cwl righty flow- from equal citizensihuip:  Thanks to- Rosa
Parks and otirers, everyone may now ride Hie bus on equal terms.
This does not discriminate, ay claimed by SB 608, based on
“housing stotus, or ability or desive to- be housed?’; no-one may lie
down and toake four seats.  Some wio sleep on a bus or benciv
may woeed be homeless, wirile otivery may be wntoxicated, for
from their home, or justtired. Regardless, Uf senior citizens must
stand for an howr as they wait for and ride the buy because
someone U lyung i their seat;, they wll lose thecr “right to- rest”’

Of cowrse, as Anatole France observed, suci equality s not
enoughv for the poor, so- we have social welfare policies that assist
tHem.  Soclety shouwld try to- remedy the homeless’ lack of private
space by providing U even v the imperfect form of temporary
sivelter.  Instead, SB 608'y enabling the homeless to- use puplic

spoces for private purposes will umpede public access for everyone



The bdly premise s that becaunse most Californiansy howve o

prvate realm wirere ey may do- wirat they Uke (Hheir lhome), so-

showld, the homeless.  We enjoy privacy v owr home becaunse we

may exclude everyone ese from o Althouglh SB 608 doesy not

guwe the homelessy o formal right to- exclunde otirers from pupplic

spoces, that may be Uy procticel effect:

Public safety will likely suffer f Hhe proposal passes.  Some

people may wndeed “rest’ on swdewadks or un cars becanse ey

lack anotiver place to-rest:  But cruminaly may wse thus access to-

track homeownersy comings and goings, and. break un once Hiey

leave.  The proposed law- will Ukewise gve cover to- those wivo

wUi to- rob, rape or carjock, as Hey may “rest’ un parking Loty

after howrs:  Employees working late will have less protection,

and more reason to- guit working before ot gets dark.



Wit sweeping language woking Uniteo Nations
pronouwncements on humoin rights, the bl has o stortling reacih,
wiether intended or not:

. The proposed law- “requives that civil and hamain
rights that are amply protected. in the home and in
other places be extended to- He public areas in wirich
homeless persons live”  If Here iy a comstitutional
right to- sexmnal intimacy witiv anothver consenting adult
wv the privacy of one’s home, will the quoted language
extend thot right to- parks, playgrouwnds and otiver
“public areas un wivede homeless persons Live’’?

o The “right tor worship’ in public spaces may also- prove
proplematicc.  Many recall the sight of thowsandy of
people fllling Parisiaw streety to- kineel towawrd: Mecca
AW howve a rght to- pray, but wmwst traffic come to- halt
wtll ey finishh?  If individualy have a “right to-
proy’’ ow “propevty that i owned, uv wivole or v part;
by any state or local government entity,” He answer s

yes:



. The biggest victimy of the law- will be residents of
public housing. SB 608 entitles homeless individunaly
to- sleep or “squat’ n “public buildings,” wirich coulol
wnclunde aportment hallwoyys or even the wnity
themselves: It expressly overrides current laws witiche
provibits lodging i a public ov prvate place “withowt
Hie permission of Hie owner or person entited to- [Us]
possession.’’

. As “public buildings’ also- include sehooly, Hhe bl
grantsy the homeless o right to- enter and. Ue doww b
gyms, labs, and Ubrories across the state --- ay of
classes werewt overcrowdled enoughv.

Even if redvafting eliminates Hhese extreme applications, the
fact remaing that if public facilities may not be lamited to- Hheir
intended wse, people will eventually abandon them. They will
switch from riding the bus to- using Uber, abandon public

swimiming pools for private health clubs, skip sidewalk cafes in



fowvor of ndoor restouirants, and have teir childrren play n
private gyms rotiver than pubplic playgrownds.  And asy use of

Whom will s vt tie most?  Those fortunate enough fo-
swimv U theinr backyard. pooly or ride i limouwsines will haroly
notice.  But working-classy people witiv no- otiver means of
recreation and transportotion wll see reduced howry and rowtes.
And porents wiro- dirop off their kidy at tive playgrownd (or even
Ubrary) will joun those “free-range’’ Marylond parents accused of
child neglect: The right to- “rest’ for the homelessy will reduce
rest for everyone else.

Dowwtowwn Loy Angeles hay revived becawnse the City ensnred
that people conmld walk, dine, and socialize downtown withowt
wndue fear.  We have puttive “public’’ back into “public spaces.”

Passage of SB 608 wll drive people back into- their hhomes ano



prwvote spaces.  Reduced commerciol actruty wll mean fewer o

revenunes —-- anol avaidaiple fundy to- velp e poor.

And Hhe bill will do- notiving to- help homeless people find

the bed, shower, counseling or jobp tiey desperately need. It does

not even try. The Legulature should reject Senate BUL 608.
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