
 
 

The Honorable Scott Turner  
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
451 7th Street S.W. 
Washington, DC 20410 ​
​
April 28, 2026 

RE: Opposition to Docket No. FR-6520-P-01 

Dear Secretary Turner,  

I’m writing in strong opposition to the proposed rule, Establishing Flexibility for Implementation 
of Work Requirements and Term Limits (Docket No. FR-6520-P-01). The passage of this 
proposal would put millions of Americans, a third of whom are children, at risk of homelessness 
while contributing to national housing instability and creating unnecessary administrative burden 
on both families and the Department of Housing and Urban Development itself (HUD). ​
​
HUD’s proposed rule would allow Public Housing Agencies (PHAs) and certain Multifamily 
Housing Owners to implement arbitrary work requirements for work-eligible adults, and permit 
the use of term limits on housing assistance for non-elderly, non-disabled families receiving 
support through public housing, Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV), Project-Based Vouchers 
(PBV), and Project-Based Rental Assistance (PBRA). ​
​
The work requirement would not only jeopardize essential support for families who rely on these 
resources by ignoring the structural barriers low-income families face, but would also fail to 
accomplish the stated objective of “self-sufficiency” for several reasons. Most people in HUD 
housing who are able to work already do. The majority of HUD-assistance households are 
headed by elderly or disabled individuals, and among the “work-able” population receiving 
rental assistance, 81% worked in the past year. Those who do not work often have valid 
circumstances such as attending school, acting as caregivers, or dealing with illness. Due to the 
high rates of employment among those able, the rule is unlikely to make a meaningful impact on 
employment rates among recipients, but it will create more administrative hurdles in maintaining 
assistance while perpetuating dangerous myths.​
​
The ideology underlying this rule stems from harmful and inaccurate rhetoric used to stereotype 
people who rely on public benefits. It portrays people on assistance as not interested in working  
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and neglects the reality that people can be working full-time and still not make enough to afford 
housing. Evidence shows work requirements generally “do not increase employment rates among 
benefit recipients” and  “most people subjected to work requirements continue to experience 
poverty.” This is largely due to the fact that work requirements do not actually address or attempt 
to mitigate barriers to employment people may be facing such as lacking access to childcare, 
relevant work experience or skills, professional networks, or facing structural challenges that 
limit hiring opportunities. 

The term limit compounds these concerns as it stipulates any household without a senior or 
disabled individual would lose their assistance after two years. The Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities illustrates the real-world impact of this rule, illustrating that if the rule “were in effect 
today it would take assistance away from 3.3 million people,” over half of whom are children, 
putting them at direct risk of eviction and homelessness. Furthermore, due to the long history of 
discrimination in housing, this change would disproportionately affect Black and Latino people. 
This rule will come with the human cost of millions of people facing stress, instability, and 
homelessness. Children in particular would be uprooted from their schools or daycare, causing 
long-term consequences for their education, and mental and physical health.  

In addition, the downstream costs will manifest in unintended economic consequences. The issue 
once again arises from neglecting to consider the realities of the job market and rental system. 
Many families cut off by time limits have working members who will not be able to afford their 
rent without support, meaning they may miss work shifts as they grapple with relocating their 
belongings and finding care for their children. Furthermore, they may not even be able to 
maintain their jobs without housing. This is counterintuitive to the rule’s stated aim of promoting 
work, as it would destabilize employment for generations of people receiving benefits. Time 
limits have proven to be ineffective and detrimental. In a study prepared in 2016 for the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, experts compared families with children on 
rental assistance who had a time limit of 18 months to families with no time limit. At the end of 
the three-year study period, the share of families with limited assistance was about twice as high 
as families without time limits. In fact, the outcome of the group with time limits was 
“essentially the same as among a third group who were not offered any added assistance at all.” 

Lastly, the rule change would create unnecessary administrative burden by multiplying the 
amount of paperwork that recipients need to produce and that agencies need to process. Families 
will have to produce higher levels of documentation, whether to prove exemption from work 
requirements or to verify work hours. This documentation can be difficult to obtain and fill out, 
making the process more burdensome, as “every additional piece of paperwork that people are 
required to submit during an application or recertification period increases the likelihood that 
households lose assistance.” This could be especially difficult for seniors to navigate in order to 
maintain their assistance, especially considering potential gaps in technology access or literacy. 
Furthermore, individuals who are self-employed, work non-traditional jobs, or have irregular 
schedules would also have difficulty obtaining the necessary paperwork and meeting 
month-to-month documentation requirements. From the perspective of housing authorities 
administering rental assistance, they have the obligation of reviewing and tracking all of this 
documentation which would require additional staff and effort. This would be costly to 
implement, diverting resources, time, and money from priorities like building maintenance and 
resident services. In addition, they would be compelled to cut off stably housed families every 
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two years, contributing to administrative churn. Overall, the costs of such policies would be 
socially, morally, and monetarily irresponsible.  

In my state of Massachusetts, this rule would put approximately 115,000 people, including 
51,100 children and 79,500 people in working families, at risk of losing their assistance. Given 
the existing shortage of affordable housing for the lowest-income renters, these types of housing 
policies would not help but instead hurt our communities, with its only outcomes being fewer 
people given assistance, and more people at risk of becoming unhoused with no boosts to 
employment rates or wages. 

The proposed rule change in Docket No. FR-6520-P-01 would be deeply detrimental with a 
variety of harmful consequences, most of which undermine housing stability and security..It does 
not reflect how a just society should treat its most vulnerable residents, nor how a nation that 
values dignity, autonomy, equality and economic opportunity should administer rental assistance. 
This proposal would jeopardize stable housing access for families who are already struggling to 
make ends meet. I ask that the proposed rule change in Docket No. FR-6520-P-01 be withdrawn 
in its entirety.  

Sincerely,  

 
MINDY DOMB 
State Representative 
3rd Hampshire District 
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